
Journal of Academic Language & Learning  
 Vol. 12, No. 2, 2018, A18-A38.  ISSN 1835-5196 

A-18  © 2018  T. Timor 

 
 Association for Academic 

  Language and Learning 
 

Perceptions of academic literacy courses in a 

postgraduate programme in Israel 

Tsafi Timor 

Kibbutzim Academic College of Education, Technology and The Arts, 149 Namir St., Tel Aviv, Israel 

Email: Tsafi.timor@smkb.ac.il  

(Received 7 August, 2017. Published online 19 March, 2018.)  

This study reflects on students’ and instructors’ evaluations of an embedded 

literacies course in a Master’s program in Teaching & Education in Israel. The 

main goal of the study was to explore the academic justification for embed-

ding a compulsory academic literacies course, taught in the mother tongue 

(Hebrew), at the outset of the M.Teach. Using questionnaires and interviews, 

students and instructors’ perceptions were sought with reference to the neces-

sity, contribution and suitability of the course in a Master’s degree. Unlike 

their instructors, students were not persuaded of the need or utility of the 

course they had completed. The interviews suggested that they saw it as irrel-

evant, at their level of study, and irrelevant to their work in the M.Teach. 

While implementing such a course is complicated, involving many consider-

ations, the main conclusion is the need to share with students the course’ aims 

– beyond study skills and language proficiency – of acculturating students to 

the academic discourse in general and to Education as a discipline in particu-

lar. This should diminish the gaps between students’ and instructors’ percep-

tions and motivate the students towards the course. Although the study took 

place in the local context of Hebrew-speaking students, it has wider applica-

bility wherever students – including local students – need a better understand-

ing of the demands of writing for their higher degree. 

Key words: academic literacies, academic disciplines, Master’s degree, 

course perceptions. 

1. Introduction 

Until recently, most research on academic writing in higher education was situated within English 

for Academic Purposes (EAP) (Stierer, 1998) which is designated for non-native speakers of Eng-

lish. Previous and current studies indicate the need for academic literacy support (Laurillard, 

1979; Palmer, Levett-Jones, Smith & McMillan, 2014). The current study focuses on academic 

literacy courses in Hebrew for native speakers of Hebrew who study in a Master’s programme. 

The main motivation for this study was that the author of this paper, who is the head of a post-

graduate programme (M. Teach) in the biggest college of teacher education in Israel, wanted to 

find out whether there is an academic justification for a literacy course in the students’ mother 

tongue (Hebrew) within the framework of a Master degree. A detailed description of the context 

of the study is offered in the designated section. 

What underpins the issue of whether literacy courses should be embedded in a Master’s degree is 

the question of who is responsible for students’ academic writing. Should academic administra-

tors assume that Master’s students are equipped with literacy skills in their mother tongue, and 

even if not, it is within their own responsibility to ‘fix’ their own writing?  This issue seems to be 
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universal and relevant to any academic institute/programme, beyond geographical and language 

considerations. This question was addressed in previous studies. For example, Rose and 

McClafferty (2001) raise the issue of whether writing instruction bears the elements of remedial 

intervention while addressing topics that students should have mastered in previous schooling, 

and list some of the problems that students may tackle.  

Previous experience with the M.Teach. students revealed that while some of the students who are 

admitted to the programme demonstrate good academic writing skills, most students’ skills are 

judged as wanting at different levels. During the admission committees, the students are required 

to write a paragraph of 10 lines on the following topic: “Describe a meaningful experience from 

your school days”. This short composition allows the admission committee an initial screening of 

the student’s writing skills, and if the writing is poor the student is not admitted to the programme. 

Naturally, one paragraph on a non-academic topic cannot indicate problems with producing 

longer texts on an academic topic, but it certainly allows the committee to identify the student’s 

motivation towards Education as the main discipline in the programme, and to evaluate basic 

features of language such as syntax, vocabulary, and grammar in Hebrew. It is assumed that aca-

demic writing will eventually develop as part of the course. During staff meetings, the issue of 

literacies is constantly discussed in order to enhance the awareness of the lecturers in the disci-

plinary courses to take responsibility and to embed a criterion of academic writing as part of their 

grading/evaluation. Apart from the admission policy of the programme, students whose mother 

tongue is not Hebrew are required, according to the policy of the College, to take a yearlong 

course in Hebrew before the commencement of their studies.  

The academic literacies course in the M.Teach. is not the first course our students take that focuses 

on language skills. A third of the students had taken a literacy/writing course in Hebrew in their 

B.A, and most of them come from text-based discipline backgrounds. In addition, in Israel EAP 

courses in B.A./B.Sc. degrees in all academic institutes are compulsory, in order to enhance read-

ing comprehension skills in English, which is the prevailing language in the academic literature. 

However, whereas the EAP course the students had taken in their first degree focussed on lan-

guage skills and writing conventions, the current course presents a double challenge: improve-

ment of writing skills but mainly socialization into the academic discourse and culture. The deci-

sion to include another literacies course in Hebrew in a Master’s degree draws on the belief that 

the students will gain understanding of academic culture and academic discourse more easily if 

they did it this time in their mother tongue.  

2. Review of the literature 

2.1. Academic literacies in tertiary education 

Issues relating to academic literacy in higher education emerged in the 1980s (e.g. Laurillard, 

1979). Palmer et al. (2014) proved in their study that nearly half of the cohort of students had 

problems with academic writing and therefore suggest embedding of academic literacy support 

into disciplinary courses beyond the first semester (Gunn, Hearne, & Sibthorpe, 2011).  

The change of university policies with regards to entry criteria which became more inclusive and 

the increase in demand for higher education had a negative impact on the level of academic writ-

ing too (Palmer et al, 2014). In addition, the pressure on academic staff as being responsible for 

the completion of the students’ degrees and the fact that students are viewed as customers, create 

a tension between the wish to maintain the academic challenges, and the need to accommodate 

those challenges to students’ abilities and expectations (Devereux et al., 2006). Embedded literacy 

support has been adopted in many bachelor degree courses to address this tension, and is likely 

needed in some higher degree courses as well. The research interests of faculty members who 

teach academic literacies courses to graduate students are language and literacy, the sociology of 

knowledge, professional development, developing and teaching graduate level writing courses 

(Rose & McClafferty, 2001).    
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2.2. Understanding academic literacy versus academic literacies 

The concept of academic literacies is used much more often in the plural than academic literacy 

(in the singular). Whereas the latter refers to a particular set of practices (Henderson & Hirst, 

2007), the concept of academic literacies (in the plural) relates to making meaning within an 

academic context, and covers a range of topics such as critical thinking, database searching, aca-

demic conventions of writing, academic genres, and use of formal register (McWilliams & Allan, 

2014). The multiplicity of identities, practices and meanings as reflected in ‘literacies’ indicates 

a shift from the ‘study skills’ model (Lea & Street, 1998).  The emphasis lies in exploring disci-

plinary practices and their related rhetorical conventions and curriculum design (Lea, 2004).  

