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Abstract
[bookmark: _Hlk176097287]Writing for international publication in English poses considerable discursive challenges for EAL (English as an additional language) academics. In non-Anglophone settings, where assistance is limited, many turn to local English teachers at their university for ad hoc language support. However, the impact of these part-time text mediators on specialized texts is uncertain and doubts persist about their capacity to understand and shape meaning beyond language. This case study investigates how a language mediator helped a Chinese hematologist to convey his intended meaning when revising a submission for a medical journal. We show how mediator-author collaboration draws on their respective expertise to shape academic texts. While the mediator’s independent revisions mainly fixed language issues, her interaction with the author effectively addressed deeper structural and rhetorical challenges. Transcripts of conferencing sessions revealed how the mediator’s rhetorical and linguistic strategies complemented the author’s disciplinary knowledge to co-construct meaning and the articulation of complex ideas. By comparing the mediator’s solo efforts with the outcomes of collaborative interaction, we demonstrate how their partnership transformed the manuscript into a publishable text.  These findings have important practical implications.
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1. Introduction 
The requirement to publish in high profile international journals to advance careers means that EAL (English as additional language) authors often seek help with the task from others. Those who provide such assistance have been labelled in various ways, including authors’ editors (e.g., Burrough-Boenisch, 2003; Matarese, 2013), literacy brokers (e.g., Lillis and Curry, 2010) and proofreaders (e.g., Harwood, 2018). We prefer to use text mediators (Authors, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2021) to include the possible range of activities they perform while avoiding the commercial relationship implied by “broker.” These mediators are, most commonly, individuals from one of the following groups: 
· specialist mediators who share much of the authors’ disciplinary background;
· language mediators with an English language background (e.g., English teachers); 
· English proficient others such as friends or family members. 

While EAL academics tend to favour specialist mediators (Lillis & Curry, 2010; Luo & Hyland, 2019), particularly those with rich publishing experience, accessing such individuals is often difficult (Luo & Hyland, 2021). As a result, they turn to language mediators, whose impact on texts can vary greatly (Luo & Hyland, 2016; Merkel, 2018). In a previous paper we have shown that successful mediation often depends on mediators’ close interaction with their author clients and possession of a good rhetorical knowledge of academic writing (Authors, 2017). However, little is known about how these factors can contribute to the successful revision of an article, a question that has important implications for enhancing the publishing success of EAL academics. With increasing demands on academics to publish for career advancement, understanding how collaboration between the rhetorical expertise of English language teachers combined with the disciplinary knowledge of academics can enable effective text revision becomes crucial for equitable academic representation. We address this issue in the current paper. 

2. Processes of text mediation 
Language mediators adopt different processes to work on manuscripts for academics (Luo, 2017). Perhaps the most common is for them to first work independently to edit and annotate a paper and then communicate with the author via written comments. This is certainly the practice of mediators working for commercial services as they are not given the author’s identity. Another common procedure is for mediators to work individually on a paper before interacting with the author directly. Here textual changes are either effected by the mediator in situ (e.g., Luo & Hyland, 2017; Sionis, 1995) or later by the author (e.g., Buel & Park, 2008; Merkel, 2018, 2020). 
Clearly there is a span of expertise among mediators which influences their approach to texts. Language teachers, for example, are often seen as lacking the topic knowledge to improve the meaning of academic texts and are advised to stick to language editing (Lillis & Curry, 2010; Willey & Tanimoto, 2012). But others see teachers as being able to rework a text to correspond with the author’s preferred meanings (e.g., Luo & Hyland, 2017; Merkel, 2018). Writing, of course, is centrally about meaning making (Byrnes, 2013) and so mediation requires that a focus on meaning informs and guides the development of the work. We see this as a process which seeks to present the author’s intended rhetorical objectives most effectively through the use of appropriate textual choices (e.g. Anjarwati et al, 2021;  Halliday & Matthiessen, 2014). 
Essentially, the meaning of a text is conveyed through the information it contains and the stance the writer takes towards its content and the reader, inviting the reader to interact with the text using their prior knowledge and previous experience with similar texts. So although language teachers may be familiar with the rhetorical features of particular target genres, they are unlikely to have the insider knowledge to engage effectively with a disciplinary audience. Teachers often have a good knowledge of academic writing and the research article genre, which means they may be able to give useful comments (Burgess et al, 2006; Kerans, 2001) or effect textual changes (e.g., Luo & Hyland, 2016, 2017). However, because meaning-making in text-mediation heavily depends on creating a text that conveys the author’s intentions successfully, this requires the involvement of the author (Luo & Hyland, 2016, 2017). 

