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ABSTRACT

USING THE AUTOMATED WRITING EVALUATION SYSTEM IN EFL
CONTEXT: THE EFFICIENCY OF THE SYSTEM AND THE VIEWS OF THE
TEACHERS AND THE STUDENTS

Hilal YILDIZ

Department of Foreign Language Education
MA Program in English Language Teaching
Anadolu University, Graduate School of Educational Sciences, June 2021

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Safiye Ipek KURU GONEN

In order to help teachers reduce their workload and provide students instant
feedback, automated writing evaluation (AWE) tools, which score papers and provide
feedback immediately, have been used. To better understand the potential and limitations
of these tools, this study has four main objectives: (1) to examine how AWE scores agree
with instructors’ scores given for students’ essays (2) to investigate the effectiveness of
AWE feedback in the context of error reduction (3) to explore how students and (4) the
instructors view the use of AWE tools. To achieve these objectives, a mixed-method
approach was adopted. The quantitative analyses were carried out to explore the
correlation between the seven instructors’ scores and AWE scores. To explore the
effectiveness of AWE feedback in error correction, the changes in errors of the
experimental group (n=18), receiving AWE feedback, and the control group (n=20),
receiving teacher feedback, were analyzed. Moreover, written reflection reports of
students and semi-structured interviews conducted with both students and the instructors
were analyzed using the Constant Comparison Method. The results indicated that there
was a positive and highly significant correlation between AWE scores and the instructors’
scores. Both AWE feedback and teacher feedback were effective in reducing errors in 11
categories, whereas the AWE feedback might be more effective in reducing errors in
mechanics and usage categories. Finally, it was revealed that both students’ and teachers’

views on the use of AWE were positive, albeit there were minor limitations expressed.

Keywords: AWE feedback, L2 writing assessment, Teacher feedback, Views of students

and teachers
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OZET

OTOMATIK YAZMA BECERISI DEGERLENDIRME SiISTEMININ YABANCI DiL
OLARAK INGILiZCE OGRETILEN ORTAMLARDA KULLANILMASI:
SISTEMIN ETKINLIGI VE OGRETMENLER ILE OGRENCILERIN GORUSLERI

Hilal YILDIZ

Yabanci Diller Egitimi Anabilim Dali
Ingilizce Ogretmenligi Programi
Anadolu Universitesi, Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisii, June 2021

Danisman: Dog. Dr. Safiye ipek KURU GONEN

Ogretmenlerin is yiiklerini azaltmalarin1 ve ogrencilere aninda geri bildirim
saglamalarini saglamak i¢in yazilanlar1 puanlayan ve aninda geri bildirim saglayan
otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme (OYBD) araclar1 kullanilmaktadir. Bu araglarin
potansiyelini ve sinirlamalarini daha iyi anlamak icin, bu c¢alismanin dort ana hedefi
vardir: (1) OYBD puanlarini ile 6gretmenlerin 6grencilerin yazdiklarina verdigi puanlarin
korelasyonunu incelemek (2) hata azaltma {izerinde OYBD geri bildiriminin etkililigini
arastirmak (3) 6grencilerin ve (4) egitmenlerin OYBD araglarinin kullanimi1 hakkindaki
goriislerini 6grenmek. Bu hedeflere ulagsmak i¢in karma yontem yaklagimi benimsendi.
Yedi 6gretmenin puanlart ile OYBD puanlar arasindaki iliskiyi kesfetmek i¢in nicel
analizler gergeklestirildi. OYBD geri bildiriminin hata diizeltmedeki etkinligini
aragtirmak i¢cin OYBD geri bildirimi alan deney grubu (n=18) ve dgretmen geri bildirimi
alan kontrol grubunun (n=20) hatalarindaki degisimler incelenmistir. Ayrica 6grencilerin
yazili yansitma raporlari ve hem o&grencilerle hem de 6gretmenler ile yapilan yari
yapilandirilmig goriismeler sabit karsilagtirma yontemi ile analiz edilmistir. Sonuglar
OYBD puanlar ile egitmenlerin puanlart arasinda pozitif ve dnemli bir korelasyon
oldugunu gosterdi. Hem OYBD hem de 6gretmen geri bildirimleri 11 kategoride hatalar
azaltmada etkiliyken, OYBD geri bildiriminin mekanik ve kullanim hatalarini azaltmada
daha etkili olabilecegi goriildii. Son olarak, kiiclik sinirlamalar1 oldugu ifade edilse de,

katilimcilarin OYBD kullanimina iligkin goriislerinin olumlu oldugu ortaya ¢ikti.