Lea and Street (2006) argued a new approach to understanding student writing and academic 

literacies through thee overlapping models: (a) a study skills model; (b) an academic socialization 

model; (c) an academic literacies model. The study skills model concentrates upon teaching the 

formal features of language (such as sentence structure), and views writing as an individual and 

cognitive skill which can be easily transferred by students from one context to another. The aca-

demic socialization model acknowledges that each subject area and discipline use different genres 

and discourses to construct knowledge and is, therefore, concerned with acquisition of specific 

aspects of language that students might need for specific subjects and disciplines. The academic 

literacies model is similar to the academic socialization model, although it focuses on the dy-

namic, situational, complex features of the uses of literacy. The academic literacies approach 

dwells on historical discourse (Turner, 2004), social theories of learning (Wenger, 1998), and 

theories of communication (Kress, 2000). Lea and Street (2006) advocated in their study the ac-

ademic literacies model because it indicates differences and specificity of institutional practices.  

2.3. The shift in approaches to instruction of academic literacies 

2.3.1. From the ‘deficit model’ to anthropological-sociocultural approaches 

Until recently, most research on academic writing in higher education was situated within English 

for Academic Purposes (EAP) with the ‘deficit model’ as the prevailing model for understanding. 

This model focuses on students’ knowledge, and a skill-based, utilitarian and practical view of 

academic writing, which adheres to universal rules of writing and students’ ability to transfer their 

knowledge from one discipline to another (Stierer, 1998). This normative model is also called 

“identify and induct”: identify writing conventions, and explore how to teach students to imple-

ment them in writing (Swales & Feak, 2004). This approach to academic literacies prefers text 

over practices. This means that writing is treated as a linguistic problem, and consequently the 

text becomes the main object of study. In contrast, the transformative approach to academic writ-

ing is socially-oriented, and focuses not only on the ability to identify the writing conventions, 

but also on the transfer to students’ interests and experiences (Lillis & Scott, 2007). It shifts the 

emphasis from texts towards practices, and adopts an anthropological-sociocultural stance to stu-

dent academic writing. The focus of this approach is the social practices surrounding the text, 

rather than the text itself, and how language is linked to social and situational factors (Street, 

2004, 2005), as language does not stand in isolation but is linked to what people do (social prac-

tices) (Malinowski, 1994). This approach also challenges the writing conventions which are ex-

pected in academic writing (Lillis & Ramsey, 2005). Palmer et al. (2014) conclude that academic 

literacies is an operational dimension which focuses on language and grammatical competence; 

enculturation of students into discipline-specific discourses; and the critical social perspective 

(New Literacy Studies) which critically examines institutional practices (Coffin & Donohue, 

2012). Lea (2004) argues that the relationship of students to the dominant literacy practices and 

discourses of the academy is more complex than suggested by other work on understanding stu-

dent learning, because it involves a variety of aspects such as meaning-making, language, and 

culture, and students are not acculturated automatically into the academic culture. 

Petric (2002) suggests that awareness-raising activities could focus on writing, and proposes the 

‘reflection-in-writing’ approach, which encourages students to express themselves freely in a 
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written form, and the ‘reflection-on-writing’ approach, which follows a writing activity and en-

courages critical thinking on a suggested writing technique. Rose and McClafferty (2001), too, 

assert the importance of the reflective aspect of writing, and claim that while reflecting on their 

writing, the writers also reflect about themselves.  

2.3.2. Generic versus discipline-related literacies instruction 

In spite of the shift in the last decade towards the conviction that academic literacies should be 

taught in discipline subjects (Wingate, 2011), the generic format is still prevailing (Harris & Ash-

ton, 2011; Wingate, Andon, & Cogo, 2011). In contrast, the “not-one-size fits all approach” (Frie-

drich, 2008) argues in favour of embedding literacy skills in disciplinary courses. Early and cur-

rent studies have identified the benefits of embedding generic academic skills into subject-focused 

learning rather than teaching the skills separately (Gunn, Hearner, & Sibthorpe, 2011; Nisbet, 

1993; Laurillard, 1979; Martin & Ramsden, 1987; Herrington & Oliver, 2000), especially where 

collaboration between subject (disciplinary) lecturers and academic writing specialists has been 

implemented (Thies, 2012; Salamonson et al., 2009; Elton, 2010). Chanock (2013) describes 

online collaboration between academic language learning staff and discipline subject lecturers in 

a wide-scale, first-year, first-semester sociology subject across five campuses in Australia which 

she found cost-effective, because it does not require discipline teachers to take time from content 

or from face-to-face teaching. She reports that 75% of the students described the tool that was 

used for language and learning as good or very good.  

2.4. Practices and challenges in embedding academic literacies 

A Best-Practice Model for embedding literacy academic skills within different disciplines in ter-

tiary education is offered by McWilliams and Allan who describe institution-wide support (2014). 

The model demonstrates collaboration between the student in a central position, with the learning 

advisor (academic expert) and subject lecturer who team-teach after assessing the learner’s needs, 

while the departure point is the task around which the literacy support is developed and revised. 

The model was implemented in a compulsory methodological course at Auckland University of 

Technology in New Zealand and emphasized skills such as paragraph structure, APA, and gram-

mar. Previous studies support compulsory attendance in such courses (Morris, 2008). This model 

highlights a double challenge: meeting individual needs of a learner in the framework of a literacy 

course, and negotiating collaborative work between 2 lecturers.    

Moreover, the literature highlights the complexity in devising academic literacies support both 

from the teachers’ and learner’s aspects. The development of academic competence is associated 

with many factors. Some of these factors are related to the individual, such as motivation and 

help-seeking behavior (Donohue & Erling, 2012); the student’s personality, cultural and educa-

tional background and level of proficiency (Petric, 2002); the students’ maturity, socio-economic 

background, tasks, and degree sought (Hill et al., 2010; Pocock, 2010; Leach et al., 2010). Other 

factors relate to the management of the process that, according to Gunn et al. (2011), is becoming 

unmanageable with the increasing flexibility and student diversity at tertiary level.  

Other factors relate to the professional process, such as the difficulty to make the transfer of the 

writing experiences from disciplinary courses that incorporate literacy skills implicitly or explic-

itly to other courses (Weinberger, 2017). In addition, studies yielded that students’ attitudes to-

wards academic writing courses develop over time and do not occur instantly (Siragusa, 2011; 

Petric, 2002). Attitudes are yet another factor: Studies focusing on EAP courses uncover a com-

plex relationship between attitudes, beliefs, writing experience and writing development. Positive 

attitudes do not automatically translate into behaviors, particularly if students perceive lack of 

control over the situation, such as pressing deadlines and external factors (Ajzen (1991).   
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2.6. Summary 

The literature review indicates a shift from generic literacy courses to a recognition of the need 

for a gradual transfer across disciplines; a shift from study skills models to socially-oriented mod-

els which acknowledge students’ need to enculturate into their specific disciplines; a shift from 

‘one-size-fits-all’ approach to a discipline-related approach; a shift from the belief that writing is 

a decontextualized skill to acknowledgement of the importance of a learning context. This overall 

tendency underpins the goals of the study as presented below. 