2.1 Independent involvement with texts 
Whether language mediators work entirely alone on a text or with the author at a later stage, they assume the role of revisors for texts written by others. As Flower et al (1986) observed, revision makes heavy demands on the revisor’s knowledge and understanding of the text precedes any actions on it, involving: 1) reading for comprehension, 2) evaluating the text using a set of criteria to detect problems, 3) diagnosing the problems detected, 4) searching for strategies to address the diagnosed problems. An understanding of subject knowledge would seem to be a key element here (Luo & Hyland, 2016; Merkel, 2018; Willey & Tanimoto, 2015). This suggests that mediation requires both subject and discursive knowledge (Geisler, 1994), making it difficult for language teachers to understand specialist texts as they are unable to “distinguish syntactic issues from content-related issues” (Merkel, 2018, p. 24). Willey and Tanimoto (2012) found that English teachers’ lack of disciplinary knowledge restricted their textual changes to minor language problems. Lillis & Curry (2010, p. 94) reached a similar conclusion which lies behind Kaplan’s (2010) advice that EAL authors should avoid turning to language mediators. 
Another factor influencing a language mediator’s effectiveness is their familiarity with relevant rhetorical knowledge. We use the term rhetorical knowledge to refer to the understanding of how to present information in a way that effectively communicates the author’s intended meaning to a specific audience within a particular genre.  It is a concept which helps us to recognise the nuanced understandings required of how language is used to achieve communicative goals within specific contexts and genres. 
Such rhetorical awareness can empower mediators to diagnose problems and either suggest or effect changes beyond language even when working independently. For instance, Burgess et al. (2006) reported that an English teacher, by relying on her knowledge of academic discourse, suggested changes of rhetorical structure to help her client redraft the introduction of an educational psychology paper. Similarly, the language mediator in Luo and Hyland’s (2017) study was able to unpack a reviewer criticism to see that a medical paper lacked novelty. Ventola and Mauranen (1991) reported that their linguistic text knowledge had allowed them to reorganize the result section of a physics paper without author involvement. 
These cases lead us to consider what understanding a disciplinary text means. The view that only disciplinary experts can understand a text assumes that understanding is entirely factive, based on the empiricist assumption that understanding requires knowledge of specialist content (Mizrahi, 2012). However, while EAL authors often possess such specialist knowledge, they may lack a discursive understanding of their papers, so their textual choices are “unselfconscious impromptu inventions” rather than “self-conscious responses to perceived rhetorical problems” (Bazerman, 1988, p. 15). A text, then, is more than its factual content, and includes discursive dimensions such as the appropriate deployment of rhetorical features at both general and genre-specific levels. 
The notion of understanding might be better captured by a constructivist view which posits that individuals construct knowledge and meaning through their experiences and interactions. This suggests that instead of passively receiving information, individuals actively engage with their environment, drawing on their prior knowledge and experiences to make sense of new information (Fosnot, 2013). In this view, understanding involves a dynamic process of developing a mental representation of a text (van den Broek & Kendeou, 2022; van den Broek & Kremer, 1999). Here a number of factors come into play, with understanding depending on the interplay of various reader characteristics (e.g., reading strategies and metacognition, the ability to develop inferential and causal relationships, and background knowledge), text properties, and context (van den Broek & Kremer, 1999).  
So, while the lack of subject knowledge makes comprehension more difficult, this may be offset by strengths in other areas. Most importantly, this includes the reader's ability to employ higher-order cognitive skills, such as critical thinking and metacognitive awareness. These skills enable readers to strategically apply reading strategies, which are not higher-order cognitive skills in themselves but are guided by the reader’s metacognitive control and understanding of the reading process.
To understand a research article in an unfamiliar field, readers adjust their reading processes and activate specific reading strategies (Kendeou & van den Broek, 2007).  Based on their reading goals, prior knowledge and the reading context, they adopt a Standard of Coherence (SoC) or the criteria readers set to determine the level of logical and conceptual consistency they expect to maintain while reading (van den Broek & Kendeou, 2022). The SoC guides how readers construct a coherent mental representation of the text, influencing the extent to which they generate inferences to connect and integrate information within the text (Oudega & Van Den Broek, 2018). Readers with a comprehensive SoC often engage in more strategic processes to ensure that the text meets their coherence expectations than those with simplistic SoC (O’Brien & Cook, 2016; Oudega & van den Broek, 2018). 
While the SoC for specialist texts of a particular language mediator is often limited in terms of subject knowledge, s/he may be able to compensate for this by using their rhetorical knowledge. Obviously, language mediators vary considerably in their repertoire of rhetorical knowledge of academic writing but activating as many related reading schemas as possible can facilitate this understanding (e.g. Meyer, 1999). Relevant rhetorical knowledge of the genre can therefore allow mediators to detect and diagnose problems (e.g., Kerans, 2001; Luo & Hyland, 2017).  

2.2 Collaborating with an author
Whether language mediators can move beyond language editing to assist in meaning making hinges upon two factors: authorization from the author and the language mediator’s ability. Some authors resist language mediators interventions in text content (Burrough-Boenisch, 2006). For instance, Lillis & Curry (2010) recount the case of a European author who invited a native English speaking teacher to proofread on condition that she made only linguistic edits. Authors seem to authorize a language mediator to affect content only when the latter is greatly trusted (e.g., Buel & Park, 2008; Merkel, 2018, 2020) or when they lack access to other advice (e.g., Luo & Hyland, 2017; Sionis, 1995).
While language mediators may highlight problems and create text meanings alone in some cases, they are greatly empowered by author involvement during the process (Luo & Hyland, 2016, 2017). Edwards’ (2010) theory of relational agency helps explain this empowerment. This resonates with the constructivist position that knowledge and meaning emerge from interactions and experiences. According to Edwards, the capacity of professionals to accomplish complex tasks across disciplinary boundaries is increased with close interaction with others who have different expertise. This kind of collaboration which she refers to as “relational agency” creates synergies more powerful than the individual agency of any one party. A text mediator therefore enacts individual agency when working alone but relational agency when doing the task collaboratively with the author. Since relational agency is more powerful than individual agency (Edwards, 2010), the product from the collaborative process is often superior to that of individual work by the text mediator alone (Luo & Hyland, 2017). 
The fact that language mediators can influence meaning making has been reported in both anecdotal recounts (Buel & Park, 2008; Kerans, 2001) and empirical studies (Luo & Hyland, 2016, 2017; Burgess et al, 2006; Merkel, 2018, 2020). In an earlier study (Authors, 2017), we demonstrated the considerable impact a language mediator can have in meaning making. In such situations, mediators either propose meaning originally non-existent in the text themselves (Burgess et al, 2006; Luo & Hyland, 2016, 2017) or offer suggestions assisting authors in making textual changes (Buel & Park, 2008; Merkel, 2018, 2020). 
Another important issue, which we will pick up again later, is the role attributed to the mediator in the published text. The credit given to those providing rhetorical, and statistical, input to a paper remains a fraught ethical issue, leading some mediators to refuse to work on EAL papers requiring substantial changes (Matarese, 2016). Two solutions have been proposed to address these concerns. One is developmental editing in which the mediator provides substantial support to authors ranging from helping them form a vision of the text to coaching them to revise step by step (Norton, 2023). It is important that the author rather than the mediator instantiates ideas into words in such cases to avoid ethical exploitation of the mediator (Matarese, 2013). Developmental editing, however, can be extremely time-consuming and thus undesirable for overworked EAL academics trying to carve out a space to research and write. In practice, the mediator usually first edits the text alone, then communicates with the author one-to-one, either revising in situ (Flowerdew & Wang, 2016; Luo & Hyland, 2017) or leaving the job to the author thereafter (Buel & Park, 2008; Merkel, 2018, 2020).
During this process, the mediator may contribute substantially to content and structure beyond language, making a strong claim for co-authorship status (Lozano, 2014). Recognizing the mediator’s contribution in this way, however, violates the authorship guidelines of some international publishers and professional bodies. For instance, ICMJE (International Committee of Medical Journal Editors), recommends that “writing assistance, technical editing, language editing, and proofreading” alone do not qualify for authorship and should only be acknowledged (ICMJE, 2019). Similarly, Elsevier specifies that authorship should be limited to assistance provided by those in the research group (https://www.elsevier.com).  
Such authorship guidelines have come under fire from academics, however, as they fail to respect “the plurality of value and the messiness of scientific practice” (Patience, 2019; Penders, 2016, p. 136). In line with Lozano’s (2014) proposition to credit text mediators who introduce substantial changes with authorship, specialist mediators are occasionally added to the byline of research papers even if their contribution was in revising the manuscripts (Luo & Hyland, 2017, 2021; Ren & Hu, 2024). Ren and Hu (2024), for example, argue that the significant contribution of mediators in the revision process should be credited with authorship when seen as sufficient by their clients. This perspective challenges traditional authorship guidelines and underscores the need for greater flexibility in recognizing collaborative efforts in scholarly publishing. 
In sum, while language mediators are often seen as making limited contributions to meaning construction (Kaplan, 2010; Lillis & Curry, 2010), a strong rhetorical knowledge of academic genres can assist this process in decisive ways in close interaction with authors (Luo & Hyland, 2017; Merkel, 2018, 2020). This paper contributes to the research on this issue to help ensure they gain appropriate credit for this work.

