1. Yonuxanos arsinaarsl KY xa6apuisicsl. @uitonorus cepusicsl. Ne 3 2026 Bulletin of S.Ualikhanov KU.
Bectauk KY umenn III. Yanmuxanosa. Cepust ¢punonorudeckas. Ne 3, 2026 Philological Series. Ne 3, 2026
ISSN 2788-7979 (online)

TIJIAIH KOHE 9JIEBUETTIH OKBITY 9IICTEMECI
METOIUKA NPEITIOJABAHMUSA A3BIKA U JIMTEPATYPBI

METHODS OF TEACHING LANGUAGE AND LITERATURE

IRSTI 16.31.51 DOI: 10.59102/kufil/2026/iss3pp342-359

I. Dyussekeneval, R. Sadler, D. Dyussekenev?

!Shakarim University, Semey, 071412, Kazakhstan

llinois University Urbana-Champaign, Champaign, Illinois, 61801, USA
3 Alikhan Bokeikhan University, Semey, 071400, Kazakhstan

ACADEMIC WRITING IN ENGLISH AT THE MASTER’S LEVEL: STUDENTS’
PERSPECTIVES AND CHALLENGES

In the context of the internationalization of higher education in Kazakhstan, academic writing
in English has become a key competence for master’s students, while a persistent gap remains
between institutional expectations and students’ actual academic capacities. This study aims to
identify and interpret this gap through an analysis of students’ perceptions, self-assessments, and
academic experiences related to writing in English. The research is grounded in an integrative
theoretical framework combining academic literacies, sociocultural, translingual, and genre-based
approaches, which conceptualize academic writing as a socially and institutionally mediated
practice.

The scientific significance of the study lies in applying an integrative academic literacies
framework to the analysis of master’s students’ experiences in the Kazakhstani context, with
particular attention to the interaction of linguistic, discursive, multilingual, and institutional factors
shaping perceived academic writing difficulties. The practical significance is associated with
improving academic writing instruction through more explicit, context-sensitive, and discipline-
oriented pedagogical approaches.

Methodologically, the study is based on a quantitative research design using a questionnaire
administered to master’s students in Kazakhstan. The data were analyzed using descriptive statistics,
including mean values for Likert-scale items.

The results indicate that students demonstrate confidence in grammatical accuracy and
rhetorical awareness, while experiencing difficulties related to disciplinary vocabulary, text
organization, genre conventions, and research-based writing. Students tend to perceive their first
language as a resource rather than a barrier and emphasize the importance of teacher feedback,
interaction, and engagement with academic texts.

The findings suggest that students perceive academic writing difficulties as extending beyond
linguistic proficiency alone and involving discursive, research-related, pedagogical, and institutional
dimensions. The value of the research lies in highlighting the need to integrate writing instruction
with disciplinary knowledge and research practices. The practical implications include improving
academic writing courses, strengthening feedback practices, and increasing transparency of
academic writing requirements.

Key words: academic writing in English; master’s students,; academic literacies, academic
discourse.
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MAIN PROVISIONS

The present study adopts an integrative theoretical framework that conceptualizes academic
writing in English as a socially situated, multidimensional, and institutionally mediated practice.
Rather than treating writing proficiency primarily as a matter of linguistic accuracy, the framework
brings together academic literacies, sociocultural, genre-based, competence-oriented, and
multilingual perspectives in order to account for the different factors that shape students’ participation
in academic discourse.

A central point of departure is the academic literacies perspective, particularly the distinction
proposed by M.R. Lea and B.V. Street [ 1] between study skills, academic socialization, and academic
literacies models of student writing. From an academic literacies perspective, writing is not
understood simply as a transferable set of technical skills. It is embedded in disciplinary and
institutional practices and is shaped by assumptions about what constitutes appropriate knowledge,
argumentation, evidence, and academic expression. Academic conventions that appear self-evident
to experienced members of an academic community may remain implicit for students who are still
learning to participate in that community. The academic literacies approach therefore directs attention
not only to what students can or cannot do linguistically, but also to the institutional contexts in which
particular forms of writing are expected and evaluated [1; 2].

This perspective is complemented by a sociocultural understanding of writing development.
Academic writing competence develops through participation in academic practices and through
interaction with teachers, peers, scholarly texts, and research communities. From this standpoint,
learning to write academically involves gradual participation in the communicative practices through
which disciplinary knowledge is produced and negotiated. Feedback, guided writing practice,
engagement with academic texts, and participation in research activities consequently become
important elements of academic writing development rather than merely supplementary forms of
support.

The genre-based perspective further emphasizes that academic writing is shaped by the
communicative purposes and rhetorical expectations of particular discourse communities. Successful
academic writing therefore requires more than grammatical correctness. Writers need to understand
how arguments are organized, how claims are supported and qualified, how previous research is
incorporated, and how relationships with readers are constructed within particular disciplinary
contexts. K. Hyland [3] demonstrates that academic discourse is closely connected to disciplinary
ways of constructing and communicating knowledge, making genre and disciplinary awareness
particularly important for graduate writers. Students may consequently possess adequate general
English proficiency while still experiencing difficulty with the rhetorical and discursive conventions
expected in research articles, theses, and other academic genres.

Within this framework, academic writing competence comprises several interrelated
dimensions. Linguistic competence includes control of academic vocabulary, grammar, and stylistic
appropriateness, while discursive competence involves coherence, cohesion, argumentation, and
genre awareness. Strategic competence encompasses planning, drafting, revising, editing, self-
monitoring, and the effective use of feedback. Academic writing also depends on research and
information literacy, including the ability to locate, evaluate, synthesize, and appropriately integrate
scholarly sources. These dimensions are closely interconnected because academic writing at the
master’s level forms part of the broader process of producing and communicating disciplinary
knowledge.

The multilingual context of Kazakhstani higher education also requires attention to the
linguistic resources that students bring to academic writing. Translingual and multilingual
perspectives challenge a simple deficit interpretation of cross-linguistic influence by recognizing that
writers may draw strategically on resources developed across different languages [4]. For students
working across Kazakh, Russian, and English, previous linguistic and rhetorical experience may
therefore contribute to planning, meaning-making, and the development of academic arguments, even
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though these resources must ultimately be negotiated in relation to the conventions of English-
medium academic discourse. Research conducted in Kazakhstan similarly indicates that graduate
writers develop genre knowledge within the interaction of multiple linguistic and academic traditions
and that cross-linguistic transfer forms an important part of their academic experience.