Anahtar Sozciikler: OYBD geri bildirimi, Yabanci dilde yazmanin degerlendirmesi,

Ogretmen geri bildirimi, Ogrenci ve dgretmen goriisleri.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background to the Study

The ability to write effectively has a profound impact on our daily lives on account
of various reasons. To begin with, writing skills are seen as a fundamental way of
disseminating ideas or information to an audience either inside or outside a classroom.
Therefore, writing to communicate is one of the most essential skills to be attained in any
social context. Furthermore, writing leads to intellectual and cognitive growth owing to
its connection with thinking processes (Greenfield, 1972). Moreover, the ability to write
is a vital skill for academic success since content knowledge is generally measured
through writing, especially in higher education, and learners are constantly engaged in
academic writing (Cai, 2013; French, 2020; Vyncke, 2012). In addition to the importance
of writing for academic success, it is also widely acknowledged that writing plays an
important role in our educational lives and beyond as being able to write effectively is of
paramount importance in the context of one’s future career (Bacha & Bahous, 2008).

However, since writing is regarded as the most complex skill among other language
skills (Lerner, 1996; Lombana, 2002; Tangpermpoon, 2008), mastering writing skills in
English as a foreign language (EFL) context is much more complicated and challenging
compared to L1 writing (Silva, 1993). Some of the challenges that learners face within
the process of writing are, language interference, writing anxiety, lack of motivation,
limited knowledge of English grammar and mechanics (Ata & Tikiz, 2019; Chen, 2006;
Yalgin, 2010).To illustrate, according to Ata and Tikiz (2019), the majority of the
preparatory class students in Turkey struggle with language and mechanics due to L1
interference. Hence, a huge part of the feedback provided by instructors consists of
corrective feedback regarding mechanics and language use. Therefore, they suggest that
more attention should be paid to improving language use and mechanics aspects of
writing in order to convey the message more clearly. In addition, Frodesen and Holten
(2003) state that grammatical errors hinder the meaning in students’ compositions in L2.
Similarly, a study conducted by Srichanyachon (2014) concluded that grammar poses the
greatest challenge for EFL learners to produce proficient compositions. Moreover, some
other problems that EFL students encounter while writing in L2 are lack of vocabulary
knowledge (Zheng & Yu, 2018) and difficulty in the organization. Briefly, all these

surface-level errors (e.g., mechanics, grammar, etc.) prevent L2 writers express their



ideas effectively, thereby influencing writers’ macro-level language use (e.g., cohesion,
organization, etc.) negatively. As a consequence, different approaches to writing have
been introduced to EFL writing context in order to help learners improve their writing in
L2.

Given that writing skills promote learning and these skills serve as a gateway to
academic success and wide career opportunities, both learning-to-write and writing-to-
learn are vital elements of the language learning process in the EFL context. As an EFL
student is expected to produce well-organized, coherent, and cohesive written texts, the
approaches that are employed in classroom writing instruction that guides students to
improve their writing skills have a great influence on EFL writers’ performance, and the
ways of implementing effective writing pedagogy lie at the heart of the research. The
studies investigating the effectiveness of different approaches to writing, such as product,
process, and genre approaches indicate that although each approach has its own
limitations and advantages, the process approach to writing is one of the most effective
approaches to writing (Pritchard & Honeycutt, 2007). Since this approach focuses on
stages of writing which contribute to the improvement of language use, it is assumed to
raise consciousness (Deqi, 2005; Hyland, 2003), promote learning (Hedge, 2005), and
advocate learner-centredness (Jordan, 1997). Therefore, the process writing approach is
employed in the majority of the EFL contexts, especially in higher education settings
(Jefferson & Radhakrishnan, 2020; Zheng & Dai, 2012), and students in EFL contexts
engage in numerous stages and cycles of writing for the purpose of improving their
writing skills through writing practice and acquire native-like fluency in writing.

