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Bu ¢alisma, yabanci dil olarak Ingilizce 6grenmek amaciyla 2016-2017 akademik yilinda
Uludag Universitesi Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulu’nda Hazirlik sinifi orta seviye Ingilizce
egitim gbéren Ogrencilerin yazma becerileri performanslar1 ile 6grencilerin icinde
bulunduklari yazma ortam ve durumlart arasindaki iligkiyi ortaya koymay1
hedeflemektedir. Bu hedef dogrultusunda yazma ortamlar1 bireysel yazma ve is birlik¢i
yazma ortamlari diye ikiye ayrilmistir. Ayrica is birlik¢i yazma ortami da kagit iizerinde ve
bilgisayar destekli yazma olmak ftizere ikiye ayrilmistir. Calismanin {i¢ farkli yazma
durumunu kapsamasmin sebebi olarak alanyazinda yapilan ¢aligmalarin genelde ikili
karsilastirma seklinde yapilmis olmalar1 verilmistir. Bu ¢calisma Tiirkiye’de yapilan benzeri
diger calismalar ile karsilastirildiginda ilk ii¢ yonlii deneysel calisma olarak kendini
gostermektedir. Yapilan arastirmanin sonuglarina karma yontem kullanilarak ulagilmistir.
Bu calisma kapsaminda 6grenciler 6n egitim ve On testin ardindan alt1 haftalik uygulama
stirecine ge¢mislerdir. Ardindan ¢alisma son test ile sonlandirilmistir. Nicel veriler i¢in 6n
ve son testler iki bagimsiz ve egitimli 6gretim elemani tarafindan TOEFL Bagimsiz Yazma
Olgegi kullanilarak degerlendirilmistir. Bununla birlikte, arastirmanin nitel boyutu igin
dokuz Ogrenci ile yari yapilandirilmig gorlismeler gergeklestirilmistir. Bu o6grenciler
tabakali ornekleme yontemi ile secilmistir. Elde edilen nicel veriler bilgisayar destekli
igbirlik¢i yazma grubunda yer alan 6grencilerin diger gruplara gore anlamli dl¢lide daha
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basaril1 yazabildiklerini gostermistir. Kagit lizerinde isbirlik¢i yazma grubunda olan
Ogrencilerin ise bireysel yazma grubundaki 6grencilere gore daha basarili olduklar nitel ve
nicel verilerden elde edilen bulgular sonucunda ortaya konulmustur. Nitel verilere
bakildiginda ise isbirlik¢i gruplarda yer alan 6grencilerin buna benzer ¢alismalarin diger
beceriler i¢in de yapilmasi gerektigini savundugunu gdostermistir. Ayrica, bilgisayar
destekli isbirlik¢i grupta yer alan 6grencilerin bu deneyimi yenilik¢i ve farkli bulduklar
vurgulanmistir. Yapilan bu ¢aligmanin farkli yazma ortamlarin1 anlamaya yonelik yeni ve
daha kapsamli ¢aligmalara yardimci1 olmasi amaglanmaktadir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Isbirlik¢i yazma, Bilgisayar yestekli isbirlik¢i yazma, Bireysel yazma,
Yabanci Dil Olarak ingilizce
Sayfa Adedi: 98

Danigsman: Dog. Dr. Bena Giil PEKER
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ABSTRACT

This study aims to reveal the relationship between the writing environments and
applications and the writing performance of the students studying in pre-intermediate
classes at Uludag University School of Foreign Languages in the 2016-2017 academic year
of English as a foreign langugage. In line with this purpose, the writing environments were
divided into individual writing and collaborative writing. Moreover, the collaborative
writing environment was separated into paper-based and computer supported collaborative
writing. The reason for employing three different writing situations within this study can
be predicated on the argument that the current literature is usually based on two-way
comparisons. Within the scope of this study, the students underwent a six-week
implementation process following a training session and a pre-test. Next, the study was
concluded with a post-test. Furthermore, another example similar to this study could not be
found within Turkish context. The results of this study was analysed through mixed a
method approach. The pre- and post-tests of the groups written before and after the
implementation were assessed by two independent and trained instructors for quantitative
data analysis. These assessments were made through the TOEFL Independent Writing
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Rubric. Moreover, the qualitative data were collected through semi-structured interviews
with nine students. These students were selected through stratified random sampling
method. The quantiative data showed that the students in the computer supported
collaborative writing group produced significantly more successful writing outputs. It was
also found that the students in paper-based collaborative writing group was slightly more
successful than the individual writing group according to the result of quantitive analysis.
Besides, the qualitative analysis showed that the students in the collaborative writing
groups supported the idea of utilizing such experiences for other language skills. The
students in the computer supported collaborative writing group underlined that the study
had been an innovative and different experience for them. The current study aims to
contribute to more recent and comprehensive studies on understanding different writing
environments.

Key Words: Collaborative Writing, Computer Supported Collaborative Writing, Individual
Writing, English as a Foreign Language
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, background to the study, purpose and significance of the study will be
presented along with the definitions of some key words. The main objectives of this study

will also be introduced.

1.1. Background to the Study

Writing in a foreign language is a rewarding experience since it is achieved through a
challenging process in which students may have to overcome “cognitively and emotionally
demanding” steps to produce a grammatically accurate and coherent text usually under
time pressure (DeLost, 1998, p. 96; McLeod, 1987). It is generally considered an
individual activity conducted through expert or teacher feedback. However, social,
affective and motivational advantages of working on a text with peers cannot be
underestimated. Accordingly, writing in groups not only allows students to endeavour in
order to maintain a social relationship in harmony (Nelson & Carson, 1998), but also
decreases students’ anxiety and increases their motivation (G. C. Yastibas & A. E.
Yastibas, 2015; Yang, Badger & Yu, 2015). The number of studies concentrating on the
effects of such processes of the writing skill, however, is far behind what is necessary to

understand the collaborative writing process (Storch, 2013; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012).
1



The dramatic changes in understanding collaborative work in the 1990s constituted the first
steps in improving the research on collaborative writing. Approaches focusing on the
individual rather than the associated social group were mostly adopted before the 1990s
(D. W. Johnson & R. T. Johnson, 1996). However, some approaches in the 1990s paved
the way for more research on collaborative work, and in particular, collaborative writing.
These were the theories of situated cognition, distributed cognition, sociocultural activity
theory and ethnomethodology, the philosophies of phenomenology, mediation and dialog.
They are concerned with the cognition and knowledge not being restricted in individual
minds but emerging through interpersonal interactions.

Although the research on collaborative writing is limited, the current body of literature is
in favour of utilizing collaborative writing in L2 writing classes for social, affective, and
academic reasons. Firstly, the social interaction occurring among group members in order
to produce a collaborative output could be advantageous for the whole group (Stahl, 2006).
This social advantage may be caused by the individual differences in terms of faculty,
gender or personality among the group members (Kucukozer-Cavdar & Taskaya-Temizel,
2016). Moreover, attempting to accomplish a writing task through mutual endeavours
within group dynamics, students can be relieved from their constant stress resulting in
anxiety (Li & Kim, 2016). Finally, collaboration in writing can support students’ writing
performance (Storch, 2005; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012). It encourages students’
interaction with the text (Elola & Oskoz, 2010) as well as fostering the social interaction
among students resulting in immediate feedback, thus producing better texts (Storch,
2005). As a result, it can be seen that the advantages of collaborative writing are affecting
one another.

Collaborative writing provides students with the advantage of working together within a
social environment. This leads to reduced stress, collective cognition, and improved
academic performance. However, the question that still remains to this day is how to

maximize these advantages. With respect to this question, changing the writing



environment and transferring it into Web 2.0 technologies such as blogs, wikis or social-
networking sites have been presented as a means of writing collaboratively (Aydin &
Yildiz, 2014; Chan, Pandian, Joseph & Ghazali, 2012; Dizon, 2016; Wu, 2015). The
development of technological tools and online platforms facilitated the collaborative
process in L2 writing and enabled students to build an efficient connection (Blin & Appel,
2011). Furthermore, increasingly user-friendly softwares account for immediate exchange
of ideas and feedback without any need to undergo intensive training. This integration of
technological advancements with regard to collaborative writing avails students to gain
more autonomy (Kessler & Bikowski, 2010). This can eventually make them less anxious
and more motivated (Lin & Maarof, 2013).

Considering the potential advantages of collaborative writing whether in conventional
classroom settings or online platforms, the existing body of research is still limited,
particularly from a comparative view for these two different settings (Dobao, 2012; Storch,
2013). Therefore, the present study expounds arguments on the effects of individual and
collaborative writing in different writing environments. Not only the effects of writing
individually and collaboratively, but also writing in conventional paper-and-pen or online
writing environment were studied to explain the related differences. Moreover, the
perception change of the students in these groups was scrutinized through qualitative data.
Within the context of this study, all three groups of students were given the same writing
instruction during the fall semester. Hence, they were aware of the basic components of the
writing tasks. The first group accomplished the brainstorming, drafting, revising, and
publishing steps of the writing tasks individually. The second and third group, on the other
hand, performed the brainstorming and revising steps collaboratively. The third group,
however, carried out all the stages on computer supported writing environments, which are
Google Docs and Wikispaces. Google Docs was utilized during the brainstorming stage in
order to maintain an uninterrupted simultaneous student interaction. Moreover, Wikispaces

was employed for peer revision and feedback as it provides storage and synchronous



discussion services. This group of students also performed the writing tasks in a computer
laboratory so that each group could undergo the writing process under similar

circumstances and within an equally given period.

1.2. Statement of the Problem

Writing in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) classes has been an important issue for
language teachers as it is a difficult skill to obtain through the language learning process
(Cakir, 2010; Lin & Maarof, 2013; Marzban & Jalali, 2016). Various attempts at
facilitating this overwhelming process has been successful to some extent. These attempts
were either through improving the competence of writing instructors to provide feedback
and present information or developing students’ interaction with their writing process.
Some of them are directed at enhancing individual or group writing performance (Dobao,
2012; Marzban & Jalali, 2016; Mirazi & Mahmoudi, 2016; Nixon, 2007), while others are
concerned with improving the writing environment (Kessler & Bikowski, 2010; Li & Zhu,
2013). However, with regard to increasing students’ interaction with the writing process,
the amount of research studies in the literature is limited in terms of comparing group and
individual work or different writing environments (Storch, 2013).

With the advent of current technological writing tools, the need to explore innovative
means of online collaborative writing tools has arisen. This study investigates the
differences between individual and collaborative writing in terms of their effects on the
development of students’ writing performance. Furthermore, it provides an insight into the
students’ perceptions of using Google Docs and Wikispaces in a computer supported
collaborative writing class and utilizing peer feedback in collaborative learning
environments. Thus, the effects of integrating diverse writing tools and environments can
be explored in order that it can be beneficial for the current literature. Once these effects
have been identified, writing classes can be configured in a way to maximize the benefits

of writing environment for students’ writing performance. The present study may have the
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potential to offer support to improve the learning environment by providing writing
instructors with a broad understanding of writing environments. Moreover, it may

contribute to students’ classroom assignments.

1.3. Purpose of the Study

The overarching purpose of this study is to explore and explain the differences between the
writing performances of English students at pre-intermediate level of proficiency either in
individual, paper-based or computer supported collaborative writing environments. It also
sheds light on how the perceptions of the participants involved in paper-based or computer

supported collaborative writing classes change through the implementation process.

1.4. Research Questions of the Study

Situated in the line of abovementioned collaborative writing research, this study
empirically investigates the relationship among:
(@) individual and collaborative writing environments in pre-intermediate level
university preparatory classes;
(b) the writing performance of these students; and
(c) their perceptions of three different contexts: one in which a student writes
individually in a pen-and-paper based environment, one in which the students write
in groups (paper-based collaborative writing, namely PBCW) and one in which the
students write in groups using Google Docs and Wikispaces (computer supported
collaborative writing, namely CSCW).
The present study is a comparative experimental study as it compares the effects of
different writing applications and settings on writing performance. The research questions
guiding this study in the context of pre-intermediate level English writing classes at a state

university in Turkey are as follows:



1.) What are the effects of paper-based individual, paper-based collaborative
writing, and computer supported collaborative writing practices on the students'

writing performance?

2.) Do the perceptions of pre-intermediate level students change towards paper-

based and computer-supported collaborative writing after implementation?

1.5. Significance of the Study

Planning, revision, and receiving feedback are the main crucial processes to undergo
during L2 writing (Leng, 2014; Mirazi and Mahmoudi, 2016). These processes can be
accomplished individually and collaboratively under teacher supervision. Research in L2
writing has shown the differences between individual and collaborative work through these
stages (Elola & Oskoz, 2010; Kessler, Bikowski & Boggs, 2012). Moreover, another set of
studies have focused on the differences between conventional paper-and-pen collaboration
and computer supported collaboration (Dizon, 2016; Jun, 2008). With regard to computer
supported collaborative writing, the mediums used during this procedure have also been
studied (Pardo-Ballester and Cabello, 2016).