3 Research questions
While previous research has shed light on text mediation, including: (1) the role of English teachers as text mediators; (2) that mediation involves both surface and meaning  interventions; (3) that interactions between EAL authors and text mediators is pivotal to improving manuscripts. However, we know little about how the collaborative process unfolds and how interactions between authors and mediators shape the text. In this paper, shed light on these processes by highlighting the collaborative process to answer the following questions:
1. How did the mediator influence the text by working alone?  
2. How did the mediator and author collaborate to create meaning? 




4. Methodology
4.1 Participants and procedure
There are two focal participants in this study: the mediator Laura, who is also the first author of the current paper, and the hematologist Peter (pseudonym). Including a co-author as a participant is an important feature in the paper and follows Canagarajah’s (2012, p. 260) observation that the researcher’s experience is “a rich repository” to be valued rather than suppressed. Laura was a PhD candidate in Applied Linguistics when she helped Peter with an English paper. Before embarking on the PhD program, she had taught English at a Chinese university for 16 years. During that period, and while working as an English teacher, she was frequently invited to help medical colleagues with their problems writing in English. Her bachelor’s degree in medical English[footnoteRef:1] and good relationships with members of the medical faculty meant she was asked to edit submissions to international journals.  [1:  Some Chinese universities have been offering undergraduate programmes of English in disciplines (i.e., medical English, forensic English) for several decades.  ] 

Building on these experiences, she gradually developed a collaborative editing process to compensate for her limited disciplinary knowledge. Specifically, she would first work on a paper alone by correcting language problems and marking places where she needed the author’s advice to make textual changes, then she would discuss these issues with the author. Her success in assisting colleagues, testified by both acceptance of the papers she had worked on for publication and author approbation, meant she was increasingly approached by authors from other disciplines (e.g., computer science, material science). The editing experience encouraged Laura to read extensively and became familiar with the features of research articles, eventually undertaking a PhD on text mediation for Chinese scientists. To recruit participants, Laura offered to edit a paper without charge in return for interview and text access. During this period, some authors asked her to help restructure their manuscripts whose language problems had been fixed by other mediators (see Authors, 2017). Those experiences encouraged her to go beyond language in her revisions. 
Peter, director of the department of hematology at a large hospital affiliated with a medical university in southwest China, was one of Laura’s volunteer participants. He asked her to help revise a paper which had been returned asking for major revisions by an international journal with both reviewers demanding a thorough language editing. The paper, focusing on using reduced dosage of an expensive drug IVIg to treat a serious hematological disease called ITP, was revised three times before being accepted for publication. Its trajectory is shown in Figure 1 below (D=draft): 
Mediator’s sole work
Author revision based on  reviewer comments, interaction with mediator and her support.
Author work based on further reviewer comments and mediator support



D1                  D2                                                  D3                                                 D4
(reviewed)      (basis for interaction)                                                    (submitted)                                                    (accepted)     




Figure 1: Trajectory of the focal paper
   
 Laura spent several hours on D1, marking edits in track-changes and giving comments. After working alone on the paper, she had a synchronous interaction with the author online via QQ text messages[footnoteRef:2].  This interaction involved discussing the content and organization of the text rather than its language. Soon after the first interaction, Laura initiated another short QQ discussion with the author to propose a major content change. After these two interactive episodes, Peter revised the paper alone, asking Laura questions by phone or QQ when necessary. This process resulted in D3 which was submitted after Laura conducted final language editing. D3 was recommended for publication pending minor revisions which Peter addressed quickly. The paper was subsequently accepted.  [2:  QQ is a communication app in China similar to WhatsApp. ] 

      After the first interaction, Peter asked Laura if she would like to become his coauthor as he recognized her contribution had been crucial. Accordingly, Laura became the fourth author of the paper. She made it clear that it would be difficult to maintain his anonymity in the current paper, but he unequivocally agreed.