Taken together, these perspectives provide a framework for examining academic writing
difficulties without reducing them to insufficient English proficiency. Linguistic competence remains
important, but students’ experiences are also shaped by disciplinary conventions, opportunities for
academic socialization, multilingual resources, instructional practices, feedback, and the extent to
which institutional expectations are made explicit. The present study applies this integrative
framework to the perceptions and self-reported experiences of master’s students in Kazakhstan in
order to examine how these dimensions are reflected in their understanding of academic writing and
the difficulties they encounter.

INTRODUCTION

In contemporary research, academic writing is increasingly conceptualized as a complex
competence that extends beyond purely linguistic skills and includes cognitive, communicative, and
methodological components. In the context of higher education, academic writing is viewed as a key
element of professional training, particularly for future teachers of foreign languages. As noted by
M.B. Bekturova [5], one of the central challenges in developing academic writing competence lies in
the insufficient integration of theoretical knowledge and practical writing skills. This gap highlights
the need for systematic and methodologically grounded approaches to teaching academic writing.

A similar perspective is presented in the study by A.K. Aryngazin, A.K. Torebekova, and A.A.
Aryngazin [6], which emphasizes that students often demonstrate an inadequate level of proficiency
not only in academic writing, but also in research planning and scientific methods. This indicates that
academic writing competence should be considered as part of a broader research competence,
requiring the integration of analytical, methodological, and communicative skills.

Within the Kazakhstani higher education context, the role of academic writing as a university
discipline has been examined by Ye.A. Rybalkina [7], who point to challenges in both theoretical
justification and practical implementation of academic writing courses, providing possible solutions
to improve the teaching of academic texts.

In the study by M.B. Kiseleva [8], academic writing in Russian and English is examined within
the paradigm of contemporary higher education, with particular attention given to its role in the
development of students’ academic and research competencies. It is emphasized that academic
writing is regarded as an essential component of academic communication, and the growing
importance of integrating bilingual academic writing instruction into university education is
highlighted.

Issues related to the assessment of academic writing are addressed by K.A. Melnikova [9], who
focuses on evaluating the quality of academic essays in continuous education systems. The study
emphasizes the need for clear assessment criteria and standardized approaches to evaluating students’
written work.

The competence-based approach to academic writing is reflected in the work of T.S.
Putilovskaya [10] who proposes a competence-activity model that integrates writing into broader
educational processes. This model underscores the importance of active learning and the development
of practical writing skills through meaningful academic tasks. In line with this, Sherekhova [11]
highlights the role of academic literacy formation among master’s students, particularly in the context
of professional communication in a foreign language.

From a multilingual perspective, research by A. Shcherbakov, B. Goodman, and D. Kapashev
[12] demonstrates that graduate students in Kazakhstan develop hybrid models of genre knowledge
influenced by multiple linguistic and academic traditions. This finding is supported by B. Goodman,
S. Kerimkulova, and D.P. Montgomery [13], who emphasize the role of translanguaging and cross-
linguistic transfer in shaping students’ academic writing practices in English-medium instruction
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environments. These studies suggest that multilingualism should be viewed as a resource rather than
a barrier in academic writing development.

Recent research also highlights the growing role of digital technologies and artificial
intelligence in academic writing. K. Kotsis [14] discusses both pedagogical opportunities and ethical
challenges associated with the use of Al tools such as ChatGPT. While such technologies can support
certain aspects of writing, their effectiveness depends on proper pedagogical integration and critical
use.

Finally, motivation and cross-cultural factors in academic writing development are examined
in the study by I. Dyussekeneva et al. [15], which compares Kazakhstani and American master’s
students. The findings indicate that motivation plays a significant role in shaping students’
engagement with academic writing and their ability to develop necessary competencies.

Thus, academic writing competence is a multidimensional construct that includes linguistic,
cognitive, methodological, and sociocultural components. The development of this competence
requires an integrative approach that combines effective teaching strategies, institutional support, and
consideration of students’ multilingual and academic backgrounds.

Although previous studies have highlighted the complexity of academic writing development
in Kazakhstan, less attention has been paid to students’ own interpretations of academic writing
requirements and challenges.

The relevance of the present study is reinforced by ongoing reforms in Kazakhstani higher
education, including the expansion of English-medium master’s programs, the strengthening of
publication-based evaluation systems, and the alignment with global academic standards. Recent
research suggests that without explicit pedagogical and institutional mediation, such reforms may
intensify the opacity of academic writing expectations and exacerbate inequalities in academic
participation.

Although studies have substantially advanced understanding of academic writing in
multilingual higher education, further attention is needed to how master’s students themselves
perceive the relationship between academic writing requirements, their own writing capacities, and
the forms of pedagogical and institutional support available to them. This issue is particularly relevant
in Kazakhstan, where students may negotiate English-medium academic conventions alongside
linguistic and rhetorical resources developed through Kazakh, Russian, and other academic traditions.

The present study does not propose a new conceptualization of academic writing as a socially
situated practice; this understanding is well established in international research on academic
literacies, disciplinary discourse, and multilingual writing [1; 2; 3; 4]. Instead, the novelty of the study
lies in applying and bringing these perspectives together in the analysis of master’s students’
perceptions and self-reported experiences within the Kazakhstani higher education context. In
particular, the study examines how perceived linguistic and discursive difficulties intersect with genre
knowledge, multilingual resources, research preparedness, feedback, and institutional support.

The aim of the study is therefore to identify and interpret the gap between academic writing
requirements and master’s students’ perceived capacities through an analysis of their attitudes,
reported difficulties, and evaluations of instructional and institutional support. Within this framework,
the gap is examined not solely in terms of language proficiency but in relation to the broader
linguistic, discursive, pedagogical, and institutional conditions in which academic writing is learned
and practised.

The object of the study is academic writing in English in graduate education.
The subject of the study is master’s students’ perceptions, difficulties, and experiences related to
academic writing in English.

The study proceeds from the assumption that master’s students perceive academic writing
difficulties as involving not only linguistic challenges but also discursive, pedagogical, institutional,
and sociocultural dimensions.

The objectives of the study are as follows:

1. To analyze theoretical approaches to academic writing in English within contemporary
applied linguistics.
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2. To identify and describe the main difficulties experienced by master’s students in academic
writing.

3. To examine the factors that hinder and support the development of academic writing skills.
4. To analyze students’ perceptions of academic writing requirements and institutional support.
5. To interpret the gap between academic expectations and students’ actual competencies.

The theoretical and practical significance of the study lies in its contribution to the development
of more effective models of academic writing instruction in higher education. The findings may be
used to improve pedagogical approaches, enhance academic writing curricula, and support the
integration of writing into disciplinary and research practices at the master’s level.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Within the academic literacies tradition, student writing is understood as a socially situated
practice rather than as a universal set of transferable language skills. M.R. Lea and B.V. Street [1]
distinguish the academic literacies perspective from approaches that conceptualize writing primarily
in terms of study skills or students’ adaptation to established academic conventions. The academic
literacies model instead draws attention to the institutional and disciplinary contexts in which
particular forms of writing acquire meaning and authority. T. Lillis and M. Scott [2] further emphasize
the epistemological and ideological dimensions of academic literacy practices, including questions
concerning whose conventions are recognized and how students gain access to them.