3. Methods 

3.1. The goals of the study 

The overall aim of the study was to investigate the academic justification for embedding a course 

on academic literacy in a Master’s degree in the students’ mother tongue. In order to obtain the 

full picture, the students’ and instructors’ experience of the course were explored by the head of 

the programme who initiated the academic literacy course and designed it with the instructors in 

its present format. The exploration was conducted with reference to the necessity, contribution 

and suitability of the academic literacy course as a compulsory course in a Master’s degree, and 

to understand the factors that might affect these perceptions. In addition, it aimed to detect gaps 

between the perceptions of the students and the instructors.  

The research questions (RQ) are: 

1. How do the students perceive the necessity, contribution, and suitability of a compulsory 

academic writing course in a Master’s degree? 

2. Do the following factors affect the students’ perceptions:  

a. The academic discipline/background from the student’s B.A./B.Sc.;  

b. Previous courses on academic writing in the student’s B.A./B.Sc.;  

c. Differences between the 3 groups (each with a different instructor)   

3. How do the instructors perceive the necessity and contribution of a compulsory academic 

writing course in a Master’s degree? 

4. What are the main gaps between the perceptions of the students and the instructors? 

The three factors that appear in RQ 2 were relevant in order to obtain a full picture of the course 

perceptions with regard to RQ 1. The students came from 10 academic disciplines and while 

considering the ‘future’ of this course in the programme, it was necessary to explore whether their 

academic background and their background in writing courses in their B.A./B.Sc. would affect 

their perceptions. For example, if the findings suggested that either of the first two factors were 

significant to the students’ perceptions of the course, then the following options of formatting the 

course would be considered: dividing the students into groups according to text-based discipline 

backgrounds and science-based backgrounds, or according to those who had taken a writing/lit-

eracy course in Hebrew (not the compulsory EAP), as opposed to students who had not taken 

such a course. The factor of the differences in the course perceptions between the groups, each 

with a different instructor, was included to ensure that we did not overlook the possibility of prob-

lems stemming from classroom dynamics, from instructor-students relations, or from the instruc-

tor’s personality and attitude, rather than design of the programme or prior experiences of the 

learners.  

3.2. The context of the study  

The idea of incorporating a writing course in a Master’s degree was part of a system-wide peda-

gogical agenda initiated by the Dean of Faculty in the biggest College of Education in Israel, to 

develop students’ reading, written and oral proficiencies in a faculty of education (Weinberger, 

2016).  The clear statement of the initiative was that academic literacy is a key component in all 
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levels of education, including academic teacher education. The process was a 3-year plan with 

gradual implementation of a pilot programme, and a follow-up evaluation study. The current study 

depicts a small-scale change in a postgraduate programme as part of the large-scale initiative in 

the Faculty of Education. Yet, this change was quite revolutionary for two reasons: (1) No other 

postgraduate programme in the faculty or in the whole college has adopted the idea of offering a 

writing course for university graduates in their mother tongue.  (2) This initiative challenges the 

assumption that being a native speaker of a language and that having a B.A. or B.Sc. guarantees 

a good level of academic writing in the student’s mother tongue. In addition, the format of the 

course was compulsory in the programme.  

The 60 participants in the study were first-year students in the Teacher Education Programme 

(M.Teach.), where they obtain a Master’s degree in Teaching and Education and a teaching cer-

tificate for secondary schools in a variety of subjects which are congruent with their academic 

degrees. In their main study day, most of the courses are generic and focus on teaching, pedagogy 

and education. The second study day is a practicum day and the students spend their time in 

schools with the disciplinary instructor. The students are admitted to the programme on the basis 

of a B.A./B.Sc. degree in designated subjects with a minimum average of 80/100, as well as a 

high level of motivation to become teachers/educators. The disciplines (subjects) which are of-

fered in the programme are English, Mathematics, Literature, Civil Studies, History, Business 

Management, Biology, Communication Studies, Film Studies, Art & Design Studies. The study 

was conducted in the first semester of the programme within the framework of an academic course 

entitled ‘Academic Literacy’.  

3.3. The course design 

The design of the course which is situated in the M.Teach. programme results from the vision of 

the programme:  

The programme aims to enhance students’ curiosity and motivation to engage 

in education as a profession, and explore its multi-facets during the period of 

their studies and as life-long learners in the rest of their teaching career. In the 

course of their studies the students in the programme will develop an educa-

tional agenda as homeroom teachers, and will acquire the necessary tools to 

become subject teachers in secondary schools in an academic discipline par-

allel to their B.A./B.Sc.    

The course aims at the enhancement of writing skills in the students’ mother tongue, Hebrew, 

through emphasis on readings of education-related academic texts rather than their specific disci-

pline-related texts. The specific goals that appear in the course syllabus are the development of 

presentation skills (how to present arguments), of oral and written expression, of peer review 

skills, and of writing conventions. The class format is designed as a series of workshops rather 

than lectures. The workshops involve plenary discussions, group work, and two individual tutor-

ing sessions with the instructor.  

The course abstract (translated from the syllabus in Hebrew) states: 

This is an advanced course in a workshop format for students in the M.Teach. 

programme. The course aims at the enhancement of academic writing skills 

of the student with relevance to education. The skills acquired during the 

course will help the students broaden their horizons, express their opinions in 

the public area of the Israeli society, and develop skills and interest in con-

ducting research as students in the programme and in their future teaching 

career. 

The course abstract seems to be in line with the definition of ‘academic literacies’ more than with 

the definition of ‘academic literacy’ because its foci are beyond the development of writing and 

linguistic skills, and they focus on understanding how academic writing works, and on the social 
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and political context of education as a discipline. The course design is congruent with previous 

studies that aim to highlight the social context of education, to enhance critical thinking and mak-

ing meaning, to engage students in situational challenges such as peer reviews (McWilliams & 

Allan, 2014). It exposes the students to the dynamic, situational, and complex features of the uses 

of literacy (Turner, 2004). The examples below show how the course tasks invite the students to 

critically consider the social context of education:  

Write a short paragraph in which you introduce the principles which underpin 

education in two of the following sectors of the Israeli society: Arab, Druze, 

Jewish Haredi.   

Write a short paragraph which addresses the discrepancies in the Israeli soci-

ety as reflected in study books in your disciplines, and present the political 

considerations which underpin the choice of books. 