4.2 Data collection and analysis
The data used in the study comprises three drafts of Peter’s paper (D1, D2 and D3), the QQ communication record between Peter and Laura, reviewer reports for D1 and Laura’s research diary which recorded her cognitive process during the text mediation retrospectively. Different data types underwent different analytical procedures. 
The online QQ record was analyzed using the following steps. First, content unrelated to the text was excluded. Second, the record was divided into Meaning Focused Episodes (MFEs)[footnoteRef:3] based on topics. An MFE is defined as one or more consecutive sequences focusing on a specific issue regardless of whether it resulted in later textual changes. The word counts of all the turns of both participants were calculated, topic initiation in MFEs attributed, and topic continuations and directives counted.  [3:  The term Meaning Focused Episode is coined by us and inspired by Form Focused Episode in Zhao and Bitchner (2007).] 

For the textual data, D2 and D3 were also processed differently. D2 was analyzed for both textual changes and margin comments. The textual changes were analyzed in two ways. The first, following Authors (2017), involved two steps: 
1 Type: coding revision actions into one of seven categories: addition, deletion, rewriting, reordering, combining, substitution and mechanics, and 
2 Size: differentiating the size of each textual change into major (>10 words), meso (between 6 to 10 words) and minor (5 or few words). 
Then a distinction was made between meaning and language changes. Meaning changes involved changes to either content (i.e., addition, deletion or substitution of content) or structure (e.g., relocating a text chunk to another paragraph) with the potential to bring about meaning changes. Language changes refers to all other textual changes. We recognize the inherent interconnectivity between form and meaning but focus here on the mediator’s intended focus. 
In addition to the textual changes, we also analyzed the margin comments. We divided these into two types according to the mediator’s intention in addressing the text at this point: 
(1) language-oriented comments included those on grammar, lexis, convention, and understanding (the mediator asked the author whether her understanding was correct);
(2) meaning-oriented comments intended to improve content, structure, or both (see Appendix). 
The meaning-oriented comments were first benchmarked against the communication record to see whether they were picked up in the MFEs. Those which resurfaced in the communication were linked to the relevant episode, and those not revisited were checked against D3 to find out whether they resulted in text changes directly. Word counts for textual changes derived from the interaction were also calculated.
D3 was first compared to D2 using the same procedure described above for D2. Then all the changes were matched with the communication record, the reviewer reports on D1 and comments on D2 to trace their origins. Peter served as informant for tracking the origins of the textual changes on D3. Laura’s research diary was constantly consulted and used to triangulate data from the other sources. The data analysis, spanning over half a year, was refined repetitively to assure validity. 
5.  The mediator’s sole revision 
5.1 Extensive text changes
Working independently, Laura made a total of 198 textual changes (see Table 1), unevenly distributed in the abstract (18), introduction (67), method (11), result (94) and discussion (7) sections. She explained the limited number of revisions in the discussion section to Peter: 
I find it impossible to revise the discussion as it needs rewriting. Therefore, I only slightly edited it this time.     (End comment, D2)

Table 1: The textual changes made by Laura alone on D2 
	Type/Scope
	Minor
(<=5 words in one sentence)
	Meso
(>5 words,<=10 words)
	Major
(>10 words)
	Total

	Addition
	23
	2
	1
	26

	Deletion
	22
	0
	1
	23

	Rewriting
	25
	7
	8
	40

	Reordering
	 9
	2
	2
	13

	Recombining
	 9
	1
	0
	10

	Substitution
	16
	0
	0
	16

	Mechanics
	70
	0
	0
	70

	Total
	       174 (87.8%)
	12 (6.1%)
	12 (6.1%)
	198 (100%)



While most textual changes remained minor, 24 (12.2%) were meso or major. The longest textual change made by her alone was the compression of a text chunk from 68 to 44 words (Table 2). These textual changes required a good understanding of the relationships between concepts in the hematology paper.  

Table 2: The largest textual change made by Mediator on D2 
	Original (68 words)
	Revised (44 words)

	So one of both of IVIg and Anti-D becomes rational choice for the ITP patients which facing fatal bleeding risk. However, severe intravascular hemolysis may occur following injection of anti-D. The concern about its safety has led to the withdrawal of anti-D for ITP in European markets. Moreover, anti-D is not available in China so far. Sometimes, IVIg is the only choice of emergency treatment for ITP patients. 
	… the latter may induce severe intravascular hemolysis. As a result, it was withdrawn from the European market and has never been made available in China. Thus, IVIg becomes the sole best choice of emergency treatment for ITP patients in many parts of the world.



Despite the large number of textual changes introduced by Laura alone, she only made two meaning changes (1%).  The first was a minor insertion of “(91 adults and 76 children)” after the word “patients” to a sentence in the abstract with the information retrieved from the method section. The second was a major addition shown in Table 3. Most of the changes here, except the word “病程（course）,” are not technical. The paucity of meaning changes suggests that Laura’s capacity to make meaning remained very limited due to her lack of specialist knowledge. 

Table 3: Major addition to the introduction in D2 
	Original 
	Revised (44 words)

	However, the study did not recruit adults ITP patients and lack of follow-up data [26].
	However, since this study failed to consider adult ITP patients, we do not know whether the result can be readily extrapolated to them. 儿童和成人的病程不同，简单地把儿童的结果推理到成人身上显然不合适。(Translation: Since child and adult patients follow different courses, simply extrapolating the results from studies on child patients to adults does not make sense). In addition, its lack of follow-up data renders it这儿得加上点后果(translation: Some consequences are needed here.)


Text changes = bold, Original Chinese text = italicized)

5.2 Margin comments and meaning making 
Laura’s contribution towards improving the meaning of the text in D2 was more obvious in her margin comments. Among her 43 comments, most (25, 58.1%) were meaning-oriented (12 on content, 10 on structure, 3 on both). These comments led to a total of 23 textual changes (17 major, 2 meso and 4 minor) on D3. Most of them (18 out of 25, 72%) served as points of departure in the interaction with Peter while four brought about textual changes directly without being picked up in the interaction. The remaining three were made irrelevant due to other proposed textual changes.
Of the 25 meaning-oriented comments, 13 drew on the mediator’s genre-specific rhetorical knowledge, as here:
In the first paragraph of the discussion section, I suggest you summarize the major finding. You can paraphrase the subtitles in the result section and start the paragraph with “In this study, we…”
Other comments were based more on broad rhetorical knowledge, as here: 
Here you should first differentiate adults and children and then divide each group into three subgroups according to different dosages. 
In five of the comments, the mediator sought to move beyond diagnosis to construct meaning herself. For example, in response to the sentence “However, the study did not recruit adults ITP patients and lack of follow-up data [26]”, she wrote: 
This sentence reminded me that you did not criticize Benesch’s study for failing to include follow-up. You can say that their study did not do that, making readers unable to find out whether their results are applicable to patients following different courses.