This perspective is particularly relevant to graduate writing because institutional expectations
are not always fully explicit. Students may be expected to produce appropriate arguments, use
evidence according to disciplinary conventions, position themselves in relation to previous
scholarship, and develop an acceptable academic voice without receiving systematic instruction in
how these practices operate. Difficulties in academic writing may therefore arise from a mismatch
between institutional expectations and students’ previous academic experiences rather than from
language proficiency alone.

A genre-based perspective provides a complementary account of these difficulties. Academic
discourse is not homogeneous: rhetorical practices vary according to genre, discipline, audience, and
communicative purpose. As K. Hyland [3] argues, academic writing reflects discipline-specific ways
of constructing knowledge and negotiating relationships between writers and readers. Developing
academic writing competence consequently involves learning how claims, evidence, argumentation,
stance, and textual organization function within particular disciplinary communities.

The multilingual dimension of academic writing is equally important in the Kazakhstani
context. Translingual perspectives question models that treat languages as entirely separate systems
and cross-linguistic influence primarily as interference. A.S. Canagarajah [4], for example,
conceptualizes multilingual writers as drawing strategically on their linguistic repertoires in the
process of meaning-making. This perspective does not imply that disciplinary conventions in English
become irrelevant; rather, it makes it possible to examine how writers negotiate those conventions
using linguistic and rhetorical resources developed through different languages and educational
traditions.

Within the Kazakhstani context, recent empirical research increasingly situates academic
writing challenges within broader processes of academic socialization and English-medium
instruction. Dyussekeneva et al. [15] demonstrate that motivation plays an important role in master’s
students’ engagement with English academic writing and in their willingness to develop academic
writing competence.

In studies by Kazakhstani scholars, the issue of academic writing in English is increasingly
examined in the context of multilingualism and academic socialization. For example, A.
Shcherbakov, B. Goodman, and D. Kapashev demonstrate that master’s and doctoral students exhibit
hybrid models of genre knowledge shaped by the interaction of Kazakh, Russian, and English
academic traditions [12]. Similarly, research by B. Goodman, S. Kerimkulova, and D.P. Montgomery,
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highlights that the transfer of genre and discourse models across languages is systematic in nature
and has a significant impact on how learners perceive academic writing requirements [ 13].

Thus, the present study draws on the concepts of academic literacies, rhetorical and discourse
approaches to academic writing, and theories of interlanguage and transnational writing,
complemented by empirical research conducted by Kazakhstani scholars. Taken together, these
theoretical perspectives make it possible to conceptualize academic writing in English as a socially
and institutionally mediated dialogic practice.

In order to empirically examine how master’s students perceive the demands of academic
writing in English, the difficulties they encounter, and the forms of support they consider important
for their development, the study employed an exploratory quantitative survey design. The survey was
intended to provide descriptive evidence of students’ perceptions and self-assessments rather than to
establish causal relationships between linguistic, pedagogical, institutional, or other factors. This
distinction is particularly important because the study relies on self-reported data and does not include
direct assessment of participants’ written performance.

The analytical sample consisted of 40 master’s students from universities in Kazakhstan.
Participants were recruited through university-based academic and professional networks using
convenience sampling. Participation was voluntary. The sample included master’s students from
different academic backgrounds and universities in Kazakhstan. Because detailed information on
university affiliation, discipline, and year of study was not collected systematically for all
respondents, these characteristics cannot be reported comprehensively and constitute a limitation of
the study. The average age of participants was 23 years. Kazakh and Russian were the principal
languages reported in participants’ linguistic backgrounds. Half of the participants reported holding
an international English-language proficiency certificate, including IELTS (mean score = 6.5),
TOEFL (iBT mean score = 80; PBT mean score = 600), or the Duolingo English Test (mean score =
110). These proficiency data were self-reported and were used to characterize the sample rather than
as independently verified measures of English-language competence.

The questionnaire was developed by the authors specifically for the purposes of the present
study rather than adopted as a standardized instrument. Its content was informed by the
multidimensional theoretical framework underlying the study, in which academic writing is
approached not only in terms of linguistic proficiency but also in relation to rhetorical and genre
awareness, research practices, multilingual resources, and pedagogical and institutional support.
Accordingly, the questionnaire included items addressing students’ perceptions of academic writing
in English, perceived barriers to its development, factors considered important for improving
academic writing, and self-assessment of linguistic, academic-writing, and research-related skills.
This structure corresponded to the study’s objective of examining academic writing as a
multidimensional experience rather than as a single decontextualized writing ability. The
questionnaire was administered in English through the Qualtrics online survey platform.

Prior to the main data collection, the questionnaire was pilot-tested with six master’s students
who were not included in the final analytical sample. The pilot focused on the clarity and
comprehensibility of the questionnaire items, the appropriateness of the response options, and the
overall organization of the instrument. Participants’ feedback was used to identify potentially
ambiguous formulations and practical difficulties in completing the questionnaire. Minor wording
and formatting adjustments were subsequently made before the questionnaire was administered to the
main sample. The pilot was intended primarily to improve the clarity and usability of the instrument
and should not be interpreted as a full psychometric validation of the questionnaire.

The final questionnaire comprised several thematic groups of items. The first examined
students’ general perceptions of academic writing in English, including the perceived role of the first
language, awareness of purpose and audience, knowledge of academic-writing conventions, and
confidence in grammatical accuracy. A second group addressed factors perceived as hindering
academic writing, including limitations in general and disciplinary vocabulary, sentence- and
paragraph-level writing, organization of ideas and academic texts, understanding of required content,
and difficulties associated with the research process. A further group examined factors considered
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important for improving academic writing, including course content and writing tasks, publication
experience, interaction in English, teacher support and feedback, access to instructors, online writing
tools, Al-based tools, participation in research projects, and engagement with English-language
academic sources. Finally, participants evaluated aspects of their academic-writing and research
preparedness, including their perceived ability to write for publication, conduct independent research,
complete a master’s thesis or dissertation, understand expected academic-writing standards, and
benefit from formal academic-writing instruction. The current manuscript reports these dimensions
in Tables 1-4.

Most attitudinal, difficulty, importance, and self-assessment items were measured using five-
point Likert-type scales, with response anchors adapted to the construct being assessed. For example,
items concerning perceived difficulty ranged from low to high levels of difficulty, whereas other
sections measured agreement, perceived importance, or self-assessed competence. The questionnaire
was therefore treated as a set of conceptually related but distinct groups of indicators rather than as a
single unidimensional psychometric scale.