In EFL contexts, the most common way to handle the issues that students struggle
with is through integrating formative corrective feedback in formative assessment which
is embedded in the revision stage of the process writing approach. In contrast to rating
and scoring writing performance as in summative assessment, formative assessment of
writing allows learners to receive feedback which helps them improve their initial work.
Therefore, teachers are suggested to provide continuous and elaborated feedback
regarding writers’ errors (Leki, Cumming, & Silva, 2010). Even though providing
immediate and personalized feedback contributes to learners’ improvement, it is a labor-
intensive and time-consuming task for instructors. Therefore, while some instructors
prefer to provide focused feedback on writing regarding a certain and limited number of

errors, some instructors prefer to provide feedback for all the errors along with positive



and negative comments. Nonetheless, teachers are suggested to consider the type of
feedback that students prefer to receive since learner’s preference is an important
affective factor that impacts learners’ motivation directly (Sprague, 2017). As for
students’ preferences, studies show that students prefer all their errors to be marked or
highlighted immediately. (Lee, 2008; Ryan, 2012). Additionally, studies suggest that
students with higher-level proficiency can benefit from delayed feedback more compared
to students with lower-level proficiency. (Evans, 2013; Mason & Bruning, 2001).
Therefore, the fact that EFL students prefer immediate feedback is quite reasonable as
they find writing skills exceptionally challenging due to their lack of English language
proficiency. As a result, although providing delayed and focused feedback can ease the
burden of teachers, the effectiveness of such feedback is debatable (Dihoff, Brosvic &
Epstein, 2003; Dihoff, Brosvic, Epstein & Cook, 2004). Moreover, students’ preferences
are other significant factors that affect institutions’ and teachers’ decisions concerning
the type of feedback to be provided for writing assessment.

As teachers’ and students’ preferences vary, much research has been conducted to
determine the most effective and fulfilling feedback and assessment types for decades.
Additionally, writing pedagogy experiences a shift from teacher-centered classroom
practices to autonomous, learner-centered, and flexible practices since another important
factor that contributes to EFL learners’ writing ability is students’ own efforts and
endeavors. In this respect, studies show that what separates good writers from others is
their ability to involve in planning and reviewing stages actively (Brown, 2007; Raimes,
1985). Given that language teaching pedagogy moves towards a combination of
conventional and digital technology pedagogy, integrating writing strategies and
activities for self-regulated learning is more important now than ever. However, without
any guidance and direct or indirect correction, students find self-assessment frustrating
and time-consuming (Nordrum, Evans & Gustafsson, 2013). Consequently, the use of
computer technologies and web-based programs which can provide feedback to foster
and facilitate students’ learning has been in the center of interest recently.

One of the ways of mitigating the challenges encountered by instructors and
students is to integrate Automated Writing Evaluation (AWE) tools into the writing
instruction and assessment process. Although the initial purpose of AWE programs was
evaluating written prose and providing summative assessment, recent advancements in

AWE technology allow teachers to utilize AWE to facilitate process-oriented writing



instruction and to enhance formative assessment. Thanks to the immediate and diagnostic
feedback that AWE programs provide, AWE programs are used by millions of students,
especially in English-speaking countries (Grimes, 2008; Grimes & Warschauer, 2010;
Zhang; 2020; Zhang & Zhang, 2018). Even though AWE programs are dominantly used
in countries where English is the native language, some recent studies have endeavored
to explore the potential of AWE tools for EFL writing context. Nevertheless, only a few
studies have examined the potential of AWE for the Turkish EFL context. Thus, this study
aims at determining if there is a plausible correlation between automated scores and
instructors’ scores in assessing writing skills, investigating the effectiveness of the use of
AWE feedback, and finally, exploring teachers’ and students’ views regarding the use of

AWE for formative assessment in EFL writing.

1.2. Statement of the Problem

Writing is a crucial language skill that is not only difficult to teach and learn
(Graham & Harris, 2016; Khoii & Doroudian, 2013; Persky, Daane, & Jin, 2003) but also
to evaluate (Cakir, 2010; Fleissner, 2006). Therefore, much research has been conducted
in order to determine how this particular language skill can be improved (Graham,
MacArthur, & Fitzgerald, 2013; Graham & Perin, 2007; Kellogg & Whiteford, 2012),
how students can be provided with effective feedback (Biber, Nekrasova & Horn, 2011;
Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Hyland, 2015; Jackel, Pearce, Radloff & Edwards, 2017), and
the ways of providing an accurate evaluation for students’ written products (Haswell,
2005; Neff-Lippman, 2012; Warschauer & Ware, 2006; White, 1994). In addition, studies
have pointed out that process writing can be much more effective if students are provided
with feedback regularly during the process (Parr & Timperley, 2010). However, the
quality of feedback is just as important as receiving feedback. According to some
researchers, (Allen, Jacovina & McNamara, 2016; Shermis & Burstein, 2013; Shute,
2008), the best way to give feedback is by providing individual and immediate feedback.
Even though individual and immediate feedback are regarded as the ideal ways to give
feedback, providing these types of feedback is time-consuming, and it requires
knowledge and expertise (Lee, 2014; Marshall & Drummond, 2006; Wilson & Czik,
2016). Furthermore, the requirement of giving feedback progressively gets more difficult

as the number of students increases. As a result, writing in a foreign language can be



frustrating for students, and also providing feedback and evaluating writing can be
challenging for teachers.