The two examples above require the students to take a position and write their opinion while 

referring to the politics of education in social contexts. In addition, the course encourages stu-

dents’ socialization into the academic culture as can be seen in the following tasks: 

The introduction: Write a short introduction to your composition (one para-

graph). State the problem, and explain how you intend to solve it. What you 

write in the introduction is a “promise” to the reader of your composition 

which you will develop in the next paragraphs. 

The ‘body’ of the composition: ‘I can argue and convince!’ In the Introduction 

you stated the problem with a possible solution. Now you need to expand on 

this and provide evidence (case studies, previous studies, etc.).  

The examples above encourage the student to integrate into the academic culture by understand-

ing that academic writing involves more than literacies skills and that there is a lot to learn in 

order to become part of the academic culture and community. In addition, these tasks invited the 

students to develop metacognition on the tasks they perform, such as analyse how they had ap-

proached a given dilemma in education in their writing, and what other options they might have 

used. The rationale for these tasks is situated within the epistemology of education and academic 

writing.  

The 60 students were divided randomly into three heterogeneous classes, each with a different 

instructor, regardless of their academic background and previous academic writing courses they 

had taken. The instructors developed and used the same syllabus, and collaborated on different 

aspects of the course. The academic background of the instructors was Humanities (History, Phi-

losophy, Literature). 

The course grade is composed of 70% for the final submissions of the two compositions on edu-

cation-related topics, and 30% for a portfolio which contains the drafts of the two submissions 

and week-to-week submissions on relevant topics, such as integrating academic resources, writing 

conventions, opening and closing paragraphs. The 30% were supposed to make a formative as-

sessment that reflects the writing process the students went through in the first half of the course. 

The students are assessed on the drafts of their compositions, their active participation and in-

volvement in the course, the reading of the course materials, and their week-to-week submissions 

and drafts. The week-to-week submissions are assessed and returned to the students with the in-

structor’s detailed comments and suggestions without a grade. The grade on the 30% was revealed 

at the end of the semester, at which point the students were also notified of the 70% summative 

assessment of the final compositions and the course grade. The course views writing as a process, 

in line with Rose and McClafferty (2001) who assert that writing is an opportunity for the students 

not only to form their scholarly identities and reflect on their writing, but also to reflect on them-

selves. 
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3.4. Research design and data analysis 

The research population consisted of 60 students and the three course instructors. The mixed ap-

proach in the study combined qualitative and quantitative methods and aimed at obtaining a full 

picture of the students and staff perceptions of the academic literacy course. 

Towards the end of the first semester, questionnaires were administered to the students (Appendix 

1), and to the three instructors (Appendix 3). Then, interviews were conducted with the three 

instructors in order to get clarifications and in-depth comments. In addition, semi-structured in-

terviews were conducted with four students (Appendix 2), including two students from text-based 

discipline backgrounds (Civil Studies and Communications), and two students from science-

based disciplines (Mathematics and Biology). As the interviews were semi-structured, the ques-

tion order differed according to the issues that were brought up by the interviewees. 

The quantitative method was applied to responses to the students’ questionnaire. For research 

question 1, descriptive statistics were used and the findings are introduced by percentages and 

means based on the responses on Likert scales.  For research question 2, a one-way ANOVA and 

t-tests were applied. For the purpose of the statistical analysis, the students were divided into two 

groups: the first group included the text-based discipline backgrounds: Communications, Film 

Studies, History, English, Literature, Art & Design Studies, and Civil Studies. The second group 

included science-based disciplines: Mathematics, Biology, and Business Management.  The first 

group consisted of 39 students whereas the second group consisted of 21 students.  

Below is a detailed explanation of the analysis, referring to tables in Section 4.2 below. 

RQ 2a (Table 1): A t-test was used in order to determine the statistical significance of the differ-

ences in the perceptions of students about course necessity, course contribution, and course suit-

ability for a Master’s degree between samples from two populations: students who come from 

text-based discipline backgrounds, and those who come from science-based disciplines. 

RQ 2b (Table 2): A t-test was used in order to determine the differences in the perceptions of 

students of the course necessity, course contribution and suitability for a Master’s degree between 

samples from two populations: students who took previous courses on academic writing and those 

who did not take such courses.  

RQ 2c (Table 3): A one-way ANOVA was used in order to determine differences in the percep-

tions of students of the course necessity, course contribution, and course suitability for a Master’s 

degree between samples from three populations – students studying the same course with each of 

the three different instructors.  

The qualitative approach was applied on RQ 3 on responses to the open questions on the ques-

tionnaire with the course instructors, as well as the explanatory comments they provided in sub-

sequent interviews, which were recorded by means of a cellular phone and then transcribed. The 

views of the three course instructors were examined with regard to three variables: course neces-

sity, course contribution, and course suitability for a Master’s degree.  

The qualitative approach was also applied on the semi-structured interviews with the students. 

The study adopted a thematic analysis approach for content analysis of the interviews. The ques-

tions asked were guidelines and the interviewees were encouraged to provide more data of their 

own, which were later on analysed and clustered with no predetermined categories.   

4. Findings 

4.1. Research Question 1: How do the students perceive the necessity, contribution, 

and suitability of a compulsory academic writing course in a Master’s degree? 

The overall statistical findings indicated lack of satisfaction with the course, with the mean scores 

for all three factors being low as will be elaborated on below.  
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The score for ‘necessity of an academic writing course’ was low (M = 1.88). On the scale of 1–5, 

no participant chose the high levels (4–5), whereas 66.4% chose the low levels (1–2) and 33.3% 

chose the middle score on the scale (3). 

The qualitative findings were congruent with the quantitative findings. In the semi-structured in-

terviews, the students argued that the course is unnecessary for them. Indeed, all of them graded 

their level of writing as ‘high’ or ‘very high’. Two of them had not taken a course on academic 

writing in their previous studies, whereas two students had taken such a course. The students 

argued that the course should not be a compulsory course, especially “for those who took a writing 

course in previous studies”. One of them agreed that “we needed a touch of literacy skills to 

refresh our memory”, but at the same time he said, “I would remove the course in its present 

format from the programme.” Another student argued: “I’m certain that it should not be made 

compulsory. Moreover, I would not have chosen the course from a given choice list. I don’t think 

that I’ll ever look at the course notes again.”  

The score for ‘course contribution’ was also low (M = 2.35). On the scale of 1–5, 54.9% chose 

the low levels (1–2), 19.5% chose the high levels (4–5), and 25.7% chose the middle score on the 

scale (3). 

In the semi-structured interviews, the students were asked about the course contribution. Their 

answers indicated more positive perceptions of the course contribution than what the statistical 

findings indicated. They mentioned the knowledge they acquired during the course on the follow-

ing themes: integrating of academic resources, choosing relevant materials, composition struc-

ture, writing conventions. One student admitted that during the course she learnt how to ‘cook her 

ideas’ slowly and refer to writing as a process of introspection rather than as a product-based 

activity. Another student agreed that the course contributed to the seminar paper that the students 

were writing in the first year of their studies. Two students concluded: “Some of the students are 

totally unmotivated in class, while others demonstrated some motivation.” One student distin-

guished between “the course that was helpful as opposed to the course structure which was bad.” 