6.  Author-mediator interactions
The collaboration between Laura and Peter greatly facilitated the process of creating a text which presented the meanings envisaged by the author. They interacted twice before Peter revised D2. The first, with 27 MFEs, was synchronous. The second, initiated by Laura as a follow up, was asynchronous with just one episode. The synchronous MFEs could be divided into two categories: those derived from comments in D2 and those initiated ad hoc, without prior discussion with Peter. The relationship among the episodes, their origins and textual changes is shown in Table 4. 

Table 4: MFEs, their origins and related textual changes
	
	MFEs derived from D2 comments
	Ad hoc MFEs unrelated to D2 comments
	Subtotal

	With text changes
	14
	 5
	19

	Without text changes
	  4
	  5
	  9

	Subtotal
	18
	10
	28



After these discussions, Peter revised D2 considerably, rewriting most of the introduction and discussion and making smaller changes to the other sections. To do this he primarily drew on the interactions with Laura, and secondly on Laura’s written comments on D2 which had not been discussed in the interaction, reviewer comments on D1 and his own judgements.  The interactions with the mediator guided Peter to make 26 textual changes (25 major and 1 minor, totaling 1692 words). Of the 28 MFEs, 19 brought about textual changes directly (Table 5). 

Table 5: Type, size and word count of textual changes from the interaction
	Revisions
	Size
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Method
	Result
	Discussion
	Subtotal

	Addition 
	major
	
	10 (606)
	1(48)
	
	3 (274)
	14 (928)

	Deletion 
	major
	
	  2 (148)
	
	
	2 (83)
	  4 (233)

	
	minor
	
	
	
	
	1 (2)
	1 (2)

	Rewriting
	major
	1 (11)
	1 (21)
	
	
	2 (375)
	    4 (407)

	reordering
	major
	
	
	
	
	2 (103)
	     2 (103)

	Recombining
	major
	
	
	
	  1 (19)
	
	   1 (19)

	Subtotal
	1 (11)
	13 (775)
	1 (48)
	1 (19)
	10 (882)
	26 (1692)



We can see that more than half of the changes originating from the interactions were major additions (14, 54%) followed by an equal number of major deletions and rewritings (4, 15% for each type), reordering (2, 8%) and recombining (1, 4%) and 1 minor deletion (1, 4%). 	
6.1 The mediator’s role in meaning making 
Laura played a leading role in meaning making during the interaction. This was shown in the analyses of the communication record and the textual changes resulting from these discussions. While the turns were evenly distributed between the two participants, Laura typed more than twice the number of characters and words than Peter, initiated 27 of the 28 topics, almost all sustained through the discussion , and gave directives to Peter 15 times (Table 6). 
Table 6: Laura’s role in the interactions (A screenshot or emoji is one character).
	
	Turns
	Average and total characters/words
	Topic initiations/ maintenance
	Directives 

	Mediator 
	89
	41.3/ 3635
	27/26
	15

	Author 
	89
	19.5/ 1718
	1/1
	0



Laura’s role in this process during the interaction was also reflected by the textual changes on draft 3. All the 26 textual changes resulting from the interaction can be traced to her suggestions (Table 7). 

Table 7: Source and interaction mode of textual changes
	
	Mediator
	Author
	Both
	Subtotal

	Directive
	13
	0
	0
	13

	Interactive
	9
	3
	1
	13

	Subtotal
	22 (84.6%)
	3 (13.6%)
	1 (3.8%)
	26 (100%)



For half of the textual changes (13) from 9 MFEs, Laura simply advised Peter to make the changes without consulting him. While six of these MFEs had origins in the comments on draft 2 (see Figure 2), three were provided ad hoc, suggesting that Laura felt confident enough to offer solutions by interacting with Peter. 
The mechanism of action of IVIg therapy remains elusive. Several possible mechanisms for the action of IVIg have been suggested. There are several molecular and cellular pathways might be involved in action of IVIg. Not all of mechanisms of action of IVIg depend on the regimen of high dosage. At lease in two cases of virus-associated acute ITP, low-dose of weekly IVIg (0.5g/Kg) application achieved therapeutic responses[30].
Translation: This paragraph is off topic. IVIg mechanism is not your focus. It should not be used at the beginning of paragraph 2 here. You can only mention it passingly in some obscure place.
Comment in D2
T162
Laura
The part about mechanism is off topic. It should be at most passingly mentioned.
T163
Peter
Okay, then I’ll just passingly mention it. 


Removal of the selected part
Figure 2. An example of Laura requesting Peter to make meaning via a comment on D2
Textual change

















Laura also contributed to meaning making in most of the 13 textual changes resulting from the 10 interactive MFEs. Sometimes, she prompted Peter repeatedly to understand what he intended. An example is provided in Figure 3. Although Laura commented on D2 that Peter needed to clarify the difference between his own results and that of a previous study, he seems to not know how to say this. To prompt him, Laura first queried the dosage used in that study and only by the third inquiry, Peter provides the reason for the difference by saying “But their 0.3g dose seemed too small. This is probably the main reason.” At this point, Laura proposed he included the idea that a threshold might exist for the minimal dosage. 