With the advancements in technology, AWE, which has been used since the 1960s,
and had been developed remarkably in the 1990s, provides an opportunity to evaluate
students’ written products based on both process and product-based approaches.
Furthermore, these systems reduce teachers’ burden by providing feedback to students’
written products almost immediately (Foltz, Streeter, Lochbaum, & Landauer, 2013;
Palermo & Thomson, 2018). Web-based AWE systems have the ability to evaluate quite
a wide range of writing styles and genres by providing feedback on style requirements.
Along with giving scores to written products based on their overall quality, they also
provide corrective feedback on grammar, vocabulary, spelling, punctuation, and other
common error types. (Burstein & Chodorow, 1999). These systems, which take into
consideration almost every criterion that is used by human raters during the assessment
process, provide instant and overall feedback to each written product of each student
thanks to its algorithms. By doing so, the systems aim to increase the efficiency of
feedback (Burstein, Chodorow & Leacock, 2004).

When it comes to assessing writing in a foreign language, the validity and reliability
of the evaluation are just as significant as the efficiency of the evaluation (Drid, 2018).
There are many studies on the reliability of the evaluations made by AWE systems, and
many of these studies have reached positive results (Attali, 2004; Page, 2003; Shermis &
Burstein, 2003) Moreover, in their study, Attali and Burstein (2005) found that the scores
given by the AWE system were more reliable than the scores of human raters and that the
scores obtained when the human-rater and AWE systems’ evaluation were used together
were close to perfect. These studies indicate that including AWE systems in evaluation
increases accuracy, which is a prominent factor that needs to be taken into consideration
during the evaluation process. Despite the positive results of the studies, the number of
experimental studies conducted in the EFL context regarding this subject is quite limited,
and it is frequently emphasized that the score and feedback consistency of the people and
AWE systems should be investigated in the field of English language teaching and
learning (Li, Link & Hegelheimer, 2015; Long, 2013; Mohsen & Abdulaziz, 2019;
Zupanc & Bosnic, 2015). Furthermore, to the researcher’s best knowledge, only one study
has examined the correlation between AWE scores and instructors' scores in the Turkish

EFL context (Dogan, 2013).



Even though many studies have been conducted to investigate the effectiveness of
using AWE systems for evaluating written parts of international exams in laboratory
settings, the use of AWE in the classroom environment has not been widely investigated
(Balfour, 2013; Burstein, et al., 2004). As a result, more research that investigates the use
of these systems in the classroom is needed. In addition to this, although many studies
have focused on the result analysis and scores of automated writing skills assessment
systems, (Attali & Burstein, 2005; Burstein & Chodorow, 1999; Enright & Quinlan, 2010;
Shermis, Garvan & Diao, 2008) there is not enough research done in order to investigate
the effectiveness of the use of feedback provided by these systems during process-
oriented writing assessment (Chen & Cheng, 2008), and the results of existing studies are
inconclusive (Li, et al., 2015). Moreover, most of the existing classroom research on
AWE was conducted in English-speaking countries (Balfour, 2013; Li et al., 2015;
Roscoe, Wilson, Johnson & Mayra, 2017) and to the researchers’ best knowledge,
comparative studies to date have not explored the effectiveness of AWE on reducing
writing errors during revision stage that takes place inside the classroom in Turkish EFL
context. Therefore, further studies that focus on using AWE in EFL classroom settings
and improvement of students’ writing skills are needed (Burstein, et al., 2004; Mohsen &
Abdulaziz, 2019).

Another important factor that should be taken into consideration before AWE is
implemented in classroom settings is students’ and teachers’ perception of the AWE
programs as possible drawbacks or shortcomings might prevent teachers and institutions
from employing AWE programs. Additionally, the results of the studies that explore
students’ and teachers’ views are far from generalizable since there is a gap in the
literature, especially concerning attitudes toward AWE (Roscoe et al., 2017; Scharber,
Dexter & Riedel, 2008). Initial studies showed positive views towards AWE (EI Ebyary
& Windeatt, 2010; Khoii & Dorouidan, 2013), and revealed that AWE increases students
motivation (Link, Dursun, Karakaya & Hegelheimer, 2014), reduces the time teachers
allocate to assessment substantially (Wilson & Czik, 2016), and facilitates writing
instruction (Warschauer, 2010; Warschauer & Grimes, 2008). Nonetheless, there is not a
previous study conducted to explore teachers’ views towards the use of AWE for the
process-oriented writing assessment in the Turkish EFL context, and there are only a few
studies exploring students’ views (Bulut, 2019; Genger, 2019). Hence, this study aims at
finding out Turkish EFL teachers’ and students’ perceptions of AWE and their reflections



on implementing AWE in the classroom for formative assessment and evaluation

purposes.