The score for ‘suitability of a compulsory writing course in a Master’s degree’ was also low (M 

= 2.57). On the scale of 1–5, 51.3% chose the low levels (1–2), 28.3% chose the high levels (4–

5), and 20.4% chose the middle score on the scale (3). 

In contrast to the statistical findings which indicated a widely-held view that the course is unsuit-

able in a Master’s degree, the interviewees did not express a clear-cut opinion with regards to 

embedding a writing course in a Master’s degree. Most of the students did not like the idea of 

being ‘made’ to take such a course: “I do not see the point of making us take such a course in a 

Master’s degree. This is simply disrespect on the part of the College. We are not doing our B.A. 

now. We have enough experience from our first degree of how to write and how to submit as-

signments.”  Another student argued: “It is simply discouraging that we need to pay for an aca-

demic course from which we do not benefit at all.” Another poignant statement was, “This course 

seems to come out-of-the-blue for me. This is an obsolete course whose goals are unclear.” 

Other students did not completely reject the possibility of a writing course and came up with 

suggestions how to make the course fit into the programme in a better way. One student suggested 

to embed the literacy goals into the seminar paper that they were writing:  

In the seminar course we spend the first semester on texts that were related to 

the course topic ‘Philosophy in Education’, a topic that we are not at all famil-

iar with. Instead of some of the texts, the course instructor could have included 

elements of practical writing to help us write the seminar paper. Alternatively, 

the compositions that we write in the writing course could serve as a basis for 

the seminar paper on the same topic.  

Another student suggested to embed rhetoric and oral expression skills in addition to written ex-

pression. One student suggested to teach writing ‘through the back door’ in the framework of a 
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disciplinary course in order to increase the students’ motivation.  Another suggestion was to turn 

the course into an online course, because “anyway there were too many power point presentations 

that were sent to us and whose goals were not clear”. One student argued that “a writing course 

is about writing and too much talking in class does not enhance writing skills”.  

During the interviews the students expressed a number of critical comments which relate to the 

course format, assignments, methodology, level and content. For example, one student said: “The 

course was technical and ‘dry’ with no real challenge. Our greatest challenge was to choose a 

topic/article from a given list …”. Another student complained that the students did not have the 

liberty to choose a topic. Three students referred to the fact that “students were sitting in class not 

really knowing what they were expected to be doing. Most of them felt that they were wasting 

their time”; “There is no justification to spend 90 minutes every week on a course with so little 

content and knowledge acquired”. Two students commented on the course structure and method-

ology: “The teaching methodology and the order of topics were chaotic”; “the course was amor-

phous and I could not see the point of the excessive use of power point presentations in a writing 

course”.  One student expressed criticism towards lack of clear expectations: “I began to under-

stand the tasks and requirements at the end of the course when the instructor exposed the rubric 

page of the final assignment. The expectations were vague and led to frustration”.  Three students 

expressed strong criticism with regard to the relevance of the course for them. One of them com-

plained: “At the age of 42 I finally decided to enroll to this programme and to gain tools that will 

help me in my discipline – History. Instead what I get in this course is more and more articles on 

education”.  

The assignments seemed to be a big concern in the students’ criticisms. In terms of relevance: “At 

the beginning, we had to present an argument in writing. It felt like an elementary-school assign-

ment. Something you can do on your own with written guidelines or via email, with almost no 

face-to-face meetings.” Two students commented on “the strict timetable, with little flexibility 

and on-going tasks that were too structured”. Two students commented on the nature of the as-

signment: “We had to write the first composition gradually starting with 300 words, which ex-

panded to 600, and then to 900 words. This type of assignment did not work for me. I would much 

prefer to write the assignment according to sections, such as Introduction, Discussion, etc, rather 

than by word limit”. The second student concluded:  

The difficulty was not in the academic writing but in the excessive intensity 

and over-load of week-to-week submissions which did not lead to a writing 

product but seemed detached from one another. I would recommend that the 

tasks be theme-based rather than length-based.     

4.2. Research Question 2: Do the following factors affect the students’ perceptions?  

2a. The academic discipline of the students B.A./B.Sc.  

The differences between the perceptions of the two groups of academic disciplines – text-based 

discipline backgrounds versus science-based discipline backgrounds – were insignificant with 

regard to the three factors as shown in Table 1, indicating that the students’ disciplinary back-

grounds did not alter their perceptions. 

The issue of the academic disciplines was considered relevant only by a student who demonstrated 

exceptional writing skills. He claimed that the main problem of the course results from the heter-

ogeneity in the writing levels of students who came from a variety of disciplines:  

In one of the lessons the instructor asked to peer review each other’s writing. 

I received a paragraph which was so low content-wise and language-wise, and 

I could see that my peer could not understand my detailed comments. It was 

quite frustrating for me and for him. Similarly, the comments that he wrote on 

my paragraph were limited in scope and ideas. The heterogeneity was demon-

strated in every lesson in the questions that were asked in class, such as “What 
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is an argument?” A group of students, including myself, felt that the course 

was not necessary for them, and showed resistance in class. Even the instruc-

tor felt, at times, helpless in her attempts to bridge the gaps. The way I handled 

these frustrations was to help students who experienced difficulty in writing 

throughout the course.  

The other 3 students did not bring up the issue of disciplinary heterogeneity as relevant to the 

success or lack thereof of the course. Two of them suggested to embed the writing course in the 

first-year seminar course, which is a subject-related course with three ‘umbrella topics’ they need 

to choose from: educational philosophy, globalization in education, the Bible and education. 

Table 1. Comparison of perceptions based on students’ academic disciplines. Means are reported 

for a 5 point scale with 1 = ‘to a limited extent’ and 5 = ‘to a major extent’. The reported p-value 

is for a two-sided t-test assuming equal variances.  

p t Science-based 

disciplines 

M (SD) 

Text-based 

disciplines 

M (SD) 

 

0.239 -1.193 2.00 (0.84) 1.70 (0.91) Course necessity 

0.771 -0.293 2.40 (1.09) 2.30 (1.24) Course contribution 

0.530 -0.633 2.62 (1.40) 2.38 (1.26) Course suitability 

 2b. Previous courses on academic writing in the student’s B.A./B.Sc. 

The differences between the two groups, the group that had taken a previous course on academic 

writing and the group that had not, were found to be not statistically significantly different as 

shown in Table 2. However, on the question of ‘the suitability of a writing course in a Master 

degree’, the group that had not taken a writing course previously was slightly less negative than 

the group that had, and the difference was approaching significance at the 0.05 level. The average 

scores of the two groups regarding all questions were low, indicating that prior exposure to a 

writing course or not did not alter perceptions significantly. 