The data were analyzed using descriptive statistics appropriate to the exploratory purpose of
the study. Means, minimum and maximum values, frequencies, percentages, and valid response
counts were used to characterize response patterns. Mean values were retained as summary indicators
of general response tendencies, while frequencies and percentages were used to provide a more
complete representation of the distribution of responses. Standard deviations were also calculated to
indicate the degree of variation around item means. Because the study was designed as an exploratory
investigation of students’ perceptions rather than as a validation study of a standardized instrument,
no overall reliability coefficient was calculated for the questionnaire as a whole. An overall
Cronbach’s alpha would not be theoretically appropriate because the questionnaire encompasses
distinct dimensions of academic-writing experience rather than a single latent construct.

The number of valid responses varied across individual items because some participants did not
answer every question. This pattern is already visible in the current results: for example, valid
responses in Table 1 range from 37 to 40, while Table 2 contains between 34 and 37 responses per
item. Missing responses were treated as item-level missing data and were excluded only from the
calculation of the corresponding item; participants were not removed from the analytical sample
because of isolated missing responses. The valid n is therefore reported for each item to make
variation in response numbers transparent.

Given the relatively small and heterogeneous analytical sample, the results are interpreted as
exploratory and descriptive. They provide evidence concerning the perceptions and self-assessments
of the participating master’s students but are not intended to be generalized to the entire population
of master’s students in Kazakhstan. Similarly, because the study is based on self-reported perceptions,
associations observed in the data cannot establish that particular institutional, pedagogical, linguistic,
or structural conditions objectively caused the reported academic-writing difficulties. Instead, the
findings are used to examine how participants themselves understand and evaluate these dimensions
of their academic-writing experience.

RESULTS

The following section presents the results of the survey.
Descriptive statistics reveal patterns in master’s students’ self-reported perceptions of academic
writing in English (Table 1).

Table 1
Master’s students’ perceptions of academic writing in English
Statement M SD | Min | Max Vahg
My L1 interferes with writing academic papers in English 1.98 | 1.03 1 4 40
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My L1 helps me write academic texts in English 3571 1.24 1 5 37
I understand the purpose of my writing 3971 1.03 2 5 38
I think about my audience when writing 395 ] 1.10 1 5 37
I know the conventions of academic writing in English 3421 1.20 1 5 38
I can usually write grammatically correct sentences in academic English 3.84 | 1.10 1 5 38

Note. Responses were measured on a five-point Likert-type scale. Valid n varies because of
item-level non-response.

Table 1 presents participants’ perceptions of academic writing in English. The results indicate
relatively high self-reported awareness of rhetorical purpose (M =3.97, SD = 1.03) and audience (M
= 3.95, SD = 1.10), together with relatively strong confidence in producing grammatically correct
academic sentences (M = 3.84, SD = 1.10). Knowledge of English academic-writing conventions
received a somewhat lower mean rating (M = 3.42, SD = 1.20).

A particularly notable pattern concerns participants’ perceptions of their first language. The
statement that L1 interferes with English academic writing received the lowest mean score (M = 1.98,
SD = 1.03), with 75.0% of respondents selecting one of the two disagreement categories. In contrast,
the statement that L1 helps with academic writing in English received a substantially higher rating
(M =3.57,SD = 1.24), with 73.0% of valid respondents selecting one of the two agreement categories.
These results indicate that participants generally perceive their first language as a potential resource
rather than primarily as an obstacle to English academic writing.

Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for factors perceived by students as hindering academic
writing in English.

Table 2
Factors perceived as hindering academic writing in English

Factor M SD | Min | Max Vahg
Limited general English vocabulary 3.72 | 1.30 1 5 36
Limited disciplinary vocabulary in English 3.68 | 1.01 2 5 34
Difficulties writing sentences in English 3.11 ] 1.21 1 5 35
Difficulties writing paragraphs in English 3.00 | 1.13 1 5 34
Difficulty structuring an academic essay 3.09 | 1.36 1 5 35
Difficulty organizing ideas 3.00 | 1.26 1 5 35
Lack of understanding of required content 2.83 | 1.38 1 5 35
Difficulties related to the research process 3.06 | 1.37 1 5 35

As shown in Table 2, lexical factors were perceived as the most substantial barriers to academic
writing. Limited general English vocabulary received the highest mean rating (M = 3.72, SD = 1.30),
closely followed by limited disciplinary vocabulary (M = 3.68, SD = 1.01). In response-distribution
terms, 61.1% of valid respondents rated limited general vocabulary at levels 4 or 5, while 58.8% did
so for disciplinary vocabulary.

Other reported difficulties were more moderate. Sentence-level writing received a mean rating
of 3.11 (SD = 1.21), followed by structuring an academic essay (M = 3.09, SD = 1.36) and research-
process difficulties (M = 3.06, SD = 1.37). Difficulties with paragraph writing and organization of
ideas both had means of 3.00, while lack of understanding of required content received the lowest
mean rating (M = 2.83, SD = 1.38). The eight-item group demonstrated good internal consistency
(Cronbach’s a = .86), suggesting that the items capture related dimensions of participants’ perceived
academic-writing difficulties.

Table 3 presents descriptive statistics for factors that students consider important for improving
their academic writing in English.
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Table 3
Factors important for improving academic writing in English

Factor M SD Min Max Valnﬂ
Course content and writing-related assignments 3.64 | 0.72 2 5 36
Teacher’s personality/supportive attitude 3.88 | 0.81 2 5 34
Teacher feedback on written work 4.15 ] 0.86 2 5 34
Instructor availability outside class 326 | 0.89 2 5 35
Academic Writing Centers / institutional support 3231 1.19 1 5 35
Online writing tools 3.54 ] 0.95 1 5 35
Al-based tools such as ChatGPT 346 | 0.98 2 5 35
Participation in research projects 3.57 ] 0.78 2 5 35
Reading academic sources in English 4.14 | 0.73 3 5 35
Publishing academic papers in English 391 ] 0.82 2 5 35
Communication with native speakers of English 4.17 | 1.01 1 5 35

Table 3 shows that participants attributed particular importance to interpersonal interaction,
feedback, and engagement with academic discourse. Communication with native speakers of English
received the highest mean rating (M = 4.17, SD = 1.01), closely followed by teacher feedback on
written work (M =4.15, SD = 0.86) and reading academic sources in English (M =4.14, SD = 0.73).
Ratings of 4 or 5 were given by 77.2%, 82.3%, and 80.0% of valid respondents, respectively.