The present study aspires to contribute to the understanding of the effectiveness of
individual and collaborative writing in different writing environments on students’ writing
performance. Besides comparing individual and collaborative writing, the study aims to
clarify the differences between two collaborative writing methods. Based on practical
implementations, the findings of this study may inform EFL writing instructors about the
possible consequences, thus enabling them to choose among the three options of writing,
whether individual paper-based, collaborative paper-based, or computer supported
collaborative writing. It may also help them to decide which writing process is more

effective in terms of increasing students’ interaction with the text and each other.



Another significant contribution is related to the exploration of the perceptions of students
before and after each writing process. This can help the current body of literature to
understand how students’ perceptions evolve after the related implementations. Moreover,
it can allow educational program developers to interpret the educational needs for more
successful and interactive L2 writing applications.

A thorough review of literature revealed that the studies on the controversial issue of
individual and collaborative writing is limited especially in Turkish context. Within a more
global framework, it can be seen that the comparison of writing environments is usually
restricted to two distinct options, between either individual and collaborative writing or
pen-and-paper based and computer supported writing. However, this inhibits the profound
understanding of various environments for the benefit of L2 writing. This study is
significant in that it provides multiple comparisons of the effects of different writing

environments as well as different writing applications.

1.6. Definitinions of Terms

1.6.1. Wiki

This term originally means “quick” in Hawaiian and is used first by the creator of wikis,
Ward Cunningham (Kessler, 2009). In a technological context, they are second-generation
web tools which can be edited by multiple users and facilitate collaborative writing

activities (Cole, 2009).

1.6.2. Collaborative Learning

It refers to working together in a group to accomplish a pre-assigned task and should not be
mistaken for small study groups composed by teachers for intensive instruction (Cohen,
1994). It is also used as a synonym and interchangeable alternative for cooperative learning

(D. W. Johnson & R. T. Johnson, 1996).



1.6.3. Paper-Based Individual Writing (PBIW)

It is used to define the writing process whose stages included brainstorming, drafting,
revising, and publishing were completed individually without the assistance of a peer or a

teacher.

1.6.4. Paper-Based Collaborative Writing (PBCW)

It is used to define the writing process some stages of which (brainstorming and revising)
were completed through collaborative among the members of a group working together in

a convential classroom setting.

1.6.5. Computer Supported Collaborative Writing (CSCW)

It is defined as working together in a group through various computer softwares allowing
its user to write onto a joint or separate pages (Storch, 2013). Within the purposes of this
current study, Google Docs and Wikispaces are used to enable computer supported

collaborative writing.



CHAPTER I

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Introduction

This chapter reviews the relevant literature in accordance with the purposes of this study
focusing on the effects of different writing environments and applications on writing
performance. First, the main issues related to writing performance in L2 writing are
examined, which is followed by a discussion of the advantages of collaborative and
computer supported collaborative writing. Lastly, the effects of computer supported
collaborative learning and, more specifically, collaborative writing are investigated
through an overview of relevant studies. Throughout this review, the relation between the

sections and the present study is emphasized.

2.2. Writing in Second Language

L2 writing is an area which needs to be explored in depth as studied by Yigitoglu and
Reichelt (2012) to unravel the mysteries lying behind the steps to a successful writing in
the target language. The literature pertaining to writing in second language, which has been
considered as a complex skill for students, is separated into product and process focused

before and after 1970 (Lee, 2017). However, the question concerning whether writing is a
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skill that is acquired in order to contribute to or as a result of language learning process
requires more research (Manchon, 2011). The understanding of this dilemma can facilitate
the development process of L2 writing. This development is necessary for academic or
occupational purposes, having international and intercultural communication, and
supporting the learning process of other language skills (Yigitoglu & Reichelt, 2012).

In an attempt to clarify the aforementioned dilemma, Williams (2012) focused on the
contribution of writing to second language learning based on the differentiation by
Manchon (2011). The conventional perspective, on the other hand, regarded the target
language as a gradual progressive process which eventually enables students to produce a
written output. However, “the slow pace, cognitively encouraging records and providing an
opportunity to explicit knowledge of language in order to reach a higher precision in
writing” encourages students to interact more with the target language (Williams, 2012, p.
44). Moreover, the role of L2 writing in language learning process was also emphasized by
Lee (2017), who specifies that it is a problem-solving process in which students go back
and forth between the stages of pre-writing, writing, rewriting, editing and publishing (Lee,
2017).

Upon gaining a better understanding of the significance of L2 writing for foreign language
development, a large number of studies attempted to obtain a clearer and more concrete
view. It is because L2 writing is considered to be a cognitively and emotionally demanding
process which requires formulating, executing and monitoring a text (Kellogg, 2001). The
relationship between task complexity and L2 writing, for example, was studied by Révész,
Kourtali, and Mazgutova (2017). They concluded that content needs to be supported in
order to reduce the cognitive burden on students. The interrelationship among L1 writing
skills, L2 writing skills, and L2 proficiency, on the other hand, was studied by Marzban &
Jalali (2016). They suggested that L1 writing was more of a determinant at advanced levels

while L2 proficiency led to a more successful writing performance at lower levels.
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Furthermore, the need to facilitate this complex and challenging process has been a focus
of research by many researchers from different perspectives. A taxonomy of ESL writing
strategies for L2 students and teachers, first of all, was suggested by Mu (2005), consisting
of rhetorical, meta-cognitive, cognitive, communicative, and social/affective strategies to
facilitate L2 writing process. The importance of these strategies was also emphasized by
Raoofi, Chan, Mukundan, and Rashid (2014). They found out that students who are highly
proficient utilized more meta-cognitive strategies and, accordingly, organized their ideas
and revised their content more than less proficienct students. Another study focusing on the
facilitation of this process suggested to provide students with planning, translation,
restructuring, in which they may change their ideas, the clausal structure of written text or
linguistic components of their writings, and backtracking strategies for promoting their L2
writing performance (Jun, 2008). In order to accomplish L2 writing tasks successfully,
EFL teachers also need to be aware of the obstacles and their own ‘identities’ in the writing
classroom (Lee, 2013). These obstacles can be overcome through the use of recent
technological opportunities maintaining a less overwhelming writing process (Aydin &
Yildiz, 2014). Another perspective at facilitating the writing process focuses on the content
suggesting that it needs to be supported so that the amount of pausing while writing is
reduced while the revisions are increased (Révész et al., 2017). It was stated that when
there was not enough support, the participants spend more time on planning, and thus
pausing more frequently. Finally, more innovative social/affective approaches were
proposed to facilitate L2 writing such as introducing students with drama activities in
writing classes (Nordin, Sharif, Fong, Mansor & Zakaria, 2012), and paying special
attention to teacher education programs in order to train teachers to deal with the
interfering issues in L2 writing classes (Lee, 2013).

In summary, it has mostly been suggested that L2 writing is a complex, cognitively and
emotionally demanding process both for students and teachers. However, the

understanding has shifted from perceving it as an end-product to integrating it to improve
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language learning process. Thus, the research has concentrated recently on facilitating this
process in order to resolve the related issues for the benefit of foreign language

development.

2.3. Collaborative Writing

There are many studies focusing on collaboration and teamwork in learning environments
and particularly collaboration in writing (Blin & Appel, 2011; Cho & Lim, 2015; Stahl,
2006; Storch, 2013; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012; Wu, 2015). Collaborative writing is
considered as an effective strategy which requires the collaboration of two or more
participants during the writing process (Wu, 2015). It facilitates the exchanges of ideas
among the members of the same group resulting in more goal-oriented tasks and reflective
students (Aydin & Yildiz, 2014; Kung, 2002).

Collaborative work is about inventing knowledge and skill together in pairs or groups
through ‘teaching each other, viewing from different perspectives, dividing tasks, pooling
results, brainstorming, critiquing, negotiating, compromising, and agreeing’ that would
otherwise be too difficult to produce alone. It is a difficult process where students
contribute representing various perspectives (Stahl, 2006, p.126). Ede and Lunsford (1990
as cited in Storch, 2013) indicated that this process is considered to be collaborative only
when substantive interaction in all stages of the writing process is in question to produce a
single and jointly written document. However, a collaborative writing session is not
obligated to include each and every type of collaboration (Kessler & Bikowski, 2010). It
can be divided into five different models: consensus group work, peer tutoring, project
work, writing peer review, and response to lectures (Bruffee, 1993). It can also be
categorized as 'joint collaboration, parallel collaboration, which are about producing one
text as a group, incidental collaboration characterized by brief assistance between group

members directly related to their writing tasks, and covert collaboration regarding the
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assistance from different sources such as dictionaries, translators, grammar or spell
checkers (Parks, Hamers & Huot-Lemonnier, 2003).

The findings of the studies related to the aforementioned collaborative writing types and
models suggested that the students favoured collaborative writing (Alwi, Adams &
Newton, 2012; Lin & Maarof, 2013). This preference can be explained by the positive
effects of collaborative writing on building content and organization in writing which
results in significant writing improvement (Sajedi, 2014). However, there are individual
differences to consider due to cognitive and motivational variables. Students’ motivation
and their anxiety level, for example, can play a great role in how effective collaborative
process is for students. During collaboration process, students need to review each other’s
work, and this may increase their anxiety level, whereby declining their motivation
(Kormos, 2012). Taking the effects of individual differences on collaboration into account,
Zhang (1995; 1999) studied the influence of the feedback types on the affective grounds
and claimed that peer feedback and self-feedback are not as efficient as teacher feedback.
He suggested that peer feedback during collaborative work needs to be used provided that
the teacher cannot provide any feedback. This is because he claimed the students feel more
stressed with a high level of anxiety and less motivated while studing with their peers.
However, he also remarked that one type of feedback should not be chosen over the other
depending solely on a limited research. This implies that more comprehensive analysis of
feedback in L2 writing must be conducted in order to comprehend the drawbacks that may

occur during the collaborative process.

2.3.1. Feedback in Collaborative Writing

Feedback on students’ writing provides writing teachers with insight into how effecyively
their students are performing and with a chance to encourage them accordingly. Students
may also be in need of feedback to be aware of the steps necessary to improve their writing

skills since giving and receiving feedback are eventually claimed to lead to learning in the
13



second language as a result of contemplating over their writing process and the end-
product (Berg, 1999; Patri, 2002; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012; Yu & Hu, 2017).

One type of feedback that is commonly used is the two-way categorization of direct and
indirect feedback. The first category focuses on students’ rewriting by taking the explicit
corrections made by the teacher into consideration (Ferris & Roberts, 2001), thus
producing fast and accurate texts (Chandler, 2003). Another type of feedback is indirect
feedback. It can be in the form of highlighting, underlining or circling the error, indicating
the number of errors before the corresponding line, and using a coding system to signify
the type of error (Bitchener & Knoch, 2008, p. 414). When these two types of feedback are
compared, it is argued that direct feedback is claimed to be more effective for beginner
level students whereas the indirect feedback is more beneficial for the advanced students of
English (Jun, 2008).

Another categorization of feedback types is made as surface-level or meaning-level
feedback. Adapting the taxonomy of revisions from Faigley & Witte (1981), Paulus (1999)
described the surface-level changes as “either formal changes such as
spelling/capitalization, tense/number/modality, abbreviations/contractions, punctuation,
formatting, morphological changes or additions deletions, substitutions, permutations,
distributions, consolidations which do not interfere with the meaning, and meaning-level
changes as additions deletions, substitutions, permutations, distributions, consolidations
which affect the interpretation of the text” (p. 274). On the other hand, the importance of
meaning-level revision was underlined by Zamel (1983) and Raimes (1985) claiming that
an otherwise approach may not make a great contribution in terms of improving the
students’ writing performance. This can be encouraged through open-ended and meaning-
focused tasks which are cognitively demanding (Aydin & Yildiz, 2014).

The last distinction between feedback types relates to the source of the feedback. Within
this context, students may get direct or indirect feedback, surface-level or meaning-level

feedback either from their teachers or their peers (Jun, 2008). However, the issue of
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choosing teacher’s or peer’s feedback can affect the overall writing performance more has
long been discussed by the researchers (Jun, 2008; Paulus, 1999; Ruegg, 2015; Yang,
Badger & Yu, 2006). While some researchers agree that teacher feedback is inevitable for
the purpose of improving the students’ language skills (Jun, 2008; Ruegg, 2015), others
have discussed the considerable benefits of facilitating peer review in foreign language
classes (Yang, Badger & Yu, 2006). Accordingly, teachers or peers may provide students
with feedback in an EFL classroom.

Teacher feedback has been supported as being a significant component of L2 writing
(Paulus, 1999). In addition, Nelson and Carson (1998) stated that students preferred the
teacher feedback to peer feedback since they are considered as experts at identifying
mistakes. It was, however, claimed to be ineffective due to its nature of being vague or
“rubber-stamp”, and its possibility to induce inattention to feedback as long as it focuses
too much on error correction (Truscott, 1996). Hence, a differentiation among teachers was
made by Lee (2008), who suggested that teachers maintaining reflective and efficient
feedback can contribute to students’ writing performance more than those detracting
students from explicit error correction on account of giving them illegible error feedback.
The ineffectiveness in question may be concerned with crowded classes and programmes
merely focusing on exams and homework, thus restricting the opportunity to provide more
specific, idea-based, meaning-level teacher feedback (Yang, Badger & Yu, 2006). It is
understood that teacher feedback is preferable and functional, particularly, when teachers
are trained and well-aware of its consequences.