1.3. Purpose of the Study

The overall goal of this study was to develop an understanding of the role AWE
might play in the Turkish EFL context in terms of formative assessment of writing. With

this aim in mind, the following four research questions were asked:

1) Is there a relationship between AWE holistic scores and instructors’ holistic
scores given to students’ essays?

2) Is there a significant difference in terms of writing accuracy between a group
of students receiving AWE formative feedback with a group of students receiving
teacher feedback?

3) How do EFL students view the use of AWE in L2 writing?

4) How do EFL instructors view the use of AWE in L2 writing?

1.4. Significance of the Study

This study is significant in terms of its contribution to the existing body of research
knowledge by offering empirical evidence in several ways. To begin with, previous
studies (Attali & Burstein, 2006; Balfour, 2013; Powers, Burstein, Chodorow, Fowles, &
Kukich, 2002; Ramineni, Trapani, Williamson, Davey & Bridgeman, 2012) have
examined the correlation between the scores given by expert raters and AWE programs
in the high-stake testing environment. However, very little attention has been paid to
exploring how well AWE scores correlate with instructors' scores in EFL contexts where
the process approach to writing is employed (Stevenson, 2016). Therefore, the present
study contributes to the research on the correlation between AWE scores and human
scores given in the EFL classroom context.

This study proposes to investigate not only similarity between the scores obtained
from an AWE system and instructors but also the impact of its feedback on students’
writing skills by exploring if there is a significant difference in terms of writing accuracy
of the experimental group compared to the control group after the provision of AWE
formative feedback. Due to the lack of prior research on system’s feedback and the impact
of this feedback on accuracy in process-oriented writing assessment, little is known about

the role that AWE formative corrective feedback might play in process writing



assessment, However, this study can contribute to the existing literature on the
effectiveness of AWE in improving writing accuracy by reducing errors. Additionally, by
examining the change in accuracy on drafts, this study can provide insight into the types
of errors that AWE is more likely to correct in the EFL context.

Another significant use of the findings of this research might be to inform
pedagogical decisions made by teachers and institutions as the study aims to reveal
teachers’ reflection on the use of AWE for classroom assessment and scoring. The
existing studies that explored the effects of using AWE in a classroom setting failed to
reveal both teachers’ and students’ views and attitudes towards AWE. However, this
study proposes to provide information about the suitability of these systems in the
environments where English is taught as a foreign language by taking the opinions of
teachers and the students into consideration. Moreover, students’ views on the use of
AWE formative corrective feedback might help the teachers and students to estimate the
potential of the use of AWE for autonomous and self-regulated learning in higher
education contexts.

Given the impact of the current pandemic on educational systems worldwide, the
study might inform teachers’, students’, and administrators’ decisions pertaining to digital
teaching and learning. As most, if not all, of the teaching, learning, assessment, and
evaluation practices take place outside the classroom nowadays, students need to be more
autonomous and they need to be encouraged to be more independent of teachers and
classroom assessment to improve their learning. Moreover, due to the recent emergency
remote teaching situation, pen-and-paper testing and traditional assessment are no longer
administered in many countries. Hence, school administrators and teachers need to
integrate computer-based assessment, web-based assessment, and innovative
technologies to assess students and provide feedback. According to Limpo, Nunes, and
Coelho (2020), although technological advancements have been utilized for teaching and
learning writing, the significance of these tools are better understood due to the pandemic,
thereby making the studies conducted on the use of innovative tools for improving writing
even more necessary. Moreover, for the new generation of students who are also labeled
as “digital natives” (Prensky, 2001), the integration of innovative tools into education can
promote learning and teaching (Gilakjani, 2017; Hsu, 2016) in the age of information and
technology. As an innovative tool, AWE might meet the needs of the 21st century if the

implementation of AWE is supported by teachers’ attempts to improve the writing



curriculum (Wilson & Roscoe, 2020). Hence, studies examining the efficacy of AWE and
views of teachers and learners may provide a better understanding of the potential of using
AWE in EFL writing. All in all, the present study provides insights into the pedagogical

potential of AWE for EFL writing instruction, formative assessment, and evaluation.