Table 2. Impact of previous courses in academic writing on perceptions about the course. Means 

are reported for a 5 point scale with 1 = ‘to a limited extent’ and 5 = ‘to a major extent’. The 

reported p-value is for a two-sided t-test assuming equal variances. 

p t No previous courses 

on academic writing 

M (SD) 

Previous courses on 

academic writing 

M (SD) 

 

0.246 1.172 2.00 (0.85) 1.73 (0.92) Course necessity 

0.530 0.632 2.45 (1.15) 2.27 (1.08) Course contribution 

0.073 1.826 2.85 (1.38) 2.23 (1.18) Course suitability 

The students’ answers during the interviews did not relate to the issue of previously learnt courses 

on academic writing as relevant to the success of the course or lack thereof. In this sense, their 

answers agreed with the quantitative findings.   

2c. Differences between the groups (each with a different instructor)  

In contrast to the two above-mentioned factors, Table 3 shows that different instructors did appear 

to influence students’ perceptions about the course, though no instructor managed to obtain 

strongly positive perceptions from their group of students. 
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Table 3. Comparison of the effects different instructors had on students’ perceptions about the 

course using a one-way ANOVA. 

p F Group 3 

M (SD) 

Group 2 

M (SD) 

Group 1 

M (SD) 

 

0.047 3.224 2.00 (0.93) 1.44 (0.78) 2.10 (0.83) Course necessity 

0.003 6.658 1.86 (0.94) 2.22 (1.17) 3.00 (0.97) Course contribution 

0.004 6.109 2.33 (1.35) 2.00 (1.08) 3.29 (1.15) Course suitability 

In the interviews, the students referred to the instructor’s attitude and personality as an important 

factor. One student who expressed deep criticism of the course said that “the instructor, R. was 

inclusive and tolerant towards the students, unlike the topic which was boring and technical”. 

Two more students said: “In this course a lot depends on the lecturer”; “In teaching a writing 

course which is not substantiated by riches of materials or topics, if the instructor is not funda-

mentally charismatic, the course is liable to fail”. 

Another issue related to quality of the tutoring sessions: “Many students needed more than a 10-

minute meeting which were unsatisfactory”. Another student also commented on the “quick, su-

perficial level of the personal meetings”.   

4.3. RQ 3: How do the instructors perceive the necessity and contribution of an aca-

demic writing course in a Master’s degree? 

The semi-structured interviews yielded data on the following themes. 

4.3.1. The writing level of the students 

Two instructors perceived the level of writing as low-mediocre, whereas one instructor perceived 

the level as mediocre. When asked to compare the level of the Master students in the programme 

to the level of students in B.Ed. programmes, two of the instructors attested that the level is the 

same and that “some of the good first-degree students have a higher writing ability than mediocre 

Master degree students”.  One instructor said that the level of the Master’s students is “a bit higher 

than the level of first-degree students”.   

4.3.2. The course contribution 

The three instructors asserted that most of the students were definitely in need of an academic 

writing course, and agreed that even those whose level of writing was good needed to improve 

their writing in order to meet the expectations of a Master’s degree. When asked about whether 

they observed an improvement in the students’ writing in the process of the course, they argued 

that an improvement was “noticeable and immediate” and could be seen in the portfolio which 

the students submitted at the end of the course. This portfolio contained the two compositions that 

were submitted along the course, and the drafts that preceded them. Two instructors expressed 

certainty that the improvement will be demonstrated later on in the process of their studies.  

When asked about whether or not an academic writing course should be compulsory, two of the 

instructors answered positively. One of them asserted: “although offering the course as a choice 

is better than not offering a course at all, we should remember that there is no correlation between 

the students’ perceived writing ability and their real writing ability”. The third instructor sug-

gested that “only the students who feel the need, should take the course”.  

4.3.3. The main difficulties in teaching the course 

One instructor could not identify a specific difficulty. The second one mentioned lack of motiva-

tion for the course, lack of willingness to engage in writing, lack of intellectual curiosity alongside 
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a sense of excessive confidence on the students’ part that they already possessed the required 

writing skills. The third instructor mentioned misbehaviours by a number of students who did not 

cooperate and even disrupted the lessons. 

When asked about assumed reasons for the antagonism that they experienced, the instructors gave 

the following answers: 

 the relatively mature age of the students (35–45) and the fact that many of them have fam-

ilies and work commitments and cannot meet the expectations of weekly written assign-

ments;  

 the fact that they have a first degree and cannot see why, at this stage, they are confronted 

with comments on their writing;  

 their wish to obtain a degree with a minimum of effort at this stage of their lives; 

 the writing assignments were tedious, intensive, and effort-consuming. (While aware of this, 

the instructors believed that the improvement in writing will be achieved by hard work on 

the part of the students and the submission of week-to-week assignments.) 

 the course required independent thinking, independent academic search for materials, and 

independent writing which may be intimidating for inexperienced writers and researchers; 

 the students received a formative assessment in mid-semester. Many students experience 

the feedback as traumatic and developed antagonism towards the course and the instructor; 

 the students failed to see beyond the ‘here and now’, and could not understand the relevance 

of the course to their future studies. Thus, the course was perceived as a ‘burden’ or a ‘sanc-

tion’ imposed by the ‘system’; 

 most of the students in the programme switched into teaching after experiencing another 

career. Part of them took up teaching due to an ideology to improve the educational system, 

and part of them due to employment issues.  

4.4. The main gaps between the perceptions of the students and the instructors 

Table 4 introduces a summary of gaps between the students’ and the instructors’ perceptions. It 

demonstrates the ‘throwing of accusations’ of both parties: “being dry, boring, inflexible, too 

strict, chaotic, vague, wasting time, and irrelevant” on the part of the students; “being unmoti-

vated, looking for easy solutions, too confident in their writing skills with little awareness, dis-

ruptive, and superficial” on the part of the instructors.    

Table 4. Gaps between students’ and instructors’ perceptions. 

 Instructors’ perceptions Students’ perceptions 

Level of writing Low-mediocre; not necessarily 

higher than B.Ed./B.Sc. students 

High-very high 

Course necessity All students need to improve their 

writing to meet the degree expec-

tations 

Very low (M = 1.88) 

Course contribution An improvement was noticeable 

during the submission of drafts, 

and will be further seen in the fu-

ture 

Low (M = 2.35);  

Some students could see the 

practical contribution of the 

course 

Course suitability for a Mas-

ter degree 

A writing course should be incor-

porated in a Master degree as the 

writing level is insufficient 

Low (M = 2.57); 

They see the course as unsuita-

ble in its present format. 

However, they had constructive 

suggestions for embedding aca-

demic writing. 
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Table 4 continued. 