Peer feedback provides students with affective, social and academic advantages. It has
been supported primarily because it enables students to gain autonomy while experiencing
more meaning-level revisions. This autonomy results in reduced workload for writing
instructors (Patri, 2002). These revisions are made through reciprocal exchange of ideas
followed by teacher feedback on the final output (Yang et al, 2006). Moreover, peer

feedback is ‘a socially mediated activity’ in which students use some strategies such as
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‘using L1 (Artefact), employing L2 writing criteria (Rule), adopting rules of group activity
(Rule), seeking help from teachers (Community), and playing different roles to increase
their group interaction (Yu & Lee, 2016). This interaction is useful in reducing the
students’ anxiety towards L2 writing (G. C. Yastibas & A. E. Yastibas, 2015). Finally, Lee
(2015) maintains that “peer feedback could foster mastery goal orientations, trigger task
interest, offer training on perspective-taking at different feedback stages, and enhance
language and writing development” (p. 7).

Although the advantages of peer feedback have been studied, some relevant issues and
attempts to resolve these issues have been presented in the current literature. A study by
Carson and Nelson (1996), for example, claimed that students may be unwilling to make
any negative comments on each other’s writing in order not to disrupt their social relations.
They later found out that students actually preferred these negative comments from either
their peers or instructors (Nelson & Carson, 1998). Furthermore, their presumable
unwillingless may be explained due to rising anxiety as a result of linguistic incapability
(Ruegg, 2015). Hence, Yu and Lee (2014) offered to use L1 for the development of content
and organization, and L2 for form-related issues in order to decrease anxiety. Another
cause of issues when utilizing peer feedback was regarded to be the size of the feedback
group (Jun, 2008). Throughout the research on peer feedback, it can be seen that the ideal
number of collaborators in a peer feedback group varies. Some researchers suggested
working with groups of three-four members in order to incease group dynamics (Nelson &
Carson, 1998; Zhu, 2001). Hu (2005), on the other hand, proposed working in pairs in
order to manage the groups more effectively. Moreover, students’ response to peer
feedback was considered to be another issue. This was because they varied according to
students’ and teachers’ sociocultural backgrounds, motives, value perceptions, group
dynamics and feedback training (Yu & Hu, 2017). Finally, the subject of training was
addressed by Min (2016), who favoured strengthening the reviewing abilities of students

through mastery modeling along with correction plus explication. Offering training prior to
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collaborative writing sessions was also proposed by Berg (1999) in order to increase the
effects of corrective peer feedback on grammar and, hereby, writing quality.

The attempts to solve the aforementioned issues with regard to social interaction, lack of
training and motivation generally show that adapted and trained collaboration process can
help students more in terms of attaining the predetermined objectives and reducing their
affective concerns. Despite the difficulties faced during its implementation, peer feedback
is still encouraged as it raises the students’ awareness of their weaknesses and strengths
while raising ‘the ownership of text’ (Tsui & Ng, 2000).

In conclusion, teacher and peer feedback need to be utilized together to achieve a
significant improvement in students’ writings as this would lead them to analyze their
writings more comprehensively and make meaning-level changes rather than superficial
ones which may not improve the overall quality of their products (Lee, 2015). What is
emphasized as useful is combining meaningful and trained teacher and peer feedback with

multiple-draft revisions and re-writing useful (Paulus, 1999).

2.4. Computer Assisted Language Learning (CALL)

2.4.1. Advantages of CALL for Teachers

In numerous studies in the literature of CALL, some advantages for teachers are listed.
These advantages include using class time more effectively, making the teaching more
flexible, monitoring students more easily, finding numerous resources for teaching and
finally enabling teachers to develop themselves professionally.

First of all, the use of computer assisted technologies can make it easier for teachers to
create materials in advance (Chapelle, 2001), which reduces the time spent in class for any
classroom assignment or tasks related preparation. The time they spend prior to classes for
preparation makes them utilize class time more efficiently through working on pre-

determined and designed activities. Moreover, computers allow teachers to allocate more
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time on extra activities or feedback sessions. This is because that they provide teachers
with online correction and scoring opportunities.

Secondly, the teaching process can be made easier with the software programmes which
are being produced and published by the publishers currently. For example, teachers
sometimes have difficulties in finding authentic materials for listening and speaking and
this problem can be mostly solved by the computer facilities easily (Celce-Murcia, 2001).
Finally, teachers can improve their teaching skills through the online resources provided by
the Internet (Dudeney & Hockly, 2007). For example, they can use blogs and wikis in
writing classes for uploading files regularly for students and ask them to send their work
for assessment. These make the classes more enjoyable and guide students to benefit from
these in their time outside class. Teachers can design the language environment through a
better understanding of online opportunities so that students can gain more student
autonomy can change the language learning environment for students to attain more
autonomy (Chapelle, 2008) by creating online study groups, structuring the learning

activities, and facilitating group interactions (Graham & Misanchuk, 2004).

2.4.2. Disadvantages of CALL and Obstacles for Teachers

Although there are many advantages of using CALL in the classroom, there are also some
disadvantages and obstacles for the teachers who want to use it. Although there are more
positive aspects of CALL for teachers, its negative aspects need to be taken into
consideration while using computers or computer assisted technologies in the learning
process. Some disadvantages are lack of trained teachers, imperfect CALL programs, and

inabilitiy to handle unexpected situations.
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a. Lack of Trained Teachers

The first challenge for teachers to integrate computer technology in their classes is their
insufficient computer literacy. In language teaching, it is necessary for teachers to have the
basic technology knowledge before using technology in their classes. Therefore, computers
will only benefit those who are familiar with computer technology (Roblyer & Wiencke,
2003). Furthermore, it is also claimed that computer literacy directly pointed an
individual’s technology literacy. Without improving these competencies, the effects of ICT
in teaching environments will be limited (Murray & Peres, 2014). In order to use ICT
effectively in classes, teachers need to be confident with their skills (Schmidt, Baran,
Thompson, Mishra, Koehler & Shin, 2009). Otherwise, they may be unwilling to integrate
computers into their teaching process (Newhouse, 2002).

Apart from lack of training, some other personal reasons are also considered among the
obstacles for using technology in the class. Personal characteristics such as age, gender,
educational level, educational experience and experience with computers, and more
importantly the attitudes of teachers towards technology can influence their use of CALL
in EFL classes (Schiller, 2003). It can be seen that male EFL teachers are involved in
technological processes more than their female counterparts and that novice teachers are
better equipped with technological know-how which eventually affects their integration of
CALL into classes.

To conclude, it can be argued that equipping the classroom with technological tools alone
does not have much to do for effective educational results and that they need to be
supported with training programs for teachers. They need to be equipped with basic
computer skills and encouraged to utilize them for the purposes of improving their
computer literacy. This can enable teachers to enrich their materials and approaches they

adopt in their classes.
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b. Imperfect CALL Programs

In addition to the lack of trained teachers, some computer programs do not meet the
requirements for an effective teaching process. In order to attain more precise effects of
using technology, different kinds of software are needed. Today, most of the software
available to EFL teachers and students are directed at improving reading, listening and
writing skills, there are also some speaking programs but their function is still limited. It
IS not easy to find appropriate software packages in EFL classes for the desired skills at
the appropriate level (Warschauer, 2004). For the teachers in Turkey, the ministry
constructed a database open to teachers and students use and it is called as Egitim Biligim
Ag1 (EBA). This database is being updated and improved day by day with the
contributions of teachers from all around the country. All of the programs on this
database can be downloaded and installed on the IWBs in the classes. This abundance of
e-materials raises another problem that is the ability and competency to choose the right
materials and study with them in an effective manner. For EFL teachers, there are limited
number of programs and most of them are including YouTube videos and Turkish

subtitles, or basic vocabulary exercises which requires substantial improvement.

c. Inability to Handle Unexpected Situations

The last challenging aspect of utilizing CALL in EFL classes is the teachers’ inability to
handle unexpected situations. Relying too much on technology for the lesson makes the
teacher reliant on some other factors as well. In a technology-based lesson, teacher may
face unexpected situations such as electricity problems, network errors and hardware
issues. (Lai & Wu, 2006).

Moreover, artificial intelligence alone is not sufficient to deal with unprecedented learning
problems or to respond to students’ questions immediately as teachers. Considering these,

no matter how much teachers rely on technology, they need to be ready to take the control
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of the lesson, and they always need to have extra activities and classical materials in case
of any technological problems (Arnold & Ducate, 2006). Teachers are irreplaceable in that
they provide moral counselling and guidance to select appropriate and genuine sources
among the vast number of resources of information on the Internet through feedback and

mentoring (Dina & Ciornei, 2013).

2.5. Computer Supported Collaborative Learning

The studies focusing on collaboration accompanied by the need to seize the current trends
in technological world have brought about Computer Supported Collaborative Learning
(CSCL). This dynamic field of research is centred around how the concept of technology
enables participants to create, share, and review knowledge (Resta & Laferri¢re, 2007).
They can collaboratively produce an output around the computers while having a face-to-
face interaction. However, they need to be provided with sufficient number of computers,
which raises their interest and motivation, or involve in an online collaborative process
through local area networks, wide area networks, and a more globally, Internet, which may
be preferred for distant or face-to-face learning (D. W. Johnson & R. T. Johnson, 1996).
The computer supported collaborative learning part of this study is related to the use of
computers and two online platforms, namely Google Docs and Wikispaces. These
platforms enable them to have a face-to-face interaction in order to prevent any delayed
submission of the writing tasks and maintain an effective classroom interaction.

CSCL systems are primarily designed to support students’ interaction with the task and
each other (Erkens, Jaspers, Prangsma & Kanselaar, 2005). By means of these systems,
students can share resources with others and communicate within the group or the external
world. Hence, computer technologies serve as a medium and mediator for collaborators
(Stahl, 2006). Although the earliest softwares fail to provide an environment for immediate
and direct interaction, the current technological tools have filled the void. The mediums

allowing immediate communication are called synchronous mediums whereas the others
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are referred as asynchronous mediums (Stahl, 2006). While CS part of CSCL is improving
progressively, the benefits and drawbacks of CL have also been studied extensively
(Graham & Misanchuk, 2004). One significant matter of concern regarding collaborative
learning was raised by Graham & Misanchuk (2004), which is determining the level of

interdependence among collaborators as shown below:

None Medium High
Independent or Discussion Cooperative Collaborative
self study groups groups groups

Figure 1. Different levels of interdependence in learning environments (Adapted from
Graham, C. R., & Misanchuk, M. (2004). Computer-mediated learning groups: Benefits
and challenges to using groupwork in online learning environments. Online collaborative
learning: Theory and practice, 1(8), 1-202)

The benefits of collaborative learning outweigh the drawbacks (Laal & Ghodsi, 2012;
Roberts, 2004). These drawbacks can be avoided by designing the computer supported
learning environment purposefully and not taking social interaction for granted (Kreijns,
Kirschner, Jochems, 2003; Li & Kim, 2016). Bhavsar and Ahn (2013), for instance,
suggested that collaboration provides the individuals with a socially constructed learning
environment in which a more student-centred approach can be employed through either
product or process-oriented collaboration. They get involved in an interactive process in
which they are provided with a chance to work together. This interaction allows the
students to benefit from each other’s experiences avoiding a traditional teacher-dominant
class (Lin & Maarof, 2013). However, it does not imply that a teacher is not required

during the process. Instead, the teacher needs to adapt the conditions in order to maximize
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the benefits of collaborative learning. Sixty-seven benefits of collaborative learning were

listed by (Panitz, 1999) and summarized by Roberts (2004, p. 71) as follows:

Academic Benefits

- promoting critical thinking skills

- involving students actively in the learning process

- improving classroom results

- modelling appropriate student problem-solving techniques
Social Benefits

- developing a social support system for students

- building diversity understanding among students and staff
- establishing a positive atmosphere for modelling and practicing cooperation
Psychological Benefits

- increasing students’ self esteem

- developing positive attitudes towards teachers

However, simply asking the students to collaborate with one another to produce a written
product may not be effective unless some arrangements are made for the quality of the
end-product and effectiveness of the collaboration process. This is because collaborative
learning is a personal philosophy rather than being just an easily implemented classroom
technique (Panitz, 1999). In order for teachers to improve collaborative learning process,
Aydin and Yildiz (2014) emphasized the importance of meaningful contexts and authentic
purposes for collaborative writing stating that it is a social process in which the individuals
interact with one another.

Furthermore, the students need to be provided with large and creativity-based tasks in
which they may have to depend on each other’s knowledge and capabilities throughout the
whole process (Bremner, Smith, Jones, & Bhatia, 2014). Hence, there shall be a social
bound to serve the purpose which ultimately calls for working together. This approach of
togetherness creates an environment where the social essence of learning is

accommodated, and social interaction is appreciated (Carson & Nelson, 1996). In
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conclusion, the opportunities of technological developments and collaborative learning are
combined in CSCL. Computers allow users to communicate resulting in collaboration and

learning together (Johri, 2005).