However, our results showed the IVIg dosages from 0.83-1.64 g/kg had similar effectiveness in adults with ITP including 91 cases of newly diagnosed, persistent and chronic ITP.
Translation: Difference not explained. This is very important. Or you lose a chance to highlight your novelty.
Comment in D2
T45
Laura
What is the dosage in Benesch’s study like?
T46
Peter
(screenshot)
Methods: Thirty-four consecutive patients with a clinical diagnosis of acute ITP and a platelet count below 20 × 109/L were randomized to receive either 1 g/kg body weight (n = 17; group A) or 0.3 g/kg body weight (n = 17; group B) IVIG per day for 2 consecutive days (total dose 2 g/kg and 0.6 g/kg).
T47
Laura
Their results differ from yours?
T48
Peter
Theirs show that larger dose worked faster. Mine is the same.
T49
Laura
How would you explain the difference?
T50
Peter
But their 0.3g dose seemed too small. This is probably the main reason.
T51
Laura
Ok, can you say something like there is threshold for low dose?
T52
Peter
Yeah, [image: C:\Users\lenovov\AppData\Local\Temp\}$$SH8F5BOR8W96(N@`FVY4.gif][image: C:\Users\lenovov\AppData\Local\Temp\}$$SH8F5BOR8W96(N@`FVY4.gif][image: C:\Users\lenovov\AppData\Local\Temp\}$$SH8F5BOR8W96(N@`FVY4.gif] good idea, a novel point [image: C:\Users\lenovov\AppData\Local\Temp\}$$SH8F5BOR8W96(N@`FVY4.gif]
T142
Laura
At the beginning of the third paragraph, you start by saying that we found that both low and high doses produced similar effect. This is different from the results of Benesch et al who showed that high doses had a better effect. A very likely reason for the difference points us to reconsider how low this dosage can be. The low dosage should not be infinitely low. Rather, there might be a threshold somewhere. While further research is obviously needed to decide the threshold, it is possible that the dose used by Benesch was already below it.  
T143
Peter:
This is a really good point. It had never occurred to me.

However, a close examination of their dosage makes us to reconsider the definition of ‘low dose’. Although our study and some of others reveal that low dose of IVIg can achieve similar clinical efficacy, what is the lowest optimal dose for ITP patients merits further investigation. The difference between our conclusion and that of Benesch may result from the fact that their dose was too low, very likely beneath the lowest optimal dose. We speculate that 0.8g/kg may be taken as the lowest optimal dose for adult patients, but this speculation needs further validation by prospective randomized controlled clinical studies.

Figure 3: An example of Laura making meaning by prompting Peter for information
Textual change: addition




























Laura also made meaning herself in response to Peter’s concern by drafting an important part of the introduction to justify the study. Amid the communication, Peter voiced his concern about the significance of his study.  While Laura’s first reaction was to justify it, she came to a better understanding of what was required after the synchronous communication with Peter. So she initiated the final MFE to send him the justification she had drafted, asking him to fill in the numbers (see Figure 4).T72
Peter
I have a big worry. Researchers in developed countries seldom study its(IVIg) dosage, probably because the patients don’t need to worry about their medical bills so much during treatment. However, the value of a paper depends on whether it’s relevant to a large audience. My paper may only be interesting to colleagues in underdeveloped regions. Do you think this will diminish its significance?  
T73
Laura
Then let’s find a way to justify it
T74
Peter
Okay
T75
Laura
You can say that the paucity of research on dosage resulted from the fact that patients in developed countries seldom need to worry about their medical bills during treatment.
T76
Peter
Okay
T172
Laura
It suddenly occurred to me that I can create a good story for your introduction. It will turn your biggest worry into a shining point. 
T173
Peter
How?
T174
Laura
In the 3rd paragraph, you begin with previous studies predominantly focusing on the mechanism, largely overlooking dosage. The main reason... (omitted due to space concern)

Currently, research focusing on the relationship between dosage and clinical response remains scarce. This paucity may result from the fact that patients in developed countries are insensitive to medication cost since it is generally the government rather than the individual patient who pays the bill in many developed countries, particularly in welfare states. Even in developed but non-welfare countries like the United States, although patients may have to pay medical bills themselves, they usually pay after the treatment which renders it unlikely to terminate treatment simply because the patient cannot afford a medication.
However, over 70% of the world’s population lives in developing countries where patients usually have to pay medical bills upfront and most of them are particularly vulnerable to expensive medications like IVIg. At present, patients have to pay about 4600 US$(for a patient with 60kg body weight) for IVIg based on its conventional dosage of 1g/Kg for two days or 2g/Kg for a single day. This cost exceeds the annual income of many developing countries. Understandably, a staggering number of patients in developing countries has to give up IVIg treatment due to its prohibitive cost vis-à-vis their income. For acutely ill patient, lack of IVIg treatment can directly lead to deterioration of their medical condition and even death. If reduced dosage of IVIg is empirically shown to be comparable to the conventional dosage in terms of clinical efficacy, millions of ITP patients in developing countries may benefit. Unfortunately, studies on the relationship between clinical efficacy and dosage are few and far between…
To address…and to provide empirical evidence for doctors who have to confront patients vulnerable to high cost incurred by conventional IVIg treatment, we embarked on this study of different dosages of IVIg on both adult and children patients.
Figure 4: Laura contributing to meaning making in response to a concern by Peter
Textual change: addition



In the few cases where meaning was either produced by Peter or co-constructed, Laura 
also played a role by either prompting the author to make meaning or endorsing the meanings he proposed.  For instance, in episode 14, Laura suggested that Peter drop the safety issue (see Figure 5):T78
Laura
Does IVIg have side effects?
T79
Peter
Almost negligible
T80
Laura
Then why did you mention safety here? （followed by the screenshot in the box）
T81
Peter
Side effects related to transfusion may occur when large dose is used
T82
Laura
How large is this large dosage? Does it surpass the dosage used in your groups with the largest dosage?
T83
Peter
I didn’t really study safety in this research. Let me just remove the word safety here.

In 1997, Warrier et al. confirmed the safety and efficacy of low-dose IVIg treatment for infants and children with ITP in a randomized trial[31].
The safety issue was dropped

Figure 5: An example of Laura prompting Peter to make meaning

Textual change



6.2 The author’s contribution 
The mediator’s role in making meaning was inevitably supported by the author. As Table 8 shows, half of the textual changes resulted from the interaction between the two participants, with Peter filling in Laura’s gaps in knowledge. Turns 42 and 44 in episode 7 are an example of this: 
	T41
	Laura:
	Is the dosage in Nuchprayoon et al low?