5. Discussion 

The principal aim of the study was to investigate the academic justification for embedding a 

course on academic writing in a Master’s degree in the students’ mother tongue. The more specific 

aims were to explore the students’ and the instructors’ perceptions of courses of academic writing 

with reference to the necessity, contribution and suitability of the course in a Master’s degree, and 

to understand the factors that might affect these perceptions. It is noteworthy that the course 

matches the definition of ‘academic literacies’ more than ‘academic literacy’ because it chal-

lenges the students to socialize into the academic culture of writing with Education as a common 

discipline, and focusses on academic writing as a culture rather than a set of writing skills and 

conventions. In addition, the course dwells on observations of educational environments and the 

use of academic literacies skills in their writing in a way that shows understanding of how aca-

demic knowledge is built in an academic discipline, beyond writing conventions.  

The findings demonstrated gaps between the students and the instructors. The biggest gap was 

observed in the perceptions of the course necessity: while the instructors perceived the course as 

necessary for the students and their level of writing as low or mediocre, the students perceived 

the course necessity as very low, and their own level of writing as high or very high. This finding 

is significant because it indicates a dichotomy between the two groups with regards to the very 

basic question of whether such a course is necessary or not. The instructors expressed certainty 

regarding the course contribution and perceived a noticeable improvement in the students’ aca-

demic writing during the course. In contrast, the students perceived the contribution as low (M = 

2.35), yet in the interviews they related to some practical aspects of the contribution such as the 

knowledge of writing conventions for the sake of the seminar paper.  

The issue of the course suitability in a Master’s programme demonstrated gaps too. The students’ 

comments on this issue were poignant and argued against including the course in the Master’s 

 Instructors’ perceptions Students’ perceptions 

Course format It should be made compulsory or 

in the least be offered as a choice 

course 

The students object to the pre-

sent format. They suggest to in-

corporate the course in the 

first-year seminar course. 

Difficulties in teach-

ing/learning 

Lack of students’ motivation to 

engage in writing; Disruptions 

during classes; Objections on stu-

dents’ part; 

The course is ‘dry’ and the ma-

terials are boring. 

The course structure is chaotic 

and the methodology is irrele-

vant. 

Overload of tasks with little 

flexibility. 

Reasons for difficulties Lack of understanding of the im-

portance of a writing course 

alongside lack of awareness of 

their true writing skills;  

Family and work commitments 

and a wish to obtain a degree with 

minimum effort; 

Difficulty to receive feedback that 

leads to antagonism; 

Failure to see the benefit beyond 

the ‘here and now’; 

The expectations were not 

clear. 

The assignments were not 

clear. 

The students did not see the ra-

tionale for the excessive tasks 

and requirements. 

The students felt the course 

was a waste of time. 

The personality and attitude of 

the instructors is an important 

factor in the students’ satisfac-

tion. 
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degree from many aspects: relevance, academic level, structure, and content. The statistical find-

ings of the suitability were low (M = 2.57).  Yet, despite the students’ sharp criticism with regard 

to the course suitability, some of them came up with suggestions how to improve the structure, 

the tasks and the format of the course and were willing to reflect on the reasons for its present 

lack of suitability. Unlike the students, the instructors were certain that the course “belongs” in 

the programme. The instructors made efforts to plan the tasks around students’ interests and ex-

periences and adopted the anthropological-sociocultural stance to academic writing (Street, 

2005). This was done through texts which focus on Education in different sectors of the Israeli 

society that allow the students to critically consider educational practices in these social contexts, 

such as Arab, Druze, Haredi, Orthodox.  

Researchers agree about the complexity of embedding literacies courses (e.g. Lea, 2004). Re-

searchers depict the diversity of factors that affect the process, such as cultural and educational 

background (Petric, 2002); the students’ maturity, the tasks, the degree sought (Hill et al., 2010; 

Pocock, 2010; Leach et al., 2010); and the management of the process with the increasing flexi-

bility and student diversity at tertiary level (Gunn et al., 2011). The complexity and multiplicity 

of factors played a part in the current study too: the tasks received (with strict timetable), and the 

degree sought (inasmuch as they considered a literacies course inappropriate in a Master’s de-

gree). In addition, the difficulty to transfer their writing experiences to other courses (Weinberger, 

2017), and the fact that students’ attitudes towards academic writing skills courses develop over 

time (Siragusa, 2011; Petric, 2002) were also perceived in this study mainly by the course instruc-

tors. 

Before proceeding to the discussion of the course format, it is noteworthy that according to the 

course instructors, some students experienced the mid-semester formative assessment as trau-

matic. The supposedly formative assessment that was used aimed at providing the students and 

instructors with information about the learning process. Yet, the fact that the students received 

comments in the ongoing submissions and drafts but were exposed to the ‘real’ numeric grade of 

the 30% only towards the end of the course, puts a big question mark whether the interim assess-

ment was formative or summative. This probably increased the students’ frustration and antago-

nism towards the course instructors, because their perceptions of the critical comments did not 

match the numeric grade of the 30% which they received at the end of the course.   

The mode of embedding the courses in the programme is yet another issue that needs reconsider-

ation. Thies (2012) argues that piecemeal embedding is not sustainable and that there is a need 

for a whole-of-institution approach that supports professional development of course coordinators 

and academic literacies staff, as well as structures that support the collaboration between disci-

pline subject lecturers and literacies staff. Yet, Chanock (2013) asserts that smaller-scale efforts 

should not be underestimated. Although being inspired by the large-scale faculty approach, it 

appears that the courses were introduced without taking the necessary measures to deliver the 

rationale of the course and its purposes, such as the process of knowledge-building in an academic 

discipline, and how to write an academic article. Although the students knew that the texts they 

will read for their writing will focus on Education, they were not aware of the fact that Education 

is the social context within which the course is situated and their writing is performed. Further, 

the fact that the course intends to socialize them into the academic culture, and show them how 

they can use it in their future career as potential researchers, was not presented explicitly. In this 

sense, the course missed the point of being an academic literacies course in the broad sense of the 

word. Although the course designers perceived it as an academic literacies course, it remained a 

“stand-alone course” in the students’ perceptions,  

As a result, the list of difficulties that the students and the instructors experienced demonstrates a 

huge gap between them. This gap showed that bridging these gaps requires deep thinking and 

much effort. The stance that the two parties take is almost contrary, and although the interviews 

reflected a “softer” and more balanced stance, at present there seems to be no common interest 
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between the instructors and the students. Clearly, these perceived gaps do not facilitate the search 

for an academic justification for embedding the course.  

The course instructors is yet another issue to be discussed. During the interviews, the students 

argued that the attitude and personality of the instructor make a difference while at the same time 

they thought the course was irrelevant for them. The statistical findings yielded that the differ-

ences in the course perceptions between the three classes, each with a different instructor, are 

significant, despite the fact that the course syllabi were uniform among the three instructors. Alt-

hough the differences might be accounted for by other factors, such as group dynamics resulting 

from the mix of students’ personalities, these findings support the students’ statements in the 

interviews with regard to the effect of the personality and attitude of the instructor on the course.   