1.5. Limitations of the Study

The empirical results reported in this thesis must be interpreted in light of a number
of limitations. Initially, the scope of this study is limited to a private university in Turkey.
Therefore, caution needs to be taken in considering the generalizability of the results to
other contexts and educational settings. Secondly, the time frame of this study is restricted
to a module which is eight weeks for students, and additional four weeks for the
instructors, thereby consisting of a total of 12 weeks. Hence, a longitudinal study might
be designed to explore the issues concerning the implementation of AWE in depth.
Moreover, this study was conducted with a limited number of students (n=38) and
instructors (n=7) due to the availability of the participants in the research context. Hence,
the findings reflect the scores and ideas of a small scale of participants. Additionally, the
data were collected from students who were at the intermediate level of English
proficiency. Therefore, future studies might need to include other grade levels in research

to generalize the findings.

1.6. Definition of Key Terms

Analytic scoring: It refers to scoring each aspect of a task separately.

Assessment: It refers to the process of gathering information to gauge comprehension,

performance, and progress.

Autonomous learning: It is generally defined as the learning progress in which learners
take control of their own learning by regulating and evaluating their learning

independently.

Automated feedback: It refers to the type of instant feedback generated by the systems

that use computer technologies.

Automated scoring: It can be defined as the act of producing scores automatically with

the help of scoring algorithms



Automated Writing Evaluation (AWE): It refers to the use of software that provides

instant individualized feedback and computed-generated scores for written products

Computed Assisted Language Learning (CALL): It refers to the use of computers in

second or foreign language teaching and learning

English as a Foreign Language (EFL): It refers to situations in which English is learned

as a foreign language

English as a Second Language (ESL): It refers to teaching English to non-native speakers

of English living in English- speaking counties

English Language Teaching (ELT): It refers to the profession of teaching English and the
industry related to the activity of teaching English.

Evaluation: It is generally defined as activities that are carried out to determine the
quality, effectiveness, or success of educational procedures or making a judgement of

one’s performance.

Formative assessment: It refers to the type of assessment that is provided for the purpose
of identifying the gap between current level success and desired outcomes in order to

bridge the gap and promote learning.

Genre approach: It can be defined as the type of approach that is intended to raise learners’

awareness of the social functions of different types of texts.

Holistic scoring: It is generally defined as the act of evaluating the overall quality based

on the general impression of the performance.
L2: It refers to the second language

Metacognitive awareness: It refers to individual’s comprehension of their own learning

process and regulating their learning by employing necessary strategies.

Process approach: It refers to a type of approach to writing that focuses on the stages that

writers go through during the writing process.

Product approach: It refers to a type of approach to writing that focuses on the quality of

the final product
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Self-regulated learning: It refers to the process in which learners plan, monitor, and

evaluate their own learning.

Summative assessment: It is generally defined as the act of assessing students’

performance based on a final outcome.

Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD): It refers to the level that students can reach thanks

to guidance and scaffolding.
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Writing as a Language SKkill

According to Smyth (2004), the ability to write or compose requires thinking
critically, analytically, and logically since students are to provide reasons or evidence in
order to convey their message or express their views to others. Writing is much more than
putting words on paper as writing is also the process of finding ideas, contemplating how
to communicate ideas effectively, and setting down ideas on paper by organizing them
(Linse, 2005).

According to Flower and Hayes’s (1981) cognitive process model, writing involves
three major elements which are task environment, long-term memory, and working
memory. The fask environment consists of elements, such as topic and audience. These
elements determine the purpose of the composition. Thus, goals are set based on the
information regarding these elements, and the next stages are planned accordingly. The
second major component of writing is /ong-term memory as existing knowledge related
to the topic and reader’s expectations is essential for writing. Hence, writers need to reach
a certain level of familiarity with the topic and they need to know how a certain type of
written piece is constructed. In addition to long-term memory, working memory is
responsible for a variety of cognitive processes that are significant for writing. These
processes are planning, translating, and revision. While planning refers to deciding on the
format and outline of the text and processing the cumulated information to decide what
parts of the existing information will be transferred to writing, the translation process
refers to translating plans and synthesized information into meaningful and grammatically
correct sentences. Finally, the review process consists of two main cognitive processes
which are evaluating and revising. These processes do not necessarily take place at the
end of writing activity, but they occur consciously at any stage of writing. Therefore, they
can lead to additional cycles of planning and translating. Although it is suggested by
researchers (Ellis & Yuan, 2004; Jones & Tetroe, 1987; Raimes, 1985) that both L1 and
L2 writers go through the same writing processes, writing skills and strategies that L2
writers employ are not independent of the level of proficiency (Cumming, 1989).