2.6. Computer Supported Collaborative Writing

Research comparing computer supported collaborative writing and individual writing
concludes that the former provided the students with significantly higher writing scores
(Bikowski & Vithanage, 2016) and utilization of various cognitive processes (Popta, Kral,
Camp, Martens & Simons, 2017). This shows us that after focusing on the advantages of
collaboration for L2 writing, it has been a matter of discussion to find out various methods
to increase the aforementioned benefits. Hence, the relation between online platforms and
collaborative writing has been studied within this scope. Using Blackboard 9 in their
research, Pardo-Ballester and Cabello (2016) discussed the importance of the medium used
for peer review in online learning environments and implied that more research is required
on this matter. A study by Nicolaidou (2013) on how e-portfolios expand the students’
capability to provide corrective feedback showed that the electronic environment can be a
beneficial tool to support their writing performance and develop their peer feedback
capabilities. These tools are mainly separated into first and second generation (Web 2.0)
applications, with the former offering less interaction and only allowing users to receive
information rather than enabling the building and sharing of information. Moreover, the
use of Web 2.0 applications such as wikis, blogs, Facebook, and Google Docs aroused

great interest among researchers (Li & Kim, 2016; Storch, 2013).

2.6.1. Use of Wikis in CSCW

One of the most prevalent online platforms while engaging in online collaborative writing

is called wikis. Wikis, which are online platforms where users can add and edit content,
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can be categorized into free, fee-based, and self-hosted wikis. They require their own
server to function. Wikis are online tools with such possibilities as collaborative problem
solving, collaborative research, collaborative writing, dynamic journal, electronic portfolio,
portal, resource aggregator, collaborative study guide, and virtual conference (Lamb &
Johnson, 2007). Wikipedia, Wikispaces, PBworks, Wetpaint and Wikia are among the
prominent examples of wikis. When collaboration is desired to be utilized for educational
purposes within or outside the classroom, there are some necessary skills to consider for its
rewarding attainment: cognitive, writing and constructive editing, group processing (acting
as a group for a purpose through active participation and interaction), web skills along with
self-organization, integrity (equal and honest contributions), and openness (expressing

opinions despite being exposed to criticism) (J. A. West & M. L. West, 2009).

s ewen

Figure 2. Wiki collaboration skills and behaviours (Adapted from West, J. A., & West, M.
L. (2009). Using wikis for online collaboration: The power of the read-write web. New
Jersey: John Wiley & Sons.)

Researchers have shown an increased interest in the use of wikis pertaining to
collaborative writing although some studies expressed their concerns (Cole, 2009;
Karasavvidis, 2010). In their study exploring the perceptions and attitudes of 59 primary
students working collaboratively through the stages of prewriting, drafting, revising and
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editing to produce a collaborative text on MediaWiki and their writing teacher towards
wiki-based collaborative writing, Li, Chu, Ki, and Woo (2012) found out that it increased
their motivation, group interaction, and thus writing ability despite some technical
difficulties such as formatting and not being able to write on the same page together.
Another study by Chao and Lo (2011) focused on students’ perceptions and the writing
skills of 51 L2 students in groups of four to five students with an assigned group leader at a
Taiwanese university towards wiki-based collaborative writing. The writing applications
were conducted through the stages of planning, partitioned drafting (individual), peer-
revising, peer-editing, and individual publishing. The findings brought positive results in
favour of wiki-based collaborative writing. Moreover, the study was carried out in the
course of five weeks in order to eliminate the stress emerging due to strict time limitations.
In their research on collaborative writing tasks, Li and Zhu (2013) used wikis with three
groups of EFL students and consequently separated them as ‘collectively
contributing/mutually  supportive, authoritative/responsive, and dominant/withdrawn
groups’ by tracking the students’ movements in the ‘Discussion’, ‘Page’, and ‘History’
sections available. The study concluded that the first group gained more learning
opportunities. Moreover, utilizing ‘Moodle’ for the development of Business Writings in
their study, Chan, Pandian, Joseph, and Ghazali (2012) supported the use of wikis in
collaborative writing after a short period of introduction of this online tool.

Web 2.0 tools are useful for collaborative writing purposes in L2 classrooms (Aydin &
Yildiz, 2014). They concluded that students’ argumentative tasks in wikis facilitated peer
feedbacks more than informative and decision - making tasks, which is an important skill
to acquire from collaborative learning along with consensus building, conflict resolution
and basic communication (Graham & Misanchuk, 2004). The contribution of each
collaborator cannot painstakingly be controlled on wiki-based collaborative platforms.

However, with the help of log files on wikis, it can easily be observed throughout the
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writing process on a transparent basis and encouraged accordingly (Cho & Lim, 2017; J.
A. West & M. L. West, 2009).

More specifically, pedagogical, social and technological affordances of Wikispaces, which
is a free and user-friendly web tool offering backup opportunity through page reverting and
autosave, were extensively studied by Singh, Harun, and Fareed (2013). The data for this
study was collected through online students’ essays, reflective research diary, feedback
form, field notes, and questionnaires. They found out that it promotes active collaborative
learning and knowledge building provided that its layout is planned and designed well by
the teacher or the administrator allowing small groups consisting of 3-4 students working

together in order to increase interaction among students and between teacher and students.

2.6.2. Use of Google Docs

Another common and user-friendly platform utilized for the purposes of online
collaborative writing is Google Docs. It enables collaborators to watch others’ activity
through an open and synchronous communication channel which allows users to
successfully engage in collaborative learning (Zhou, Simpson & Domizi, 2012) and
writing (Suwantarathip & Wichadee, 2014; Vens, 2010). However, the waylay emerging in
Google Docs worry users as the members of the group may delegate their work to others.
Hence, the need to define the required social affordances arises. Hence, collaborators need
to have a sense of shared understanding, accountability, trust, social cohesion, and
predictability. In this context, shared understanding is about having similar expectations
whereas accountability is concerned with the notion fulfilling his role as a team member
for the benefit of the group. They should also trust each other and adopt the mindset of
performing as a team to make sure that the actual outcome is similar to the expected
outcome (Kirschner, 2002).

In order to deepen our understanding of the practical uses of this web tool, there have been

many studies explaining its advantages over collaborative writing (Evans & Bunting,
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2012). Blin and Appel (2011), for example, highlighted the importance of messages among
the students in computer supported collaborative writing in L2 activities. When combining
collaborative writing process and simultaneous messaging between users, researchers
benefit from Google Docs as it is one of the most commonly used web tool allowing the
users with a chat box to collaborate simultaneously while forming a written output.
Moreover, the user-friendliness of Google Docs was emphasized by Suwantarathip and
Wichadee (2014) as well as Godwin-Jones (2008). They revealed that that the students
working collaboratively on Google Docs scored higher than those studying face-to-face in
their writing tasks. The simultaneous messaging on Google Docs also gives the students a
fun experience while performing formal tasks as emphasized by Godwin-Jones (2008).
Although being rather user friendly, Google Docs still needs to be used after a fair amount
of training. In their study focusing on the lack of knowledge for effective use of Google
Docs, Zhou, Simpson, and Domizi (2012) ascertained that most undergraduate students
and their instructors were unfamiliar with the possibilities Google Docs could offer.
However, they concluded that the students could easily collaborate after a short period of
time without requiring intensive training. However, it was also noted that employing
Google Docs did not significantly influenced their learning but rather changed how they
communicate over the Internet.

In their study comparing two groups, one of which writing collaboratively using Google
Docs and the other one having a face-to-face communication in a classroom through
writing tests and two questionnaires, Suwantarathip and Wichadee (2014) concluded that
the mean scores of the group working through Google Docs were higher than the other
group. They also emphasized that students’ attitudes towards using Google Docs were
found to be positive which was explained as a possible result of teachers’ being able to
monitor the proportion of each student’s participation in the overall writing process

imparting students to contributing equally.
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Another comparison using Google Docs for in-class computer supported collaborative and
individual writing between two groups of L2 writing classes at a U.S. university with 32
participants in the experimental group and 27 in the control group was made by Bikowski
and Vithanage (2016). They subsequently divided collaborative learning groups into
explicit collaborators, budding collaborators and resistant collaborators based on their
willingness to collaborate throughout the writing process. They also suggested that while
the group working collaboratively using Google Docs had more learning gains than the
control group, both groups shared positive remarks for future use of Google Docs in
writing classes. This was explained by the fact that Google Docs it provided the control
group with the opportunity to ask questions to their instructors as well as instantly saving
their work without any loss of data and offered the experimental group with the possibility

of writing and editing simultaneously.

As a result, wikis and GoogleDocs are the two important sources to utilize for computer
supported collaborative writing. While wikis provide students with their own page to state
their opinions and give feedback to their peers, GoogleDocs offers a platform through
which they can interact with a joint text simultaneously and have a social interaction via
the chatbox placed at the right side of the page. When the required precautions are taken
and thorough preparation and planning are made by qualified and technologically
competent teachers, these platforms can enable students to get engaged in a collaborative

writing process which can increase their writing performance and social interaction.
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CHAPTER Il

METHODOLOGY

3.1. Introduction

In this chapter, data collection and analysis processes are explained comprehensively. The
chapter starts with a discussion of the research model. It subsequently gives information on
the participants followed by a discussion of the research tools. The next section presents
the data collection procedures with clear justification concerning their roles in obtaining

the results. The final section is for the analyis of data.

3.2. Research Design

The present study is comparative in that it tries to investigate the effects of individual and
collaborative writing on the writing performance. After revealing the differences between
these environments and applications through scoring the pre- and post-tests of the students
by two independent raters, the analysis was supported by qualitative data which came from
the interview conducted with a representative group of participants. The qualitative data
obtained from interviews was used to support the analysis made as a result of the pre- and
post-test scores of the students, which were graded by two raters using TOEFL

Independent Writing Rubric. Hence, a mixed method approach was employed to obtain
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abundant information related to the current study as suggested by Creswell (1994) and gain
various perspectives as recommended by Frechtling & Sharp (1997). The mixed method
was used to gather data from two experimental groups and a control group. The
experimental groups received two different types of treatment throughout the process. One
experimental group engaged in paper-based collaborative writing while the other utilized
Wikispaces and GoogleDocs for collaborative writing purposes. The control group did not
receive any instruction to engage in a collaborative writing process. Instead, they continued
their writing lessons as before, which was characterized by writing academic paragraphs
individually without communication with their peers through the writing process. In sum,
the procedure for experimental groups can be summarized as pre-test-treatment-post-test
structure. The pre-test and post-test control group design can be shown as follows
(Tuckman, 1999):

Table 1

Research Model

(o] X1 0,
R (OF Xo (O
R 05 06

This diagram displays the treatments (X; and X3) that the experimental groups received

besides pre-tests (01, O3, and Os) and post-tests (O, O4, and Og) for all the groups.

3.3. Participants and Context of the Study

The present study was conducted at Uludag University School of Foreign Languages
(UUSFL) in the spring term of the 2016-2017 academic Year. The Schools of Foreign
Languages in Turkey offer intensive English courses the levels of which range from
Elementary to Advanced English. In UUSFL, there are three levels available as

Elementary, Pre-Intermediate, and Intermediate. Upon enrolling at UUSFL, students are
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divided into different levels of classes based on another English proficiency test.
Elementary, pre-intermediate, and intermediate classes are offered 26, 24, and 22 class
hours of English respectively. Due to the skills-based approach adopted in the context of
this school, elementary and pre-intermediate classes take five hours of writing instruction
while intermediate classes take four. For the faculties and departments where thirty percent
of the courses are taught in English, it is obligatory to study at UUSFL for a full academic
year unless students get the sufficient score, which is 70 (seventy), in the Uludag
University English Preparatory School Exemption Exam, or an above average score on
equivalent national (YDS, e-YDS, and YOKDIL) and international exams (TOEFL and
IELTS) in advance. These faculties and departments are listed as the Faculty of Veterinary
Science, Chemistry and Psychology in Faculty of Science and Letters, and Department of
Industrial Engineering in Faculty of Engineering.

Within the framework of this study, three pre-intermediate level classes were selected
because they receive instruction in writing academic paragraphs in the fall semester and
make a gradual transition into writing opinion essays in the spring semester. Elementary
classes, on the other hand, receive instruction in writing academic paragraphs for a longer
period of time and usually focus on producing grammatically correct sentences. The
transition from paragraphs to essays are much faster at intermediate level classes. The
participants were between the ages of 18 and 23. All of them had writing classes during
the fall semester, five class hours a week. For the current study, 65 pre-intermediate
students, with 22 students for PBIW and PBCW, and 21 for CSCW, who volunteered to
participate in this study were chosen. During the first term, the students that were in all the
groups were taught the basics of paragraph writing including topic sentence, concluding
sentence, and giving detailed information in the body of the academic paragraphs. They
were also taught some conjunctions and linking words to elaborate their writing. The
writing skill of students is tested and assessed by means of two quizzes, one midterm and

one final exam as well as two writing evaluations. In writing quizzes, they usually answer
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questions assessing their sentence-level writing skills. However, in midterms, they need to
write a paragraph following the questions addressing their basic knowledge in writing. In
the writing evaluations, however, they only need to write a paragraph, which involves the
students to individually write a paragraph to be corrected with implicit coding and rewrite
accordingly. Despite all these testing, evaluating and assessing processes, they were still
having difficulties in expressing innovative ideas and presenting them in accurate and

eloguent manner through a smooth flow of ideas.