	T42
	Peter:
	Yeah, the international routine dosage for children is 1g/Kg for two days or 2g/Kg for one day

	T43
	Laura:
	What dose was used in this study?

	T44
	Peter:
	The total dose was only 1g/Kg. So it was a low dose

	T45
	Laura:
	Then you need to review this study side by side with Benesch’s study

	T46
	Peter:
	Okay. 

	
	
	


Peter also stepped in to correct Laura whenever he thought she had misunderstood, as in the following excerpt: 
	T94
	Laura:
	I think you need to add some research about the importance of follow-up here.

	T95
	Peter: 
	Since the effect of IVIg is short-term, follow-up is not that significant.


This shows the importance of the two actors working in tandem to create an improved text. 

The interaction transcripts show that Peter would also intervene when he was unsure of the meaning of Laura’s comments, interrupting for clarification as shown in Turns 119 and 121 below: 
	T118
	Laura:
	Then in the result section, you can consider following the order in the “assessment & outcome measurement” in the method. You can see whether it is better than the current version. 

	T119
	Peter:
	Do you mean “assessing response to ITP patients, bleeding severity… Other assessment index included: 1) IVIg consumption per kilogram; 2) Time to initial response. All patients received telephone follow-up to explore for the difference of natural course”? Is this the way you would suggest? 

	T120
	Laura:
	Yeah

	T121
	Peter:
	Do you mean that the results for both adults and children are grouped under one subtitle?

	T122
	Laura:
	Right. 

	T123
	Peter:
	Okay, I agree. This is clearer. 



Thus, the author did not passively accept the mediator’s input in shaping the content of the paper, and his role in making meaning by working on D2 alone was obviously crucial. 

7. Discussion 
Our findings that the mediator and the author enhanced text quality through collaborative revisions align with the constructivist emphasis on the social construction of  knowledge through social interactions and shared experiences. Each participant brought  distinct forms of power to the discussion derived from their respective expertise. While Laura’s power stemmed from her knowledge of English and understanding of the rhetorical features of academic texts, Peter’s disciplinary knowledge and extensive research experience endowed him with a different kind of authority. Their complementary expertise served to balance the power dynamics between them, fostering a collaborative environment which was conducive to meaning co-construction. We elaborate the process in more detail below. 

7.1 Discursive knowledge and revision 
The mediator first worked independently on the text, making 198 textual changes with only two involving meaning making. While lack of disciplinary knowledge hampered the mediator in this regard, she nevertheless provided 25 meaning-oriented margin comments. 
Language mediation involves revision and problem diagnosis which, in turn, requires the revisor to understand a text, suggesting that the language mediator understood the hematology paper to some extent. This finding challenges the view that language mediators are incapable of understanding specialist texts outside of their discipline (Kaplan, 2010; Lillis & Curry, 2010; Merkel, 2018). As we have noted, cognitive psychologists believe that a reader’s understanding is a dynamic process in which s/he tries to construct a mental representation of it while reading (e.g., van den Broek & Kendeou, 2022). This ability also depends on reader characteristics (van den Broek & Kremer, 1999), such as reader strategies and metacognition, abilities to identify inferential and causal relationships, and basic reading skills. So while she lacked domain -specific content knowledge, Laura’s English proficiency allowed her to make language edits and her rhetorical knowledge enabled her to comprehend the text. Thus, it seems safe to say that language mediators like Laura can understand texts in unfamiliar fields to some extent, helping them to develop a set of criteria to detect and diagnose problems and take actions (Flower et al., 1986).
In this study, these criteria converged with the SoC the mediator developed for reading the text, allowing her to identify comprehensibility issues and improve the text working alone. At the same time, her rhetorical knowledge enabled her to make meaning-oriented comments. For instance, her comment concerning the mechanism of IVIg as off topic can be traced to her rhetorical knowledge that a research text should focus on one topic. Similarly, her suggestion to rewrite the opening of the discussion by summarizing the main findings originated from her generic knowledge of RA discussion sections. 
The adoption of rhetorical knowledge as a standard for diagnosing problems in text mediation resonates with previous studies. Merkel (2020), for example, used general rhetorical knowledge to help a Korean PhD graduate improve the unfamiliar genre of the statement of teaching philosophy. Similarly, language mediators were found to use Swales’ CARS model to judge the effectiveness of papers by EAL authors in different disciplines (Burgess et al, 2006; Kerans, 2001). Laura, while able to detect, and frequently diagnose, problems requiring meaning making in the text due to this background, was nevertheless constrained by her lack of familiarity with the field of hematology. Although she could leave as many as 25 meaning-oriented comments, her individual agency to effectively make meaning was, in the words of Willey and Tanimoto (2015, p. 75) “incomplete and tentative”, leading her to seek for the more powerful relational agency by conferencing with the author.  

7.2 Modes of collaborative meaning making
This study also sheds light on how meaning is constructed collaboratively between a mediator and an EAL author. We identified two major ways in which this unfolded. 
The first was that the mediator helped to make meaning through her advice to the author to revise the text. This advice was invariably taken by the author who recognized the mediator’s rhetorical understanding of the text and led to 13 major textual changes (see Figure 2 for an example). The fact that Laura guided the author to revise rather than making the changes herself suggests that, while she was able to both identify and explain the problems to the author and know what actions were needed to rectify them, she lacked the disciplinary knowledge to make the revisions herself. 
The second way of meaning making involved co-construction, which also brought about 13 textual changes, 12 of which were major in size. We identified three sub-categories of co-construction:
i. The mediator made meaning by drawing on the author’s disciplinary knowledge. For example, she depended on the author’s awareness of previous studies to propose a threshold for minimal IVIg dosage (see Figure 3). This type of collaboration is also apparent in previous studies, such as Luo and Hyland’s  (2017) discussion showing how a mediator constructed meaning collaboratively with a PhD candidate to foreground novelty, and Merkel’s (2020) description of how a mediator assisted in making new meanings based on his writing tutee’s explanation. 
ii. The mediator made meaning based on author prompting. This subtype is best illustrated by the author’s concern that the paper lacked significance, triggering the mediator to draft a justification which had never occurred to the author (see Figure 4). Without the author voicing his concern, the mediator would have had no way to realize that there was a problem with the justification for the study. 
iii. The author made meaning based on prompting by the mediator. A good example here was Peter’s decision to exclude the safety issue in response to Laura’s questioning (see Figure 5). This way of meaning making is also salient in Merkel (2018) who showed multiple instances of his author client making meaning based on the questions raised by him. 
These modes of co-construction support the findings of earlier studies that the dialogue between language mediators and EAL authors can be highly productive, generating new ideas and significant changes in text revision (Buel & Park, 2008; Luo & Hyland, 2016, 2017; Merkel, 2018, 2020). 