Writing is a complex skill since it requires writers to go through a wide range of
cognitive processes that represent both lower thinking skills, such as remembering and

processing, and higher thinking skills such as creating and evaluating (Bloom, 1956).
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Moreover, it requires writers to attain a certain level of linguistic knowledge and skills as
it comprises grammar, mechanics, vocabulary knowledge and organization skills, and it
requires information attained through listening and reading activities (Harmer, 2007).
Using all these skills and going through numerous cognitive processes, writing is
regarded as a difficult skill to master, especially for EFL learners (Ahangari, Hejazi &
Razmjou, 2014; Bai, Wang & Nie, 2020; Raissah & Aziz, 2020; Senel, 2018; Ying, 2018)
owing to interlingual errors which occur due to students’ tendency to transfer language
patterns and rules from their native language and intralingual errors which occur due to
limited knowledge of target language itself (Richards, 1974). In other words, L2 writers
are more disadvantaged than L1 writers due to L1 interference in L2 writing since they
tend to translate their first language to the target language (Yagiz, Yigiter & Geng, 2009).
Moreover, L2 writers’ insufficient knowledge of the target language cause
overgeneralization of rules, limited variety in word use and grammar structures, wrong
use of grammar rules, spelling, punctuation errors, inability to convey the meaning
effectively, and other errors which occur due to incomplete knowledge of L2 (Kaweera,
2013; Phuket & Othman, 2015). Additionally, students’ inexperience in writing in either
their first language or the target language might have an effect on EFL writers’
performance (Leki, 2001). Given that more experienced writers are more likely to adopt
cognitive strategies and internalize knowledge (O’Brien-Moran & Soiferman, 2010),
more attention needs to be paid to teaching L2 writing as a language skill and providing
opportunities for L2 writers to practice (Allen, Crossley, Snow & McNamara, 2014)
Nonetheless, high importance of writing skills for academic success and the importance
of implementing writing in language learning programs used to be less acknowledged,
especially in EFL context (Buitrigo & Diaz, 2018).

Unfortunately, in foreign language education, the main purpose of writing skills
used to be seen as transcribing speech, and other language skills, especially speaking,
were privileged over writing by structuralist linguists (Harklau, 2002). According to
Harklau (2002), the main reason why writing skills had been neglected for so long is that
it was seen as a supplementary skill to language acquisition, and writing was viewed as
the last skill to be acquired by second language learners. As a result of the lack of attention
and research, the nature of writing in L2 has not been explored sufficiently, whereas the
number of L1 acquisition studies has grown exponentially (Lally, 2000). Additionally,

Warschauer and Ware (2006) argue that the needs that countries were bound to fulfill
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before the Second World War required them to be in favor of an approach that prioritizes
other skills to be mastered. Hence, many other researchers (Leki, 2003; Nordin, 2017;
Rivers, 1968; Saglamel & Kayaoglu, 2015) holds the proponents of the Audiolingualism
Approach accountable for this negligence since advocates of the Audiolingualism
Approach prioritized speaking skill over the other skills and treated writing as a
supplementary tool to improve other skills. Nonetheless, Warschauer and Ware (2006)
point out that paradigm shifts in education occur due to cultural, economic, political
issues. Therefore, as the social, cultural, economic contexts changed after the Second
World War, the role of writing in foreign language teaching has changed correspondingly.

Olson (1996) emphasizes the correlation between writing and social, economic, and
global conditions, and he points out that when the level of literacy contributes to
industrial, economic and social development, the art of writing and perception of writing
are shaped by these improvements and it changes the societies’ experiences as well. To
illustrate, after the Second World War, the ability to write well started to be associated
with power (Derrida, 1979; Halliday & Martin, 2003; Martin, 1994; Winsor, 2012), since
writing in English particularly has been the medium of communication (Hamp-Lyons,
2002) and a source for cultural development and cognitive development (Kellogg, 2008;
Schultz, 1991; Webster & Ammon, 1994). As a result of the trend of globalization and
modernization, novel requirements have arisen, and curricula of academic fields and
majors have been restructured in order to meet those needs. As writing in ESL and EFL
contexts has become a vital component of restructured programs, more research and
attention have been devoted to the ability to write in English and implementing new
approaches to the classroom (Schultz, 2011).