3.4. Research Tools

The data in this study was collected through a pre-test and a post-test following six weeks
of implementation. Two topics were presented during the pre- and post-tests. The students
were presented with the same topics in order to provide the students in each group with
equal opportunities. They were all graded by two independent raters using the Test of
English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) Independent Writing Rubric (See Appendix 1).
Furthermore, semi-structured interviews were conducted before and after six weeks of
implementation.

TOEFL Independent Writing Rubric was used to evaluate the essays of the participants
taking this exam. It was chosen for the grading of pre- and post-tests within the framework
of this study as it is a comprehensive evaluation rubric that has been used by a non-profit
organization since 2004, and it is an internationally recognized English test to measure
English proficiency of the participants. The details of this rubric can be summarized as
follows; Score of 0 refusing to write, just writing the topic again, or writing in a language
apart from English; Score of 1 - giving little or no detail, severe underdevelopment, and
serious errors in sentence structure or usage; Score of 2 - restricted development in
response to the topic, inappropriate word or word-form selection, lack of organization,

insufficient explanations, exemplifications, or details, an accumulation of errors in
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sentence structure or usage; Score of 3 - developed explanations, exemplifications, and
details to some extent, hints of unity, progression, and coherence, occasional obscure
connection of ideas, inconsistency in sentence formation and word choice, limited
vocabulary and syntactic structure; Score of 4 - addressing the topic well, not fully
sophisticated points, well-organized and sufficient explanations, displaying unity,
progression, and coherence, despite some redundancy, digression, or unclear connections,
syntactic variety and range of vocabulary, minor errors in structure, word form, or use of
idiomatic language; Score of 5 - addressing the topic effectively, well-organized, clear and
appropriate explanations, demonstrating unity, progression, and coherence, consistent
facility in the use of language, having syntactic variety, appropriate word choice, and
idiomaticity, though having minor lexical or grammatical errors.

The semi-structured interview prior to the implementation consisted of 13 questions
within two sections. The first section was related to the students’ general perceptions of
the writing classes and writing as a skill, and the second section was about their
perceptions of own writing process and performance. The interview following the
implementation, on the other hand, included 14 questions focusing mainly on their
perceptions and opinions about the relevant writing process. A representative number of
students (n = 9) were selected to participate in these interviews for understanding their
writing background and their experiences throughout this study more extensively. Their
suggestions for writing classes and evaluation of the benefits and challenges were also
inquired within the framework of qualitative data collection. Their interviews were
transcribed, coded, and relevant themes were explored to understand their individual
perceptions. This allowed the researcher to interpret how the students’ perception changed

throughout the study.
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3.5. Data Collection Procedures

All the students were asked to sign a consent form confirming that they were going to
participate in this study voluntarily. They were informed about the upcoming process.
Three students from each class were chosen on the basis of stratified random sampling for
semi-structured interviews before the implementation process started. These students were
to represent the three different groups at UUSFL. The first group consisted of students who
were going to study at one of the faculties where the preparatory school was obligatory,
and as mentioned 30% of the courses are taught in English. The second group comprised of
the students who were going to study at one of the faculties where the preparatory school
was obligatory, but the courses at the faculty were taught in Turkish. The last group was
constituted of the ones who were entitled to study in the preparatory school at their own
discretion as part of their academic studies without having any formal liabilities. In other
words, they could continue their academic career at their faculties although they failed in
the preparatory school. Nine students in total were first asked about their general
perceptions and opinions about writing in L2. Later, they were inquired about their writing
habits, their coping mechanisms and personal strategies they use in different stages of
writing such as brainstorming, drafting, reviewing, and publishing, namely final version.
After the interviews were completed and video-recorded by the researcher, they were given
a pre-test with two alternative topics to choose from for an academic opinion paragraph.
They were required to write within the time limit (45 min) in order to prepare them for
their own graded writing exams.

Prior to this present study, the independent raters were given 30 different sheets to grade
for the pilot study based on the TOEFL rubric. Next, their grades were analyzed using
Pearson Product-Moment Correlation in order to determine the inter-rater reliability.

The CSCW group to study in the computer lab underwent a training course in order to use
Wikispaces and Google Docs. The reason why CSCW was maintained in a computer lab

was that not all the students had their own personal computers that they could use to
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interact with the writing assignment. Conducting the research outside class could have
deteriorated the interdependence among the members of the assigned groups as anticipated
by Graham and Misanchuk (2004). All the students in this group were given separate email
accounts in order to log on to the related online platforms for confidentiality reasons. They
were also given a separate page on Wikispaces in order to prevent any cross-intervention
during synchronous wiki writing.
This study included the students’ paper-based individual writing (PBIW), paper-based
collaborative writing (PBCW) and computer-supported collaborative writing (CSCW)
performances.
In the first lesson with the PBIW and PBCW groups, they were provided with the
following to accomplish their assigned writing tasks:

o two opinion paragraph topics to choose from,

o adraft sheet on which they can take notes, brainstorm and write their drafts, and

o asheet where they can finalize their writing.

In the first lesson with the CSCW group, they, on the other hand, were provided with the
following to accomplish their assigned writing tasks:
o two opinion paragraph topics to choose from on Google Docs,
o a predetermined email account through which they can access their draft pages on
Google Docs where they would brainstorm, and
o aseparate page on Wikispaces where they could write their first and final drafts and

give feedback for the written product of their peers.

For the CSCW group, Google Docs and Wikispaces were employed for brainstorming and
providing feedback respectively in order that the effects of online collaborative process
could be understood. The reason why Google Docs was chosen for brainstorming was that

it provides an interpersonal communication space for the group members without lacking
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the immediacy of a face-to-face learning environment to maintain a continuous and
spontaneous discussion platform.

Moreover, Wikispaces enabled the students to store their draft and final writing output
while giving a chance to comment on their peers’ work unlike previous online tools which
were deemed to be ineffective due to the delay caused by their technological incapabilities
(Bennett, 2004; Caverly & Ward, 2008; Maxwell & Felczak, 2011).

Following six weeks of implementation, the groups were given the same topics as the pre-
tests and required to write within a predetermined time limit (45 minutes). These post-tests
were again graded by the raters using the TOEFL rubric. The students who participated in
the interviews before the implementation were interviewed again. The interview questions
were related to their overall perception, opinions, and suggestions related to the process.
During quantitative data analysis, the pre-tests and post-tests were used to determine the
effects of the related implementation of the students’ writing performance. Qualitative
data, on the other hand, which was obtained through pre- and post-implementation
interviews was utilized to examine how the students’ opinions and perceptions changed

towards L2 writing.

3.6. Data Analysis

The present study is a mixed study consisting of quantitative and qualitative data analysis
processes. The quantitative data elicited by means of the pre-test and post-test scores of the
three groups was analysed in SPSS 23.0 program by using independent sample t-test. The
tests were graded by using TOEFL Independent Writing Rubric. In order to attain inter-
rater reliability, 32 sample paragraphs written by a class of students who were not subject
to this study were evaluated by these raters as part of a pilot study. These results were
analysed by using t-test. Within the framework of this rubric, the organization, content,
task accomplishment, grammar and vocabulary variation were evaluated. In addition,

content analysis was used for the qualitative data. First, the general data were reviewed.
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Next, the codes and themes were identified. Later, the specific data were gathered under
related themes. Finally, the data were analysed directly with descriptive content analysis

method.

3.8. Summary

This chapter has explained the methodology of the current study. This chapter consists of
the research design, participants, research tools, data collection procedures, and data
analysis of the present study. In addition to the introduction of the research settings, the
rationale for using specific tools in the present study was explained comprehensively.
Moreover, the background of the participants in the current study was mentioned to have a
better understanding of the available conditions.

Table 2

Outline of Research Questions, Related Instruments and Data Analysis

Research Question Instruments Data Analysis

1. What are the effects of paper-based
individual, paper-based collaborative TOEFL Independent
writing, and computer supported Writing Rubric Pre- Independent Sample t-test
collaborative writing practices on the test and Post-Test

students' writing performance?

2. Do the perceptions of pre-intermediate

level students change towards paper- )
Semi-structured o )
based and computer-supported ) Descriptive Content Analysis
) o Interviews
collaborative writing after

implementation?

Table 2 gives the outline of the present study including research questions, the related

instruments and data analysis.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1. Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to present the results of the data collected through the pre-
and post-test scores as well as pre- and post-implementation interviews. The quantitative
and qualitative data were obtained from the students who participated in the study on a
voluntary basis. The findings are discussed in line with the results of the studies from the
relevant literature. In the first part, findings related to the two research questions are
analysed. Then the interpretation of this analysis is presented. Lastly, how the findings of
this study relate to the current literature is discussed.

The quantitative data were obtained from the pre- and post-tests applied before and after
the six-week implementation. The raters were two lecturers working at the same university.
The current lecturers of the selected classes were not assigned as the raters of the writing
performances in order to attain the interrater reliability and objectivity. The second
research question is analysed qualitatively by the data coming from the open-ended
interviews applied to the participants before and after the implementation. The participants
were asked about their perceptions of collaborative writing applications before the

application in order to elicit the perceptions of the students prior to the research. Following
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the implementation, the same participants were interviewed again to see whether there
were any changes in their perceptions. For the qualitative analysis, the themes were created
from a neutral perspective. The codes, on the other hand, included positive or negative
views of the students. By doing so, it was possible to compare the perceptions of the

participant students before and after the implementation.

4.2. Inter-rater Reliability

As mentioned earlier, the writing scores of the students in control and experimental groups
were graded by two independent and trained raters. They scored 32 academic paragraphs
written by a separate group in the same school prior to the implementation of the current
study in order to assure inter-rater reliability. The results were assessed through the
Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Test as shown below;

Table 3

Results of Pearson Product-Moment Correlation for the Writing Scores Between Two

Raters
Rater 1 Rater 2

Rater 1 Pearson Correlation 1 .621

Sig. (2-tailed) .000

N 32 32
Rater 2 Pearson Correlation .621 1

Sig. (2-tailed) .000

N 32 32

* Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

As can be seen from the table, the data obtained from the pilot scoring of the two raters
presented a significant correlation (r = .621, p <.05) (Table 3). Hence, as these two raters’
scoring proved to be coherent with each other, the pre-tests and post-tests from all the

groups were graded by these raters.

40



4.3. Findings Related to the Research Questions

The quantitative data obtained from the writing scores of all the groups were analysed by
independent sample t-test by the 23.0 version of SPSS. Furthermore, a content analysis
approach was employed for the qualitative research question following the quantitative

analysis.

4.3.1. Findings related to the difference between the scores of classes writing

individually or collaboratively

At first, the writing scores of the students prior to the implementation were compared both
within group and between groups. This analysis revealed the differences among the mean
scores of the groups before the implementation. This design enabled the researcher to
discover the effect of the implementation types on the progress of the students. The
distribution of the participants according to the groups and their mean scores of pre- and
post-grading is displayed in Table 4.

Table 4

The Differences in the Writing Performances of the Three Groups

Number of  Means Standard Degrees of  T-value Significance
participants Deviations Freedom probability
n M SD df t p
Paper-Based Pre-test 22 2.909 0.781 21 -1.682 0.107
Individual Writing
Post-test 22 3.272 0.735

Paper-Based Pre-test 22 2.772 0.685 21 -2.022 0.056
Collaborative
Writing Post-test 22 3.250 0.735
Computer Pre-test 21 2.904 0.644 20 -2.368 0.028
Supported
Collaborative Post-test 21 3.452 0.773
Writing
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As shown in Table 4, the total number of students writing individually in the control group
and the ones in the first experimental group participating in paper-based collaborative
writing consisted of 22 participants, while the second experimental group, namely CSCW
group, consisted of 21 participants. One student in each group did not take part in the
relevant post-tests, hence was not included in the data analysis process.

Table 4 also shows the mean scores, standard deviations, degrees of freedom, t-value, and
significance probability for the individual and collaborative pre- and post-tests. The results
showed that all the groups performed better on the post-test than the pre-test. In order to
see whether these differences were statistically significant or not, a within group
comparison was implemented for the pre- and post-test scores of each distinctive group.
For this analysis, a paired sample t-test analyses was employed. Firstly, judging by the pre-
test (M= 2.90, S.D.=.781) and post-test scores (M= 3.27, S.D.= .735) of the control group,
which participated in individual writing practices, it can be seen that they were not
significantly different due to the p-value being higher than .05. This indicates that the
scores of the control group at the beginning and the end of the research process were rather
similar with slight improvement. It could be caused by the limitations of studying alone in
that the individual is constricted to his or her own ideas while revising and improving their
own grammar or producing ideas.