6.3 Ethical considerations 
The fact that the mediator helped the author to rewrite much of the paper blurs the line between text mediation and authorship and steps into an unresolved ethical minefield. While Laura received credit for her work in this case by being added as a coauthor, text mediators occupy an uncertain position. Their work with EAL academics ranges from proofreading to heavy rewriting (Lozano, 2014; Matarese, 2016; Ren & Hu, 2024). While light editing cannot be said to justify co-authorship, heavy rewriting appears to deserve this recognition (Lozano, 2014) although language mediators are typically overlooked. In this study, Laura participated in a combination of textual editing, developmental editing, and rewriting. While her solitary work may not have justified more than an acknowledgement, it is arguable that her collaborative work with the author is worthy of a co-authorship and Peter acknowledged this here with a middle author credit. In an age of scientific mega-authorship, there is a strong argument for appropriate recognition of the mediators’ contribution to an accepted paper regardless of their disciplinary background. 
So-called ‘developmental editing’, where mediators work with authors to address big issues such as structure and content rather than mechanical editing, offers authors valuable assistance and language professionals the opportunity to spread their professional wings as key resources for colleagues’ international publishing endeavours. Discussions concerning a co-authorship role need to be agreed beforehand to avoid possible conflicts.  

7. Conclusion
This study exemplifies how constructivism operates in professional settings, illustrating that knowledge creation in text mediation is not merely an individual effort but a co-constructed process. Laura’s willingness to go beyond textual editing and venture into meaning making is often a step many English teachers seem reluctant to take (Hyland, 2002; Luo & Hyland, 2016). Whether due to a lack of confidence or knowledge, teachers are often reluctant to engage in this process.  
While this study reports a single case, its findings offer valuable insights with broader implications. Above all, it suggests that university English teachers can advance both their expertise and their profession by participating in text mediation activities. Currently, English teachers are an underused resource in many countries, but as we have shown here , they can use their discursive knowledge to detect and diagnose problems by spotting incongruities and recommending effective changes. Successful mediation often involves initiating a dialogue with authors to co-construct meaning. Acquiring sufficient rhetorical knowledge for such interactions takes time and effort, but the extensive research on academic genres over the last 30 years provides a strong foundation for English teachers to develop these skills.  
English teachers’ involvement in text mediation can support their professional development in at least three ways: 
· Transition to ESAP (English for Specific Academic Purposes) roles: By reading articles in different disciplines and working closely with authors, English teachers can develop subject knowledge in other fields (Merkel, 2018) and gain confidence to assist students and researchers in those fields (Barron, 2014; Hyland, 2002). 
· Enhanced research skills: English teachers can become more effective researchers themselves by accumulating knowledge of academic genres during text mediation.
· Career diversification: English teachers may pursue opportunties to become amateur or professional text mediators (e.g., Kerans, 2013).  

Furthermore, greater involvement in text mediation would benefit the English language teaching profession by raising its profile and reputation as well as raising the status of language centres in their universities. Moreover, EAP is often seen as a support unit divorced from the core academic work of universities (Hyland, 2018). In the UK, it is often relegated to a service department staffed by adjunct faculty or teaching-only contract staff (Ding & Bruce, 2017). Offering text mediation services provide English teachers with greater significance and a louder voice (Luo, 2017). Barron’s establishment of the Department of International Medical Communications Center at Tokyo Medical University (Breugelmans & Barron, 2008) exemplifies this potential. Staffed by English language professionals, the centre edits papers for medical researchers and teaches English related to international medical communication. 
As the landscape of text mediation evolves, AI tools offer new opportunities to support EAL authors in publishing internationally. These can assist with basic language editing and even rhetorical adjustments, complementing human mediators’ work (Gruda, 2024; Pigg, 2024). However, as this study demonstrates, successful text mediation relies heavily on nuanced collaboration and a deep understanding of rhetorical and disciplinary contexts—qualities that current AI tools cannot replicate. 
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Appendix: Margin comment categories
	Categories
	Examples

	Language-oriented
	language
	固定说法？(Translation: A formulaic expression?)

	
	understanding
check
	前面那两个作用是restore…的原因？(Translation: Do the two preceding effects serve as the reason to restore…?)

	
	convention
	这句话是常识，最好不要用引用文献。(Translation: No need to cite references here as this is common sense.)

	Meaning-oriented
	content
	这里没有解释差异的原因，这个很重要，否则失去一次突出自己创新的机会（Translation: Here you didn’t explain the difference. This is very importance. Otherwise you lose a good chance to foreground novelty.）

	
	structure
	这里我觉得有点重复，这个分类怎么不仅有ABC， 还有adult & children, 为什么不先说大人和小孩的结果类似，然后报一个总的结果？(Translation: In my opinion, there is overlap here. The classifying criteria include not only ABC but also adult and children. Why don’t you first say that the results for adults and children are similar and then present an overall result?)

	
	both content and structure
	讨论的第一段最好首先总结主要结果，把你摘要部分的结果放在这儿，稍微改动就可以，尤其要突出剂量和价格的关系, 以 In this study, we…开头+主要结果 (Translation: In the first paragraph of your discussion, you’d better summarize the main findings. Put the results in the abstract here with some paraphrase, foregrounding the relationship between dosage and price. Start with “In this study, we…” + main findings
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