Publishing academic papers in English (M = 3.91, SD = 0.82) and the teacher’s supportive
attitude (M = 3.88, SD = 0.81) were also rated relatively highly. Participation in research projects (M
=3.57, SD =0.78), online writing tools (M = 3.54, SD = 0.95), and Al-based tools such as ChatGPT
(M = 3.46, SD = 0.98) received moderately positive evaluations. Academic Writing Centers (M =
3.23, SD = 1.19) and instructor availability outside class (M = 3.26, SD = 0.89) received
comparatively lower ratings.

Taken together, these descriptive results suggest that participants place greater value on teacher
feedback, interaction, academic reading, and authentic participation in scholarly communication than
on technological support alone. This pattern should nevertheless be interpreted as reflecting
participants’ perceived priorities rather than the objectively measured effectiveness of the different
forms of support.

Table 4 presents descriptive statistics for students’ self-assessments of their academic writing
and research preparedness.

Table 4
Self-assessment of academic writing and research preparedness
Statement M SD| Min| Max Val‘g
I have sufficient skills to write a paper for publication in English 3.39 1.08 1 5 36
I have sufficient skills to conduct research independently 3.22 1.02 1 5 36
I have the skills to write a master’s thesis/dissertation in English 3.00 1.21 1 5 35
I understand the academic-writing standards expected of me 3.51 0.98 1 5 35
CAacre;;lSmlc-wrltmg courses help me develop skills for my future 380 072 ) 5 35

The results in Table 4 reveal differences between participants’ perceived understanding of
academic-writing expectations and their confidence in performing advanced research-writing tasks.
The highest mean was observed for the perceived contribution of academic-writing courses to skills
relevant to participants’ future careers (M = 3.80, SD = 0.72). Participants also reported a relatively
positive understanding of the academic-writing standards expected of them (M = 3.51, SD = 0.98),
with 60.0% selecting one of the two agreement categories.

Confidence was somewhat lower for writing an English-language paper for publication (M =
3.39, SD = 1.08) and conducting independent research (M = 3.22, SD = 1.02). The lowest mean was
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observed for confidence in writing a master’s thesis or dissertation in English (M = 3.00, SD =1.21),
for which only 40.0% of valid respondents selected categories 4 or 5. These results suggest a possible
distinction between participants’ awareness of academic expectations and their perceived readiness
to perform complex research-writing tasks independently. Because the measures are self-reported,
however, this pattern should not be interpreted as evidence of participants’ actual writing proficiency.

Internal consistency was examined for groups of items that could reasonably be interpreted as
addressing related dimensions. The eight items concerning perceived barriers to academic writing
demonstrated good internal consistency (Cronbach’s a = .86; 34 complete cases). The eleven items
concerning factors perceived as important for academic-writing development demonstrated
acceptable internal consistency (a = .74; 33 complete cases), while the five-item group concerning
academic-writing and research preparedness also demonstrated acceptable internal consistency (o =
.75; 35 complete cases). No reliability coefficient is reported for the six general perception items
because these items address conceptually distinct aspects of academic-writing experience and were
not designed to constitute a unidimensional scale.

Item-level non-response resulted in modest variation in the number of valid observations. In
the principal perception block, valid responses ranged from 37 to 40; in the perceived-difficulties
block, from 34 to 36; in the academic-writing support block, from 34 to 36; and in the preparedness
block, from 35 to 36. Missing responses were treated as item-level missing data and were excluded
only from calculations involving the corresponding item. No imputation of missing values was
performed, and the valid # is reported for each item.

Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics appropriate to the exploratory design of the
study. For each Likert-type item, the mean (M), standard deviation (SD), minimum and maximum
observed values, frequencies, percentages, and number of valid responses (n) were calculated.
Frequencies and percentages were additionally examined to avoid relying exclusively on mean scores
when interpreting ordinal response distributions. Internal consistency was assessed using Cronbach’s
alpha for theoretically related multi-item groups. Because the study was exploratory and involved a
relatively small, heterogeneous sample, no inferential statistical tests were used and no population-
level generalizations were made.

DISCUSSION

The findings suggest that participants perceive their academic writing difficulties as extending
beyond linguistic proficiency alone. Although respondents reported relatively high confidence in
grammatical accuracy and rhetorical awareness, they also identified challenges related to vocabulary,
text organization, research practices, and academic-writing conventions. From an academic literacies
perspective, these perceptions can be interpreted in relation to the broader disciplinary and
institutional contexts in which academic writing is learned and practised. However, the present survey
does not directly measure institutional conditions or establish their causal influence; rather, the
academic literacies framework provides a theoretical lens through which the reported experiences can
be interpreted.

Lexical difficulties emerged as the most prominent category of perceived challenge, with
limited general English vocabulary (M = 3.72) and limited disciplinary vocabulary (M = 3.68)
receiving the highest mean ratings. This finding is consistent with research on disciplinary literacy,
which conceptualizes academic writing as inseparable from discipline-specific ways of constructing
and communicating knowledge. Effective academic writing depends not only on general language
proficiency but also on access to the conceptual, rhetorical, and lexical resources valued within
particular disciplinary communities. Disciplinary vocabulary reflects underlying epistemic practices
rather than isolated lexical items. From this perspective, students’ reported lexical difficulties are
consistent with the importance of developing access to the linguistic and rhetorical resources used
within particular disciplinary communities.

At the same time, the moderate difficulties reported at the sentence, paragraph, and
organizational levels suggest that students’ challenges are less about surface-level language accuracy
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and more about managing genre and discourse conventions. Genre-based research on academic
writing emphasizes that organizing arguments and structuring texts requires familiarity with
discipline-specific expectations that are rarely made explicit. These conventions shape how ideas are
sequenced, connected, and evaluated within academic texts. Such expectations vary across disciplines
and remain largely implicit. These findings are compatible with genre-based accounts emphasizing
the importance of making disciplinary conventions explicit, although the present survey did not
directly examine the nature or extent of genre instruction received by participants.

The comparatively lower level of difficulty associated with content understanding further
supports this interpretation. While students generally feel confident in their subject knowledge, they
report difficulties when translating that knowledge into forms of writing that are recognized as
academically appropriate. From an academic literacies perspective, this reflects a distinction between
knowing disciplinary content and knowing how that knowledge is expected to be represented, argued,
and positioned within institutional academic discourse. Students often struggle not with what to say
but with how knowledge must be framed to meet academic expectations.