With regard to the group engaging in paper-based collaborative writing, it can clearly be
seen in the table above that this group displayed some improvement in their writing
performance with pre-test (M= 2.77, S.D.= .685) and post-test scores (M= 3.25, S.D.=
.735). However, the difference in means is not statistically significant at the .05 level; p
=.056.

Finally, the difference between the mean scores of pre- and post-test for the computer

supported collaborative writing group displayed statistically significant improvement at the
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.05 level; p =.028. Accordingly, the post-test scores (M= 3.45, S.D. = .773) were higher
than the pre-test (M= 2.90, S.D. = .644).

The first research question sought to determine the effects of different writing practices on
the writing performance of students assessed through the TOEFL Independent Writing
rubric by two independent raters. The differences in means were analysed and concluded
that all the groups made progress to some extent. However, the difference between the
means of pre- and post-tests of the individual and paper-based computer supported writing
group remained statistically insignificant whereas the computer supported writing group
showed a statistically significant improvement between the relevant tests. This implies that
CSCW group made more progress than the others through the process. The possible
underlying reasons are discussed in the discussion chapter.

By answering the first research question depending on the quantitative analysis conducted,
it is not possible to explain the central phenomena in detail. Therefore, the answers of the
students to the semi-structured interview questions were analysed qualitatively by
conducting descriptive content analysis method to further explain and explore the case

more extensively from inside to outside.

4.3.2. Qualitative Analysis
4.3.2.1. The perceptions of pre-intermediate level students towards

individual, collaborative and computer supported collaborative writing

The content analysis method followed by a thematic approach was employed in order to
analyse the qualitative data. First, open coding was done to choose key themes among
identified early themes. Then the key themes were developed and organized through
focused coding as suggested by Vens (2010) and supported by Miles, Huberman &

Saldana (2014). Lastly, the final themes were identified accordingly.
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The qualitative data from the questionnaires and interviews revealed five themes about the
participating students’ perceptions of three different writing implementations. These are as
follows:

(1) feedback,

(2) participation,

(3) classroom management,

(4) writing process, and

(5) technological familiarity (see Table 5).

Table 5
Themes and Codes about Students’ Perceptions of Collaborative Writing and Computer

Supported Implementations before the Treatment

Themes Codes

1. Feedback - ambiguity
- incorrect content
- content focused

- form focused
- quality of peer feedback

2. Participation - equal in teacher directed class
- embarrassment
- more time for self-correction
- group dynamics
- inter-personal relationships

3. Classroom management - discipline problems
- loud noise
- inappropriate partners

4. Writing process - inappropriate for individual learning styles
- challenging
- stress
- planning
- brainstorming
- different levels
- language barriers
- L1 use
- cultural conflict

5. Technological familiarity - connection problems
- keyboard speed
- instant correction
- spontaneous interaction
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The content analysis of the qualitative data obtained by the interviews before the treatment
revealed five themes. The first theme was the feedback. All of the participants in this study
are familiar with individual writing as this is the typical instruction they received during
their previous language learning experiences. According to the participants, getting
feedback from the teacher rather than a peer is more preferable because they perceive that
the feedback from the teacher is more accurate.

Another code within the feedback theme was related to the quality of peer feedback. The
participants were suspicious about the correctness of their friends’ feedback. One of the

participants state that;

“I feel more secure when my mistakes are corrected by the teacher. My friends are not

knowledgeable enough to correct my mistakes”

Most of the participants are highly acquainted with the form focused corrective feedback
from their teachers. They feel safer when they are corrected by their teachers. This finding
parallels the findings of two studies by Lee (2008) and Ferris and Roberts (2001) who
found that teacher feedback can improve accuracy as long as teachers are aware of the
impact that their feedback can have on student expectations and attitudes.

The second theme was related to participation in the class. As nearly all of the students are
used to being instructed in teacher-oriented classrooms, they believe that they will have
more just chances to participate in the lessons when the control is at their teachers. They
argue that teachers allocate equal time for students to participate in the collaborative

process. One of the participants states as follows:

“When | am in a collaborative task, some students have more participation time in the

lesson as we do not have the same language levels”

Prior to the implementation, the participants also thought that they need more time for self-
correction. During whole class or pair work tasks they cannot concentrate on their own
works.

Within the theme of classroom management, participants from all groups stated that during

collaborative tasks there is a risk for discipline problems to arise. As they are more familiar
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with teacher oriented instruction, they perceive a collaborative style as one of the potential
factors for discipline problems in the class, which one participant from the experimental

group states as follows:

“Because of the loud noise, in the class during collaborative tasks, I sometimes had

difficulty in concentrating on my work”

Another code within the theme of classroom management was related to inappropriate
partners. As they are grouped by their instructors they thought that being paired with an
inappropriate partner of group, they might lose their motivation and they might prefer not
to participate the activities willingly. This finding can be explained by the prior exposure
of the students. As they have not been presented with such kind of classroom applications
before, they might perceive it as a potential threat for their success. This finding is in
parallel with the findings of Dirkx and Smith (2004) who argue that learning environments
where students work collaboratively need to be designed carefully taking the emotional
dynamics among group members into consideration. Similarly, Evans and Bunting (2012)
and Lin and Maarof (2013) found that their participants have some similar prejudices for
the collaborative tasks in the classroom.

Under the theme of writing process, the participants stated some prejudices for the
inappropriate language levels. They state that there may be some higher or lower level
peers in their groups and this may be an obstacle for them. Although all of the classes are
attained as pre-intermediate levels according to the results of the general proficiency exam,
they still think that there are important level differences among them. One of the
participants in the individual writing group highlighted that if there are higher level peers
in the group, they will lead the group. This may result in the lower level students’ having
less chance to express themselves. On the other hand, if there are low level partners in their
group they will be behind the class and get lower marks accordingly. For their general
writing process, stress is another code stated by the students. Some of the participants state

that they are not extrovert enough to share their ideas freely.
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The final negative perception of the participants about the collaborative and computer
assisted collaborative writing is interpersonal relationships and cultural conflict. Although
these were not stated by many participants, some of the students stated that they sometimes
write on cultural or daily issues, so being paired with a friend from a different cultural
background or personality type might cause some communication problems between them
and some misunderstanding is also another possible problem.

Apart from the negative perceptions, some of the participants had positive perceptions
about collaborative writing. They stated that they do not have a chance to negotiate the
meaning in their L1 with their instructors, but when they are working with their peers, they
can use their first language and by doing so they can generate ideas more easily. In terms
of computer supported collaborative writing, some participants had some positive attitudes
and they stated that utilizing some software for writing purposes appeals to them more than
the paper pen type of writing as they consider themselves competent in using computer

based programs. One of the participants stated that;

“Writing collaboratively in an online platform will certainly make us more motivated,

because we already use some technologies for writing purposes in our daily lives”

This finding can be explained with the high technology familiarity of the students. They
are actively using some software programs for writing purposes and so it is not surprising
they expect to be more confident in writing in the class in computer supported tasks.

Under the theme of technological familiarity, the students stated that their level of
computer skills would highly influence their interaction using the online softwares. The
technological challenges were also believed to disrupt the writing process if used in a
classroom. Some students especially emphasized that the hardware related issues could
cause troubles. However, some students stated their preference for computer assisted
learning environments highlighting their possibility to enable spontaneous interaction and

instant feedback.

“Through Internet, we can communicate with our friends instantly and thus help each other

very quickly.”
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Table 6
Themes and Codes about Students’ Perceptions of Collaborative and Computer Supported

Collaborative Writing Implementations Following the Treatment

Themes Codes

1. Feedback - ambiguity
- incorrect feedback
- content focused

- form focused
- quality of peer feedback

2. Participation - goal oriented equal participation
- social interaction
- more time for self-correction
- inter-personal relationships
- group dynamics

3. Classroom management - self-monitoring
- loud noise
- inappropriate partners

4. Writing process - collaborative learning
- planning
- brainstorming
- scaffolding
- L1 use
- cultural enrichment

5. Technological familiarity - connection problems
- keyboard speed
- instant correction
- spontaneous interaction

The results of the content analysis pertaining to the qualitative data obtained through the
interviews after the implementation are presented as five themes. Firstly, all the students
stated their preference for the teacher feedback in order to correct and improve their
grammatical mistakes. However, they believed that the feedback sessions helped them
evaluate the mistakes of their peers, and hence enabling them to realize that they should
not be afraid of making mistakes as it is natural in terms of language development, and
benefit from the process by applying to different sources of feedback for various purposes.

One of the students emphasized that;

“The feedback from my friends were basically based on exchanges of ideas, but yours

was more about the grammar.”
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They admitted that they found giving and receiving feedback challenging in the beginning,
but they got used to it within time and improved the quality of their feedback.

Within the scope of participation, students having engaged in collaborative writings stated
that they were hesitant at expressing their opinions at first, but as the social relation among
the members of the group progressed, their willingness to contribute increased. Some

students expressed their opinions stating that;

“While writing individually, students may not want to write and can even hand in the
writing assignment blank. However, when working with a group, you have to
contribute. | personally feel responsible and do not want to conflict anyone’s interests.”

“I felt more relaxed this way. We wrote in solidarity. We improved together.”

With regard to the concerns about spending too much time before writing, the participants
emphasized that writing in a group made the brainstorming and revision stages faster, and
thus enabled them to concentrate on their first and final drafts.

Classroom management was considered to cause some difficulties in terms of maintaining
a quiet environment suitable for concentrating on writing. However, it turned out that the
social interaction among the group members led to self-monitoring within the group. They
encouraged their friends to improve their concentration. The noise actually became an
indicator of working hard to accomplish the assigned task in the paper-and-pen
collaborative writing group. The computer supported collaborative writing group was
already involved in interpersonal discussions which were maintained quietly through the
online platforms.

The issue of inappropriate partners arose in only one of groups in paper-and-pen
collaborative writing group, but still they were pleased with the results as they focused on

their strengths rather than weaknesses. One of the participants in this group states that;

“Our group was like a concentration camp. Noone was better than the other. Therefore,
we couldn’t correct each other’s grammatical mistakes, yet we exchanged and improved

our ideas, which eventually improved our writings.”
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Because they were grouped randomly, the students could not always work with those at a
similar proficiency level. However, they still expressed their positive opinions about this

matter;

“When you don’t know A, another student tells you about it, and when they don’t know
B, you tell them about iz. Iz is better when there are different sets of information.”
“Because we are all different, we can contribute for different aspects. When we are

alone, the things we focus can be limited.”

All the students engaging in collaborative writing activities explained that their paragraphs
turned out to be more organized. They also emphasized that they could include more ideas
through group work and thinking collaboratively. One student in paper-and-pen
collaborative writing group expressed that he could have contributed more if provided they
were given more time.

The technological difficulties either resulting from external disruptions such as power cut,
internet outage and hardware defects or from students’ incapability to utilize technological
tools were experienced throughout this study. The students indicated the need to provide an
uninterrupted writing session by means of thorough and regular technological
maintenance. However, they all stated that after a certain period of adaptation process, they
overcame such difficulties and focused on the advantages that the online platforms
provides such as instant feedback from their peers or writing instructor. One of the

participants expressed this transitions as follows;

“I was really upset when the power went out because | really liked doing this. Even
the most basic things like logging into the website was challenging for me at first, but

through the last week, it was almost perfect. My concerns got gradually eliminated.”

One of the emerging controversies throughout the collaborative writing sessions was
related to L1 use. A group of students favoured using L1 during the brainstorm and peer-
revision stages emphasizing its affective implications as they perceived using L1 as being
more advantageous in generating ideas. However, on the other hand, some other students
stated some reservations because they believed that too much dependence on L1 free from

the teacher control might affect their L2 learning process negatively.
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4.4. Summary of the Results

The findings of the study revealed that the computer supported collaborative writing group
performed higher gains than the other groups, and this was the only statistically significant
finding in the quantitative analysis. In order to elaborate on the results found through the
analysis of quantitative data, semi-structured interviews were conducted to determine the
differences before and after the implementation. The content analysis for the purposes of
qualitative analysis were categorized into five themes as feedback, participation, classroom
management, writing process, and technological familiarity. The participants hesitant to
engage in collaborative writing process due to the concerns about overcoming the
interpersonal disagreeableness on various issues before, during and after producing a

written text later concentrated on the benefits of working with peers.

4.5. Discussion

The current study examined the effects of different writing practices on the students’
writing performance and their perceptions towards the relevant writing environment. Sixty-
five students of a Preparatory School of Foreign Language Education at a state university
in Turkey participated in this study. The students were studying in three different classes of
pre-intermediate level of English. They all underwent the same writing instruction
throughout their first semester. Within the framework of this study, one class engaged in
individual writing and acted as the control group whereas the other two classes participated
in collaborative writing sessions. One of these collaborative groups utilized conventional
paper-and-pen method, and the other one studied in a computer laboratory using Google
Docs for brainstorming purposes and Wikispaces for revision and publishing purposes. All
the students were required to write a paragraph before and after the implementation. Then
these writings were graded by two independent raters. The perceptions of the students
through individual and collaborative writing were also elicited through semi-structured

interviews before and after the implementation. The reason for using two different online
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tools was that Google Docs provides users with spontaneous messaging and editing
services whereas Wikispaces offers the opportunity to create separate pages for the
members of a group.