While weighing the pros and the cons of the academic justification for the course, it is clear that 

the current study indicates dissatisfaction among students and staff alike and massive gaps be-

tween the instructors and the students. Yet, the students’ need for academic literacies support 

emerged from the instructors’ responses and from previous and recent studies (Laurillard, 1979; 

Palmer, Levett-Jones, Smith, & McMillan, 2014). The answer to the question of the academic 

justification for the course is positive, with two possible options that emerged with regard to the 

course format: (1) Embed the literacies skills in a specific discipline-related course and devise a 

collaborative model between subject lecturers and writing experts. This shift is widely supported 

by recent studies (e.g. Chanock, 2013; Elton, 2010; McWilliams and Allan, 2014; Wingate, 2011).  

(2) Leave the course in its present format but ensure that that the epistemology behind the need 

for the course and its purposes is delivered explicitly.  

6. Conclusions  

The main issue of this study is relevant to any academic institute/programme, beyond geograph-

ical and language considerations. The study shows that implementing courses in academic litera-

cies is a complicated process with many factors and considerations involved. The main conclusion 

of the study is that although the goals of the course were explicitly stated in the syllabus, they 

were not delivered in a clear way to the students. The interviews indicate that the students failed 

to understand that the course intended to address the discipline of Education as the common dis-

cipline they are studying and the main focus of their degree, and perceived the course as a generic 

course, which is totally irrelevant to their specific discipline of teaching. Consequently, many of 

them perceived the course as a waste of time and this is probably the reason for the gaps between 

the students and the instructors in their perceptions of the course necessity, contribution and suit-

ability to a Master’s degree. 

These gaps call for proactive measures. Therefore, it is suggested that some preliminary steps 

should be taken at the outset of the course, in order to match expectations between the instructors 

and the students and deliver the rationale of the course and its aims to acculturate the students to 

the academic discourse in general and to Education as a discipline in particular. This should en-

sure that the students will get familiar with the context of the course and its potential benefit for 

their future teaching and for them as potential researchers. Another link needs to be made for the 

students between their academic writing course in Hebrew and the fact that in their future roles 

they would likely be assessing the academic writing in Hebrew of their students. Such links should 

affect the students’ attitudes towards the course that they were ‘made’ to take, and enhance their 

understanding of the potential of the course to inform their future teaching.   

Suggestions regarding the course format indicate that the course requirements need to change by 

a decrease in task overload, and an increase in flexibility regarding submission and timetable. 

Further consideration is suggested of whether to initiate a shift towards a ‘choice course’ for stu-

dents who are interested in a research or a writing career, or retain the compulsory format includ-

ing, in future, a clear delivery of the course purposes and foci. Here too, there are options. Ac-
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cording to the interviews and previous studies, it is possible to embed the literacies skills in dis-

cipline-related courses and devise a collaborative model between subject lecturers and writing 

experts. Alternatively, we could leave the course in its present format and ensure that the episte-

mology behind the need for the course and its purposes are delivered explicitly. It is hard to decide 

on practical conclusions on the basis of the differences in the course perceptions between the 3 

groups of the 3 instructors, because the differences can derive from the class dynamics which is 

hard to predict, or from the personality and attitude of the instructor. While class dynamics are 

hard to control, the personality and attitude of the instructor should be considered by course de-

signers in order to enhance a climate of tolerance and empathy in a course that may be liable to 

criticism.     

Another suggestion is related to the summative character of the supposedly 30% formative as-

sessment (see in Section 3.3). It seems necessary that facilitating structures be established to 

bridge over the gaps between the students and lecturers, as well as between the discipline subject 

lecturers and the literacies staff, in order to allow for collaboration. Researchers agree that there 

are many factors that affect the embedding of literacies skills in discipline-related courses that 

need to be considered (Chanock, 2013; Fenton-Smith, 2012).  

The main limitation of the study is the small number of the student-interviewees. Although four 

in number, the interviews yielded significant data, and more interviews could certainly enrich the 

picture. 

Although the study took place in the local context of Hebrew-speaking students, it may be appli-

cable to wider contexts worldwide, where students are admitted to higher degrees and need to 

meet higher academic standards in writing in their mother tongue.  
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Appendix A. Students’ questionnaire 

 

 Please detail your academic background (B.A/B.Sc - circle): 

            Department ______________ 

            Institute_________________ 

 Have you studied a designated course on academic writing? Yes/No (circle) 

            If ‘yes’ – how many courses?   1;      2;    more than 2;  

 To what extent do you see the writing course as necessary for you? (1 = to a limited ex-

tent; 5 = to a major extent)  

1    2     3    4    5 

 To what extent do you think that the course has contributed to the level of your writing? 

(1 = to a limited extent; 5 = to a major extent) 

            1    2    3     4    5 

 Do you think that a writing course is suitable in a Master degree ? (1 = to a limited ex-

tent; 5 = to a major extent) 

           1    2    3    4    5 

 Other relevant comments 

_____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix B: Guidelines for the semi-structured interviews with the stu-

dents 

 What is your academic discipline? 

 How do you perceive your level of academic writing? 

 Did you study an academic writing course before? 

 Define ‘proper academic writing’. 

 Have you noticed a process of improvement during the course? 

 What have you gained from the course? 

 What can you say about the course tasks? 

 What is your opinion about the methodology of teaching in the course? 

 Do the personality and attitude of the instructor have any effect on the course? If so, how? 

 As a student in the course, describe your main difficulties. 

 Do you believe that an academic writing course should be a compulsory course in a Master 

degree? 

 What would you expect to learn in this course? 

 

Appendix C: Questionnaires for the course instructors 

 How would you define the writing level of the students in the course? 

 Low 

 Low-mediocre 

 Mediocre 

 High 

 Very high 

 Do you believe that a writing course is suitable in a Master degree? 

 Most students do not need this course 

 A small number of the students needs the course 

 Most of the students need the course 

 To what extent the level of the students’ writing improved as a result of the course? 

 some improvement was observed 

 a major improvement has been observed 

 The improvement is yet to be seen in the course of their studies 

 Should the course be made compulsory for the following groups? 

 Graduates of science-based disciplines (Mathematics, Biology, Business Manage-

ment, Economics); 

 It should be made compulsory for all students in the programme; 

 It should be offered as a ‘choice course’ for those who feel they need it; 

 Define the level of writing of the students in the programme: 

 Similar to the level of B.Ed students; 

 A bit higher than the level of B.Ed students; 

 Lower than the level of B.Ed students; 

 What difficulties have you experienced in teaching this course? 

 What are the causes for these difficulties?      
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