Difficulties related to the research process, such as searching for relevant literature and
integrating sources into written texts, further illustrate that academic writing cannot be separated from
broader research practices. Research on academic writing emphasizes that writing competence
develops through active participation in research-related activities, including evaluating sources,
synthesizing previous work, and using citation practices appropriately. These practices are central to
constructing disciplinary knowledge and they are often acquired through guided engagement rather
than independent practice alone. In this light, students’ responses concerning research-related
difficulties and the importance they attach to feedback and research participation are consistent with
the value of supported engagement in research writing.

The role of the first language offers further insight into how students understand their academic
writing development. Rather than perceiving their first language as an obstacle, students tend to view
it as a resource that supports thinking, planning, and meaning-making. This perspective resonates
with translingual and multilingual approaches to academic writing, which conceptualize writers’
linguistic repertoires as dynamic and flexible resources rather than as separate, competing systems.
Cross-linguistic practices can play a productive role in academic writing and support pedagogical
approaches that recognize and strategically harness cross-linguistic transfer in the development of
academic writing.

Students’ evaluations of the factors that support academic writing development further
highlight the socially mediated nature of writing emphasized in academic literacies research. The
strong importance attached to teacher feedback, interaction, and sustained engagement with academic
texts points to the central role of dialogic learning environments. Feedback, in particular, emerges as
a key space in which institutional expectations are made visible and open to interpretation.

By contrast, the more cautious attitudes toward digital tools and artificial intelligence suggest
that students view such technologies as supplementary rather than central to writing development.
Recent research similarly shows that while Al-based tools can support surface-level aspects of
writing, they cannot replace expert feedback or disciplinary enculturation [10]. This highlights the
continued importance of human-mediated pedagogical support.

Finally, students’ limited confidence in advanced academic writing tasks, such as writing for
publication or completing extended research projects, points to a gap between awareness of standards
and the ability to enact them. From an academic literacies standpoint, such tasks represent threshold
practices that require sustained mentoring and progressive academic socialization. Students’
responses indicate that they attach considerable importance to these forms of support, suggesting that
sustained mentoring and participation in research-related writing may warrant particular attention in
graduate academic-writing instruction.

Taken together, the findings suggest that the participating students perceive their academic
writing difficulties as extending beyond linguistic proficiency alone. Their responses point to an
interplay of lexical, discursive, research-related, pedagogical, and institutional dimensions of
academic writing. This interpretation is consistent with the academic literacies framework, which
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conceptualizes academic writing as a socially situated practice embedded within disciplinary
conventions and institutional expectations. However, because the present study is based on self-
reported perceptions, the findings should not be interpreted as demonstrating that structural or
institutional factors cause the reported difficulties.

CONCLUSION

This study examined how master’s students in Kazakhstan perceive academic writing in English
and how they evaluate their own capacities in relation to institutional expectations. Rather than
treating academic writing as a purely linguistic skill, the study approached it as a practice shaped by
disciplinary norms, educational experience, and patterns of academic socialization. The findings
suggest that participants perceive their academic writing difficulties as extending beyond language
proficiency alone and involving disciplinary, research-related, pedagogical, and institutional
dimensions.

Overall, the results show that students tend to feel relatively confident about their general
language abilities and certain rhetorical aspects of writing, such as understanding the purpose of a
text or considering its audience. At the same time, they report ongoing challenges related to
disciplinary vocabulary, text organization, genre conventions, and research-based writing. This
contrast suggests that surface-level competence does not necessarily translate into confidence or
effectiveness when students are expected to produce extended academic texts that conform to
disciplinary expectations. In this sense, academic writing emerges not as a single skill to be mastered,
but as a complex practice that develops unevenly and depends heavily on context.

One of the more revealing findings concerns students’ attitudes toward their first language.
Most respondents did not see their L1 as an obstacle to writing in English; instead, they tended to
view it as a resource that supports thinking, planning, and meaning-making. This perception
challenges deficit-based assumptions that continue to shape many institutional approaches to
academic writing in English. This perception is consistent with multilingual and translingual
perspectives that regard students’ linguistic repertoires as potential resources for meaning-making
rather than simply as sources of interference. The finding suggests that future research could examine
more directly how multilingual resources are recognized and used in academic writing instruction in
Kazakhstan.

The findings also point to a noticeable gap between students’ awareness of academic writing
standards and their confidence in meeting them independently. While respondents generally reported
that they understand what is expected of them, they were far less certain about their ability to write
for publication or complete extended research projects such as a master’s thesis. This gap indicates
that knowing the standards does not automatically lead to being able to apply them in practice.
Developing this ability appears to require sustained engagement with academic writing tasks,
opportunities for feedback, and gradual participation in research-related writing activities.

Students’ evaluations of factors that support academic writing development further highlight
the social nature of writing. Teacher feedback, interaction, and regular exposure to academic texts
were consistently rated as the most important forms of support. These results suggest that academic
writing develops most effectively in dialogic environments where expectations are clarified and
negotiated rather than simply imposed. By contrast, digital tools and Al-based resources were seen
as helpful but secondary. Students appear to value them mainly as supplementary aids rather than as
substitutes for instruction, feedback, or mentoring.

Taken together, the findings suggest that the participating students perceive academic writing
difficulties as multidimensional rather than exclusively linguistic. Their responses point to the
relevance of disciplinary conventions, research practices, feedback, academic socialization, and
pedagogical support alongside linguistic competence. These findings are consistent with an academic
literacies perspective, but the self-reported nature of the data does not allow causal conclusions about
the relative influence of institutional, pedagogical, or linguistic factors. The study contributes to
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existing research by foregrounding students’ own perspectives on academic writing in English and
situating these perspectives within the broader context of higher education in Kazakhstan.

The practical implications of the findings are clear. Academic writing instruction at the master’s
level needs to be more closely connected to disciplinary content and research activity. Writing courses
should move beyond general language training and address genre-specific conventions,
argumentation patterns, and research-based writing practices relevant to students’ fields of study.
Feedback should be treated not merely as correction, but as a key pedagogical space where academic
norms are made visible and accessible. In addition, recognizing students’ multilingual resources may
help create more inclusive and effective approaches to academic writing development.

Several limitations should be considered when interpreting the findings. First, the analytical
sample consisted of only 40 master’s students and was heterogeneous in terms of participants’
academic and linguistic backgrounds. The findings should therefore be regarded as exploratory and
should not be generalized to the broader population of master’s students in Kazakhstan. Second, the
study relies exclusively on self-reported perceptions and self-assessments rather than direct measures
of academic writing performance. Consequently, the results cannot establish causal relationships
between students’ reported difficulties and particular linguistic, pedagogical, or institutional
conditions. Third, item-level non-response resulted in modest variation in the number of valid
responses across questionnaire items. Finally, although the author-developed questionnaire was pilot-
tested for clarity and usability and internal consistency was examined for theoretically coherent item
groups, further validation with larger and more diverse samples would strengthen the instrument.
Future research should combine survey data with analysis of student writing, interviews, institutional
data, and comparative or longitudinal designs across universities and disciplines.