The first research question of this study was related to determining the effects of
individual, paper-based collaborative writing, and computer supported collaborative
writing practices on the students' writing performance. First of all, it can be argued based
on the results of the descriptive statistical analysis that the PBCW group had slightly more
effective writing performances than the PBIW group. This corresponds to the findings of
most studies (Elola & Oskoz, 2010; Stahl, 2006; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009); while
contradicting Mirazi and Mahmoudi’s (2016) study, which found out that individual
planning improved students’ writing performance more than that of collaborative planning.
However, all the groups expressed their preference for employing brainstorming and
planning in the interviews conducted after the implementation. Moreover, the students in
the experimental groups stated that writing collaboratively reduced their anxiety enabling
them to think more clearly and producing more organized writing output. The findings of
this study as related to collaborative writing are consistent with the current literature (G. C.
Yastibas & A. E. Yastibas, 2015; Laal and Ghodsi, 2012; Li and Kim, 2016; Panitz, 1999;
Roberts, 2004; Storch, 2005; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012). The concerns explained by
Zhang (1995, 1999) and Kormos (2012) towards the negative relationship between
collaborative writing and anxiety were overcome through providing teacher-feedback at
the end of each session. Moreover, the social interaction was not taken for granted for the
students in CSCW group and the learning environment was designed purposefully as
suggested by Kreijns, Kirschner, and Jochems (2003).

A comparison of the results of the CSCW with the other groups shows that this group had
more gains in terms of writing performance with a mean score of 2.90 in their pre-test and
3.45 in the post-test. Therefore, this was congruent with Suwantarathip and Wichadee’

(2014) study comparing students writing collaboratively in a face-to-face learning
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environment and an online collaborative writing platform, namely Google Docs. However,
it contradicted the results of the study utilizing Google Docs in an out-of-class writing
activity (Zhou, Simpson, and Domizi, 2012). This contradiction might have been caused by
the fact that the present study was conducted in a computer lab in order to eliminate any
exterior variables allowing the students to concentrate on their work and complete the
writing assignment within the limited time period as in the cases of control group and
PBCW experimental group.

The second research question of the study was about whether the perceptions of the
students would change towards paper-based or computer collaborative writing after the
implementation. Apart from the participants in the experimental groups, the participants in
the control group were also interviewed. The interviews with the PBIW group were
conducted in order to eliminate the bias that their perceptions may have been influenced by
the mere fact that they were getting direct written feedback from the teacher after each
session as recommended by some researchers (Lee, 2015; Paulus, 1999; Yang et al., 2006).
While the control group emphasized the benefits of getting written teacher feedback and
stated specifically that the process did not have much effect on how they perceive writing
an academic paragraph, the experimental group highlighted how their concerns about
producing a linguistic output with their peers had changed over time besides focusing on
the benefits of getting written teacher feedback at the end of each session. Some students
were hesitant to get any feedback from their peers and believed that the teacher needs to be
the only source of feedback. One student in the PBCW expressed his feelings in the
interview prior to the implementation stating that he might feel “afraid and embarrassed”
as he did not want to show his mistakes. However, he stated his preference for the peer
feedback to improve more content and more organized writing after the implementation.
Similarly, Nelson and Carson (1998) emphasized that this change may occur as they get
used to getting feedback from their peers. The possible reasons for the concerns about peer

feedback was explained by Yun (2008) as being the group size, and Yu and Hu (2017) as
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being sociocultural background, motives, value perceptions, group dynamics, and feedback
training. These initial concerns were overcome through a controlled classroom
environment and feedback training prior to the implementation as suggested by Min (2016)
and Berg (1999) both in PBCW and CSCW. The findings related to the students’ favouring
teacher feedback for grammar correction and peer feedback for content and organization
development were in line with the current literature (Alwi et al., 2012; Jun, 2008; Lin &
Maarof, 2013; Sajedi, 2014; Yang et al., 2006). The experience of the students in CSCW
group also resulted in favouring peer feedback based on more content and organization
which is similar to the findings of Kessler’s (2009) study highlighting the importance of
using wikis for online collaboration to get more meaning focused feedback. Aydin and
Yildiz’s (2014) study also shows similar results for Turkish students of English.

With regard to the theme of participation in the qualitative analysis, the students in the
control group did not interact with their classmates during the implementation. However,
when they were asked, before and after the study, whether they would prefer peer review
or collaborative writing, it was seen that their worries about interpersonal relationships for
the purposes of accomplishing a task remained the same as they did not get to experience
collaborative writing. However, the IW group reflected upon their past experiences and
pointed out that their collaboration for assignments usually depended on their friendship.
Therefore, they would work together with others mostly when they became friends through
the activities and social bond to be formed outside class. However, the students in PBCW
emphasized how they built a social relationship in order to accomplish the task and stated
that they got used to each other’s company and felt obligated to contribute to strengthen
this relationship although expressing some reservations about participation during
collaborative writing before the study as proclaimed by Storch (2005). The students in
CSCW group also emphasized the benefits of utilizing synchronous messaging and editing
through Google Docs for their group dynamics and social interaction (Suwantarathip &

Wichadee, 2014; Vens, 2010) similar to the findings of a study conducted by Prieto (2016)
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over the effects of information communication technology on the social relationship
among students. This relationship between the online platforms and social interaction
could be explained by the fact that the brainstorming page could be seen by all the
members of the group and the writing instructor on Google Docs and the amount of
feedback provided by each student was recorded on Wikispaces. The students stated that
they felt encouraged and obligated to be a part of the group in order not to disrupt group
dynamics. They also indicated that they were more focused on the tasks and determined to
accomplish them through equal distribution of workload, a finding which is also consistent
with the current literature (Aydin & Yildiz, 2014; Kung, 2002).

From the point of classroom management, the control group was no different from how
they behaved in the previous semester as they did not have any treatment regarding their
writing practices. In addition, the experimental groups did not have a chance to observe or
examine each other’s learning environments. However, the students reported that online
collaboration facilitated self-monitoring and peer reviewing as everything was recorded
and presented to the relevant audience and group members simultaneously. The students
did not need to press a save button while using Google Docs; however, they had to save
their work so that the others could see it while utilizing Wikispaces. As for the students in
the PBCW group, they stated that they sometimes missed what the others commented on,
due to the high noise level as all the groups were collaborating all at once. The online
platforms, on the other hand, provided the students with a quiet learning environment
through which they could concentrate on their tasks as done in a study (Bikowski &
Vithanage, 2016).

The benefits of collaborative learning, as listed by Panitz (1999) and Roberts (2004), and
supported by other researchers (Laal & Ghodsi, 2012), were observed through the stages of
brainstorming, drafting, revising, and publishing. The students benefited from the
advantages of collaborative learning academically, socially, and psychologically. The

students in both collaborative writing groups emphasized the importance of negotiation
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between the group members through the writing process in which they utilized each
member’s strengths in order to improve the overall quality of their individual final written
products. Having proposed similar results in his study, Bikowski (2016) mentioned that
students tend to use their native language for this negotiation, which was also observed in
all the groups participating in this current study. However, in this study, it should be noted
that the accessibility of the student to student interaction in the CSCW group enabled the
researcher to monitor the study groups in L2.

Finally, most of the students in the CSCW group expressed their concerns about using
online platforms prior to the study as they did not regard themselves as technologically
competent in order to initiate and sustain a social connection over the internet to complete
a written assignment. These concerns were anticipated through personal observations,
expert opinions and the current literature explaining the common issues with utilizing
technological tools for educational purposes. Some precautions were taken prior to the
implementation in order to prevent their interference with the process. The issue of editing
clash on wikis stated by Li, Chu, Ki, and Woo (2012) was resolved by opening separate
accounts and designating personal sub-pages for each student. This allowed them to
concentrate on their drafts and final writing without worrying about losing any data. The
issue of forming groups stated by Graham & Misanchuk (2004) was settled through
stratified random sampling, through which the students from different majors collaborated
within groups of four as recommended by Dobao (2012), who compared the effects of
group, pair, and individual work on language-related episodes and writing quality. It was
also anticipated that the students could reach the collaborative work constructed in the
classroom and might change what was presented on Google Docs or Wikispaces. The
researcher, hence, obtained individual email accounts for each student in CSCW group and
prepared the computer lab in advance to initiate the writing process once the students took
their places at the computer desk as suggested by Evans and Bunting (2012). This also

prevented any possible delays which might have emerged due to technical difficulties. The
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researcher was already familiar with Google Docs and Wikispaces and technologically
competent enough to respond to the technical and technological failures. This qualification
precluded the concerns asserted by Zhao and Czilco (2001), Schiller (2003), and Kumar
(2008). The students were also provided with technological training for utilizing the online
tools to be employed throughout the research study as suggested by Zhou, Simpson, and
Domizi (2012). Through meticulous designing, an artificial learning environment for
online collaboration was created in order to ‘directly and empirically observe the
knowledge being built” (Stahl, 2006). Irrespective of their technological familiarity, all the
students who were interviewed after the implementation stated that they needed some time
to adjust to this new writing system. However, all of them expressed their willingness to
utilize such technological tools enabling collaborative work in other classes as well
because they were accustomed to the computer supported collaborative writing system

almost immediately after they were introduced.
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CHAPTERV

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

5.1. Summary

A considerable amount of literature has been published on the effects of collaborative
writing whether in a conventional classroom or online learning environments in and
outside class (Aydin & Yildiz, 2014; Blin & Appel, 2011; Cho & Lim, 2015; Kessler and
Bikowski, 2010; Stahl, 2006; Storch, 2013; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2012; Wu, 2015). It is
broadly defined as a process of co-authoring of a text by a pair or group of collaborators,
and this collaboration can be to produce a single jointly-produced text or to produce
separate texts while working as a group in some stages of this production (Storch, 2013).
The means to collaborate have changed over the years and shifted into online collaboration
environments (Bikowski, 2016; Padro-Ballester & Cabello, 2016). While learners
accomplish writing tasks which they would not be able to produce individually, they also
take advantage of the integration of technology into classrooms (Stahl, 2006). However, it
can be seen that this integration along with the aforementioned collaboration still requires
more research according to the current literature (Blin & Appel, 2011; Li & Zhu, 2017,

Resta & Laferriere, 2007).
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5.2. Conclusions

There are two research questions in the present study: (1) What are the effects of paper-
based individual writing, paper-based collaborative writing, and computer supported
collaborative writing practices on the students’ writing performance? (2) Do the
perceptions of pre-intermediate level students change towards paper-based or computer-

supported collaborative writing after implementation?

As a result of the quantitative data analysis, it was found that the scores of the students in
CSCW group were the highest although all groups displayed some improvement in their
post-test scores. The scores of the ones in PBCW group were higher than the control
group, but it was not statistically significant. These findings were consistent with the

current literature (Elola & Oskoz, 2010; Stahl, 2006; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009).

The results of the qualitative data responded the second research question concerning the
perception of the students in relevant groups. It was concluded that the students were less
anxious in the collaborative groups despite initial concerns and hesitations contradicting
the findings of Zhang (1995, 1999) and Kormos (2012). Their prejudice towards working
with peers or using online resources within class time also seemed to have changed owing
to their beneficial experience. All the groups stated their preference for feedback by either
teachers or peers. The experimental groups emphasized the role of peer feedback having an
effect on their writing at meaning-level while regarding teacher feedback to be more
effective at surface-level due to its nature of being mostly form focused (Alwi et al., 2012;
Kessler, 2009; Lin and Maarof, 2013; Sajedi, 2014;).

As a consequence, the findings of this study revealed that the effect of computer-supported
collaborative writing was significantly higher than paper-based collaborative and
individual writing. Taking the suggestions and recommendation made in the literature to

design a well-structured computer supported and paper-based collaborative learning
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environment, the researcher managed to avert the anticipated technical obstacles that might
have interfered with the research process. The negative opinions of the students prior to the
study also seemed to have changed favouring the collaborative writing after the

implementation.

5.3. Implications

Some practical, pedagogical and empirical implications can be made based on the findings
of this study. It clarifies the effects of different writing environments and situations on
students’ writing performance and their perception concluding that CSCW is more
beneficial for both. This can help writing instructors to choose a better platform for their
students. The importance of working with peers under the supervision, mentoring,
monitoring, and assistance of teachers can be clearly seen. However, the need to design
learning environments carefully has been underlined throughout the current study. Online
collaborative writing platforms, in particular, requires technological competence so as not
to disrupt the learning process and delay any learning outcomes. The suggestions made by
Kreijns, Kirschner, Jochems (2003) can be considered along with the implementation
process of this current study. Whether in CSCW or PBCW, it should also be noted that
teachers must be trained in order to provide sufficient and quality feedback while guiding
the feedback sessions among peers. The need to train teachers in terms of providing
feedback has been addressed in the literature (Berg, 1999; Min, 2016). Students must also
be trained about getting and giving feedback while realizing the effects of peer feedback on
each other’s academic performance.

It can also be concluded from the findings that schools must be equipped with more
computer labs allowing students to collaborate through online platforms. The technological
opportunities accompanied by required training can relieve the concerning parties from too

much workload as a result of keeping track of every student and assignment through
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conventional means of paper-based monitoring. This would provide students, teachers,
managers, and eventually nations with economic advantages.

The educational programs of language schools also need to be designed taking the effects
of collaborative writing studied within the context of this research into consideration. The
psychological, sociological, and academic benefits of utilizing collaborative work can
facilitate the learning process on condition that the learning environment is designed
meticulously. The training required for this organization, the lesson plans enabling
collaboration among learners, and evaluation of these processes can be included in the

educational programs.

5.4. Suggestions for Further Research

The current study was limited to three pre-intermediate level classes (N = 65) undergoing
their preparatory education for English at School of Foreign Languages, Uludag
University, in 2016-2017 Academic Year. Therefore, the relevant findings cannot be
generalized to all the foreign langauge schools despite its facilitation of the understanding
different writing environments and situations. It can be used as an initial point to conduct
more research in the related issues with more participants. Other data collection methods
can also be used in the future research besides writing assignments and interviews
throughout a more extended time period.

The researcher in this study was highly trained in terms of providing feedback and
designing, auditing, and monitoring technological platforms. However, this may not the
same for all the researchers willing to understand the aforementined effects more
comprehensively. Hence, they should be aware of their lack of knowledge and have

trainings accordingly.
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Moreover, a fourth group within the context of this study was anticipated but could not be
formed due to practicality and administrative issues. In the further studies, a comparative
study can be conducted between computer-supported individual writing and paper-based
individual writing in order to analyze their concurrent effects on students’ writing
performance and perception.

Finally, a delayed post-test was planned prior to the study but could not be fulfilled
because the most of the participants were absent in the classes due to their personal issues
as well as administrative issues. It can be executed in the future studies in order to analyze

the long-term effects of the relevant environments.
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APPENDIX 1. TOEFL Independent Writing Rubric

(E@ iBT/Next Generation TOEFL Test
TOEFL.

Score

Independent Writing Rubrics (Scoring Standards)

Task Description

An essay at this level largely accomplishes all of the following:

effectively addresses the topic and task

is well organized and well developed, using clearly appropriate explanations, exemplifications,
and/or details

displays unity, progression, and coherence

displays consistent facility in the use of language, demonstrating syntactic variety, appropriate
word choice, and idiomaticity, though it may have minor lexical or grammatical errors

An essay at this level largely accomplishes all of the following:

addresses the topic and task well, though some points may not be fully elaborated

is generally well organized and well developed, using appropriate and sufficient explanations,
exemplifications, and/or details

displays unity, progression, and coherence, though it may contain occasional redundancy,
digression, or unclear connections

displays facility in the use of language, demonstrating syntactic variety and range of vocabu-
lary, though it will probably have occasional noticeable minor errors in structure, word form, or
use of idiomatic language that do not interfere with meaning

An essay at this level is marked by one or more of the following:

addresses the topic and task using somewhat developed explanations, exemplifications,
and/or details

displays unity, progression, and coherence, though connection of ideas may be occasionally
obscured

may demonstrate inconsistent facility in sentence formation and word choice that may result in
lack of clarity and occasionally obscure meaning

may display accurate but limited range of syntactic structures and vocabulary

An essay at this level may reveal one or more of the following weaknesses:

limited development in response to the topic and task
inadequate organization or connection of ideas

inappropriate or insufficient exemplifications, explanations, or details to support or illustrate
generalizations in response to the task

a noticeably inappropriate choice of words or word forms

an accumulation of errors in sentence structure and/or usage

An essay at this level is seriously flawed by one or more of the following weaknesses:

serious disorganization or underdevelopment
little or no detail, or irrelevant specifics, or questionable responsiveness to the task

serious and frequent errors in sentence structure or usage

An essay at this level merely copies words from the topic, rejects the topic, or is otherwise not
connected to the topic, is written in a foreign language, consists of keystroke characters, or is
blank.

Copyright © 2004 by Educational Testing Service. All rights reserved.
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APPENDIX 2. Pre-Implementation Interview Questions for All the Groups

10.

11.

12.
13.

Yazma becerisi dersiniz kapsaminda genel olarak neler yaptigiizi, dersin isleyis
stirecini anlatir misiniz?
Yazma derslerine katilim oraniniz ortalama kagtir?
Ne kadar siklikla paragraf veya benzeri yazi ¢aligmalar1 yaparsiniz?
Bu yaz1 ¢aligmalar1 esnasinda planlama yapar misiniz?
e Evet ise kag dakika?
e Hayir ise neden?
Bu yazi ¢aligsmalari esnasinda taslak bir yazi olusturur musunuz?
e Evet ise kag dakikada?
e Hayir ise neden?
Bu yazi ¢aligmalar1 esnasinda paragrafin diizenlemesini yapar misiniz?
e Evet ise kac dakika ayirirsiniz?
e Hayir ise neden?
Bu yaz1 ¢aligmalar1 esnasinda son halini vermek amaciyla tekrar diizenlenmis halini
yazar misiniz?
e Evet ise kag¢ dakika?
e Hayir ise neden?
Ders kapsaminda akademik paragraf yazmay1 kolaylik ve zorluk agisindan nasil
degerlendirirsin?
Seni zorlayan noktalar var m1?
Bunlarm iistesinden gelebiliyor musun?
e Evet ise nasil?
e Hayir ise neden gelemiyorsun ve sence nasil iistesinden gelebilirsin?
Tek basina mi yoksa arkadaslarinla beraber mi yoksa smif olarak Ogretmen ile
beraber mi yazmayi tercih edersin?
Bu sana nasil hissettiriyor? Bu durum seni nasil etkiliyor?
Senin i¢in ideal bir yazma becerisi dersi nasil olmal1?
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APPENDIX 3. Post-Implementation Interview Questions for PBCW and CSCW Groups

10.
11.

12.
13.

14.

Yaptigimiz caligmayi kisaca 6zetler misin?

Beyin firtinasi (brainstorming) béliimiinde 6nceki derslerde yapilan ¢alismalar ile
bu uygulama kapsaminda yapilan caligmalar arasinda bir fark olup olmadigi
konusunda ne diisiiniiyorsun?

Taslak yazma (drafting) boliimiinde Onceki derslerde yapilan ¢alismalar ile bu
uygulama kapsaminda yapilan c¢aligmalar arasinda bir fark olup olmadigi
konusunda ne diistiniiyorsun?

Diizeltme ve doniit verme (revision) bdliimiinde oOnceki derslerde yapilan
caligmalar ile bu uygulama kapsaminda yapilan ¢aligmalar arasinda bir fark olup
olmadig1 konusunda ne diislinliyorsun?

Nihai halini yazma (publishing) boliimiinde onceki derslerde yapilan ¢aligmalar ile
bu uygulama kapsaminda yapilan calismalar arasinda bir fark olup olmadig
konusunda ne diisiiniiyorsun?

Bu calisma sonrasinda tek basina mi yoksa arkadaslarinla beraber mi yoksa sinif
olarak dgretmen ile beraber mi yazmayi tercih edersin?

Yapilan ¢alisma ile senin tercihin arasinda bir iliski olup olmadigi konusunda ne
diisiiniiyorsun?

Yapilan ¢alisma siiresince i¢inde bulundugun durumun kaygi diizeyin iizerinde
etkisi olup olmadig1 konusunda ne diistiniiyorsun?

Yapilan c¢alismalarin  yayginlastirilip  yayginlastirilmamasit  konusunda ne
diisiiniiyorsun?

Calismay gerceklestirdigin ortamda ortaya ¢ikan tirlinii etkileyen etmenler nelerdi?
Calismanin basit ve sonunu goéz Oniinde bulundurdugunda konu ile goriisliniin
degisip degismedigi konusunda ne diisiiniiyorsun?

Ileride bu galigmanin tekrarlanmas1 durumunda nerebilecegin noktalar var mi?
Yapilan caligmanin genel olarak seni duygusal olarak etkileyip etkilemedigi
konusunda ne diistiniiyorsun?

Senin i¢in ideal bir yazma becerisi dersi nasil olmal1?
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APPENDIX 4. Consent Form

Ogrenci Onay Formu
Sayin Katilimci,

Amaci iiniversite hazirlik &grencilerinin Ingilizce yazma becerisi kazanimi siirecinde
yasamis olduklarini tespit etmek ve onlarin gelisimine katkida bulunmak olan bir
caligmaya katiliminiz talep olunmaktadir.

Calismanin hedeflerine ulasabilmesi i¢in sizlere 2016-2017 akademik yili bahar doneminin
ilk yedi haftas1 haftada bir kez olmak iizere lizerinde yazabileceginiz konular verilecek ve
sizden uygun akademik yazilar yazmaniz istenecektir. Aragtirmaci bu siire dahilinde hazir
bulunacaktir.

Bu calismaya katiliminiz, ¢aligmanin bulgularina degerli katkilar saglayacaktir. Bu ¢alisma
kapsaminda yapacagimizin etkinliklerin degerlendirilmesi sonucu ders basar1 puanlari
iizerinde bir etkisi olmayacaktir. Kisisel bilgileriniz sakli tutulacak olup bu calisma sizin
acinizdan hicbir sakincaya neden olmayacaktir.

Katiliminiz ve desteginiz i¢in tesekkiir ederim.
Serhat ASIK
Ingilizce Ogretmenligi Yiiksek Lisans Programi

Gazi Universitesi
serhatydyo@gmail.com

Yukarida verilen bilgiyi okuyup anladigimi ve ¢aligmaya katilmay1 kabul ettigimi beyan
ederim.

Ad Soyad:
Imza:

Tarih:
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APPENDIX 5. Sample Draft and Revision on Wikispaces

¢ C | @ studentwritingsgroup1.wikispaces.com/Student/ + Week2 ma

&Members  hProjects BEvents  [iEngagement % Seftings

Student4 Week2 saams o] 2RO & B

20162017 Academic Year | Term 2 March 3 # Home
Blpages O changes
Pre-Intermediate Level / Writing Week 2

Initials: * Weski
Student No:031620070
Choose one of the topics below and write a paragraph of about 150-200 words. Group Wrting
Student
+ Write about your favourite season. What do you do during this season? How does it make you feel?
* In your opinion, why do so many people want to learn English? Give a few strong examples to support your answer. Student2
Student3

My favourite season is summer because of several things. First of all, | always go on holiday in summer. | prefer go on holiday because | like
sea,sand, and sun. | can go to beach and sunbathe. | can meet a lot of tourists a range of European countries in beach. | can eat and drink Studentd
because | love Ice cream and milk shake. Secondly, The summer cloths are the most comfortable all seasons. | always wear t-shirts. | wear

sunglasses because | protect myself for sunshine. | usually wear slipper because it is very comfortable. Finally, | have free time very much. | studentx
usually get up latelly. | watch Tv series. Especially, | watch foreign Tv series. It is a bit of boring but | think it is very exciting. The summer is Wesk2
very good season for three features.
Student! Week2
Student2 Week2
My favourite season is summer because of several things. First of all, | always go on holiday in summer. | prefer go on holiday because | like
sea,sand, and sun. | can go to beach and sunbathe. | can meet a lot of tourists a range of European countries in beach. | can eat and drink Students Week2
because | love ice cream and milk shake. Secondly, the summer cloths are the most comfortable all seasons. | always wear t-shirts. | wear
sunglasses because | protect myself for sunshine. | usually wear slipper because it is very comfortable. Finally, | have free time very much. | Studentd Week2
usually get up latelly. | watch Tv series. Especially, | watch foreign Tv series. It is a bit of boring but | think it is very exciting. The summer is
very good season for three features. Studentx Week2
Teacher Feedback ~ Week3
__My favourite season is summer because of several things (WW). First of all, | always go on holiday in summer | prefer go (VF) on holiday because | Student! Week3
like sea,sand, and sun. | can go to beach and sunbathe. | can meet a lot of tourists (PR) a range of European countries in (PR+AR) beach. | can eat
and drink because | love ice cream and milk shake. Secondly, the summer cloths (SP) are the most comfortable OF all seasons. | always wear t-shirts Student2 Week3
| wear sunglasses because | protect myself for (PR) sunshine. | usually wear slipper (S/PL) because it is very comfortable. Finally, | have A LOT OF
free time.  usually get up atelly (WF). | watch TV series. Especially, | watch foreign TV series. Itis a bt of boring (P) but | think i i very exciting. The Skoon20 Weekd
summer is (AR) very good season for three features (WW)
EAR) e RS (Y Student3 Weekd
i i !
Much better organized. Use more conjunctions so that you can develop more ideas and connect them properly! Well done! Studentd Week3
~ weekd
Student! Week4
#, Add Discussion
Student2 Week4
Student3 Weekd
as Comment
- Studentd Week4
Studentx Week4
Your Comment
~ week5
Student! Week5
. S ting1
very short Student 2 Week 5
Student 3 Week 5
you should add more sentences i hope it will be nice Student 4 Week 5
e twriting20 Student 20 Week5
-
you can add many examples
such as working ekt
Student 1 Week 6
o
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