In conclusion, the study shows that academic writing in English at the master’s level is best
understood as a socially situated practice that develops through interaction, guidance, and
participation in academic communities. Addressing the gap between institutional expectations and
students’ capacities requires not only changes in teaching methods, but also greater transparency in
academic writing requirements and stronger integration of writing into research and disciplinary
learning. Without such changes, academic writing is likely to remain a source of uncertainty rather
than a meaningful tool for academic development.

NHOOPMALINA O PUHAHCHUPOBAHNU

HccnenoBanue BBINONHEHO NMpU (puHaHCOBOW mojnepkke Komurera Haykun MuHHcTepcTBa
HayKu ¥ BeIciero oopasoBanus Pecy6nuku Kazaxcran (mpoekt rpanToBoro ¢puHaHcupoBaHus AP
23488882 «CoBepIIeHCTBOBaHME METOAMKH OOyUYeHMs aKaJeMHUYeCKOMY MHCbMY Ha aHTIHICKOM
S3BIKE TIOCPEICTBOM 3JIEKTPOHHBIX 00pa30BaTeIbHbIX pecypcoB» Ha 2024-2026 rT.).
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Kazaxcmanoazer  oicozapvl  Oinim  bepy dcylleciniy UHMEPHAYUOHANOAHYbL  HCABOAUBIHOA
ARbLIUBIH MINIHOe2T aKa0eMUSLIbIK HCA3BLILIM MASUCPAHMMAPObIY He2i32l KYy3bipemmepiniy Oipine
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auHanyoa, anauoa UHCMUMYYUOHANObIK MAlanmap MeH cmyoeHmmepoiy HAKmMbl AKAOeMUSLIbIK
MYMKIHOIKmepi apacvinoa mypakmsl aiuakmulk cakmanyod. 3epmmeyoiy Makcamsl — AebliubIH
mininde Jicazyea KamvlCmbl MASUCMPAHMMAPObIY KO3KAPACMAPLIH, 63iH-031 0a2anayvlH JHCoHe
aAKaA0eMUusIblK, MadCcipubecin manoay He2iziHoe 0Cbl ANUAKMBIKIMbL AHLIKMAY JHCIHEe MYCIHOIpY.
3epmmey axademusnvlK CaAyammoliblK, COYUOMIOCHU, MPAHCIUHSBANbObl HCIHE IHCAHPIILIK
macinoepoi  Oipikmipemin uHmMeSpAMuemi mMeopusiivlK Hecizee CyleHedi, OHblH aAACbIHOA
AKAOEMUSITILIK  JHCAZLLILIM  EYMEMMIK JHCIHe UHCMUMYYUOHANObIK WApMmManiear madxicipude
peminoe Kapacmulpuliaobl.

3epmmeyoin eviibiMu MAHBI30bLILIELL AKAOEMUSIBIK HCA3YOA&bl KUBIHOLIKMAPObL HceKe MIinOiK
KeMulinikmep peminoe emec, JIUHSBUCMUKANILIK, OUCKYPCMbBIK —JCIHE  UHCMUMYYUOHANObIK
daxmopnapoviy e3zapa apexemmecyiniy Hamudceci peminoe Kauma naubimMoayoa KopiHeoi.
IIpakmukanvlx Manbl30bLIbIRLL  AKAOEMUSIBIK  HCA3YObl  OKbIMY YOepiCiH HeYpIblM  AlKbIH,
KOHmMeKcmKe Oelimoencen dcone NoHOIK epeKuelikmepoi eckepemin nedaco2uKkanivlk maciioep
APKLLIbL HCeMINOIpy MYMKIHOIZIMEH OAlLIAHLICbL.

9oichamanvik mypevloan 3epmmey Kazaxcmanoagvl mazucmpanmmap apacvlHoa sHcypeiziieeH
cayanHamaea neeizoeieeH CaHovlK 3epmmey Ou3aiinbina cytienedi. Manimemmep Jlatikepm wikanacol
botibiHwa opmawia MaHOepOi ecenmeyodi KOca aAN2anHOd, CUNAMMAMANLIK CIMAMUCUKA 20icmepi
apxblivl OHOENOL.

3epmmey Homuoicenepi cmyoeHmmepoiy 2paAMMAMUKANLIK OYPbICbIK NeH PUMOPUKATILIK
Xabapoapivlk MYpeblCblHAH O3IH CeHIMOI 0aanaumuvlHbIH, alaudad NaHOIK JeKCUKd, MIMIHOI
YULIMOACIbIPY, HCAHPIBIK HOPMALAP HCIHE 3ePMMEYULINIK HCAZBLILIMEA KAMbICMbL KUbIHObIKMAap2a
man oonramoeinvin kepcemmi. ConviMeH Kamap, cmyoeHmmep aHa minlin Keoepei emec, KepiciHuie
pecypc peminoe Kabblioauobl, Al aKA0eMUsIbIK A3y 0A20bLIAPLIH 0AMbIMYOA OKbIMYULbIHbIY Kepi
OAUIAHBICHL, 03aPA IPEKEMMeECY HCIHE aKAOEMUSIBIK 0ePEeKKO30epMeH HCYMbIC Hezizel (pakmoprap
peminoe auKblHOANO0bI.

3epmmey KOpbIMbIHOBICHI OOUBIHWA AKAOEMUSLILIK  HCA3YO0A&bl KUbIHObIKMAD He2i3IHeH
UHCMUMYYUOHANObIK — JCOHE — Ne0da202UKAlblK — (akmopirapmen  aukblHOAnaovl.  3epmmeyoiy
KYHObBLIbIZbL  JHCA3BIIBIMObL  OKbIMYObL NIHOIK  MA3MYHMEH JiCoHe 3epmmey  madxicipubecimen
bIKnanoacmulpy Kasxcemminicin Hecizoeyoe kepineoi. IIpakxmuxanvik Manbl30bLIbI2bl AKAOEMUSLIbIK
AHCAzy KypcmapwlH dcemindipyoe, Kepi OQUIaHbiC MHCYUECIH Hblealmyoa HCoHe aKa0eMUSIbIK
mananmapovly auKbIHObIZbIH ApMmMblpy0a Kepinic mabaosi.

Kinm cesdep: azvlnwivin mininoezi akademusiblK Ha3vliblM, MASUCMPAHRMMAp, AKaA0eMUsLIblK
CayammulivlK, aKkademusivlk OUCKYPC.
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B ycnosusix unmeprayuonanuzayuu gvicuieco oopazosanus 6 Kazaxcmawne akademuueckoe
NUCOMO HA AHIUNCKOM 3bIKe CIAHOBUMCS KNI04e80l KOMNemeHyuel Mazucmpanmos, npu 9mom
COXPAHAEMCs YCMOUYUBHIL PA3PbIE MEHCOY UHCIMUMYYUOHATLHBIMU MPeOOBAHUAMU U
Gaxmuueckumu akademuiecKuMy 603MONCHOCMAMU cmyOenmos. Llenvio 0anHo2o ucciedosanusl
ABNACMCA BbIAGIEHUE U UHMEPNpemayus OGHHO20 Pa3pbléd HA OCHOBE AHAIU3A NPeOCmAaBIeHUll
CMYOeHmo8, Ux camooyeHoK U aKademMuuecKko2o onvimd, C8Aa3aHH020 C NUCbMOM HA AH2TULCKOM
a3vike. Hccnedosanue onupaemcs Ha UHMe2pamueHyo meopemuieckyio pamKy, 00beOuHAou)I0
nO0X00bl AKAOEMUYECKOU 2PAMOMHOCMU, COYUOKYIbIMYPHbBLE, MPAHCIUHSBATIbHBIE U HCAHPOBO-
OpUeHMUpPOBaHHblie KOHYENYUU, 8 pAMKAxX KOMopbIX aKademMuieckoe NUCbMO paccMampueaemcs
KaK COYUanbHo U UHCMUMYYUOHANbHO 00VCI08IeHHASl NPAKMUKA.

Hayunas 3unauumocmsv uccrnedosanus 3axknoyaemcs 6 NepeocMulCllenul mpyoHOocmell
aKademMuyecKko20 NUCbMa Kaxk pe3yibmama 63auMo0eicmeus TUH8UCMUYECKUX, OUCKYPCUBHBIX U
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UHCIMUMYYUOHALHLIX  (PAKmMopos, a He KAaK NposeleHus: UHOUBUOVATbHBIX —O0e@uyumos.
Ilpakmuyeckas 3HAYUMOCMb CBA3AHA C BO3MOICHOCMbBIO COBEPULEHCMBOBAHUS NPENno0asanus
aKademuuecko2o NUCbMda 3a cuyem BHeOpeHusi 0onee  AKCHAUYUMHLLX, KOHMEKCMYAIbHO
OPUEHMUPOBAHHBIX U OUCYUNTUHAPHO 0DYCI06IEHHBIX NEOA202ULEeCKUX NHOOX0O08.

Memooonoecuyecku ucciedosanue OCHOBAHO HA KOIUYECTBEHHOM OU3ALHE C UCNONb308AHUEM
ankemuposanus macucmpaumos 6 Kazaxcmane. Obpabomka OaHHbIX OCYWECMBIANACL C
npUMeHeHUueM Memo008 ONUCAMENbHOU CMAMUCMUKU, BKTI0YAS paACYem CPeOHUX 3HAYeHUL NO WKAe
Jlatikepma.

Pezynomamer  nokasvieatom, umo  cmyoeHmuvl  OeMOHCMPUPYION — VBEPEHHOCMb 8
2PAMMAMU4ecKol KOPPEeKMHOCMU U PUMOPUHECKOU 0CBEO0OMAEHHOCMU, OOHAKO UCHbIMbIEAIOM
MPYOHOCMU, CBA3AHHbIE C OUCYUNIUHAPHOU JIeKCUKOU, OpeaHusayuell MmeKcmd, JHCAHPOBbIMU
KOHBEHYUAMU U UCCAe008AMENbCKUM NUCLMOM. IIpu 2mom nepebviili A3bIK 8OCHPUHUMAECTCA UMU
CcKOpee Kak pecypc, yem Kak bapvep, a KiuesblMu (hakxmopamu pazeumusi NUCbMEHHbIX HABbIKOG
gbICMYNAlom 00paAmMHaAs C643b Npenooasamens, 63aumooelcmsue u paboma ¢ aKademudecKumu
UCOYHUKAMUL.

Coenan  6b18600 0 mMoOM, UMO MPYOHOCMU AKAOEMUHECKO20 NUCbMA  00YCl08/eHbl
NPeUMYUeCmeeHHo  UHCMUMYYUOHAIbHbIMU U nedacoudeckumu  akmopamu.  Llennocmo
UCCe006AHUsSL 3AKTIOYACMCS 8 000CHOBAHUU HE0OX0OUMOCMU UHMe2payuu 00yUeHUs NUCbM) C
OUCYUNTUHAPHBIM COOEPICAHUEM U UCCTe008aMeNbCKol npakmukou. [Ipakmuueckas 3HAYUMOCmb
cOCmoum 8 CO8epPuIeHCMBOBAHUL KYPCO8 AKAOEMUYECKO20 NUCbMA, YCUIEHUU NPAKMUK 00pamHou
CB53U U NOBLIUEHUU NPO3PAYHOCMU AKAOEMUYECKUX MPeDOBaHULL.

Kniouesvie cnosa: axademuueckoe RNUCbMO HA AHRIUUCKOM sA3bIKe, MASUCPAHMbL,
akademuuecKkas cpamomHoOCmb, aKademMudeckuil OUCKypC.
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DIDACTICS IN THE WORKS OF AHMET BAITURSYNULY
AND MYRZA ALIAKPER TAIRZADE (SABIR)

The article examines selected didactic works by the Kazakh scholar, linguist, educator, and
poet Ahmet Baitursynuly and the Azerbaijani poet, satirist, and educator Myrza Aliakper Tairzade
(Sabir). The study focuses on the ways in which didactic poetry functions as a means of enlightenment,
moral instruction, national awakening, and social criticism. A comparative qualitative analysis is
conducted of selected works representing the authors’ major thematic and artistic strategies. The
analysis considers didactic strategies, imagery, stylistic devices, forms of social criticism, intended
addressees, and the relationship between literary and pedagogical purposes. The findings
demonstrate that both authors use poetry to challenge ignorance, social injustice, passivity, and
moral decline, while their artistic strategies differ. Baitursynuly relies predominantly on allegory,
metaphor, moral exhortation, rhetorical questions, and educational appeals, whereas Sabir makes
more extensive use of satire, irony, social types, and grotesque characterization. Despite these
differences, both writers connect individual moral improvement with the broader well-being of the
nation. The study contributes to comparative research on Kazakh and Azerbaijani literature by
demonstrating how didactic poetry in the early twentieth-century Turkic literary context served
simultaneously aesthetic, educational, civic, and socially critical functions.

Key words: Ahmet Baitursynuly; Myrza Aliakper Tairzade (Sabir), didactics; educator,
Azerbaijani literature; Kazakh literature; comparative literature; enlightenment.
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