Following the emergence of global efforts to implement writing instruction in
language education, there has been a growing interest in the EFL writing process as
studies have shown that implementing writing instruction in EFL settings fosters learning
a foreign language in general. Even though the proponents of the input hypothesis claim
that the only way to learn a language is the exposure to input, many others argue that
receiving input is not sufficient to improve foreign language knowledge (Faerch &
Kasper,1986; Pica, 1994; White, 1987). Swain (1985) suggested that input alone doesn’t
ensure that learners can reach the desired degree of accuracy and proficiency in L2.
Swains’ output hypothesis (1985) asserts that output triggers learners to pay attention to

their use of language, and it results in noticing the gap between what is produced and
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what should be produced. Cumming (1990) pointed out the connection between noticing
and learning outcomes of writing by suggesting that cognitive processes such as choosing
appropriate words, noticing the gap, and assessing the language result in language
development. Similarly, when Izumi (2002) conducted a study that compared the effects
of input and output on learning outcomes, he concluded while there was a lack of evidence
supporting the positive effect of visual input, written output enhanced learning by leading
to a deeper processing of target structure and more deep-rooted memory traces.
According to Manchon and Larios (2008), writing is a complex and mentally challenging
task that would require learners to set ongoing goals until the writing is finished.
Therefore, producing a text is accepted as problem-solving and the achievement would
enable learners to become more competent in the target language and learning more about
language use.

As a result of the positive findings showing that implementing writing in EFL
settings can promote language learning, writing has become a crucial part of language
education all around the world (Manchon & Larios, 2008). In the light of these studies
and developments, the importance of writing has recently been widely known, and
contributions of writing to learning a language have been widely acknowledged by
researchers (Cumming, 1990; Manchon, 2011; Manchon & Larios, 2008; Swain &
Lapkin, 1995). Correspondingly, different approaches have been proposed and used for
the purpose of helping students become more competent L2 writers and overcoming the

challenges of this complex language skill.

2.2. Approaches to Writing

Three main approaches to writing in L2, namely, the product approach, the process

approach, and the genre approach will be discussed separately in this section.

2.2.1. Product approach to L2 writing

The product approach is also known as the traditional approach (Gabrielatos, 2002;
Matsuda, 2003; Tom, Morni, Metom & Joe, 2013 ) since the product approach has
dominated the teaching of writing in classes for two centuries (Farris, 1987). The reason
why this approach is called “product” is that it is concerned with the finished written
product, and it mainly focuses on the result of teaching stages rather than the stages
themselves (Kroll, 1990). Therefore, teachers are to only pay attention to the correctness

of the completed written product in order to assess learners’ performance (Bazerman,
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1988; Silva, 1990). To be considered successful in writing, learners are expected to
produce error-free sentences in the target language (Bae, 2011; Mehr, 2017; Nunan,
1999). As a result, more attention is paid to sentence-level structure, whereas discourse
and organization aspects of the texts are usually ignored (Tuffs, 1993). Accordingly, the
goal of the curriculum must be teaching students grammar rules and syntax as linguistic
knowledge is prioritized (Pincas, 1982; Silva, 1990). Moreover, students are provided
with a sample text taken from a textbook or constructed by a teacher (Miri, 2014) as input
including grammar rules and patterns that ought to be used when they write a new text,
and students imitate sentences by using the model text (Rusinovci, 2015).

According to Badger and White (2000), this approach consists of four stages. The
first stage is called familiarization, and the purpose of this stage is to provide a model for
writing so that the sample leads to awareness of certain features of the text, such as the
genre and grammar. In the following controlled writing stage, students imitate certain
features of the model text to practice. The guided writing stage that comes next allows
students to work on ordering and connecting ideas. However, the ideas are not as valued
as the organization. Finally, in the free writing stage, students complete their writing task
on their own by employing similar features of the model text.

The product approach is one of the most common ways to teach writing in EFL
contexts, especially in traditional EFL classrooms. In EFL writing classrooms adopting
process approach, teachers concentrate mainly on accuracy regarding, grammar,
mechanics, punctuation and spelling (Alshakhi, 2019), and students are expected to
produce texts meeting the language goals. In addition, teachers tend to mark the errors on
students’ final products, which are also their single draft, judge students’ achievement in
terms of accuracy, and give them back to students. Hence, corrective feedback focusing
on grammatical accuracy is provided by the teachers. Nevertheless, students are not
expected to make changes and resubmit their papers. Instead, they move on to a new
writing task after their previous written product is evaluated.

Proponents of this approach suggest that students become much more aware of
language forms (Tangpermpoon, 2008), they acquire linguistic knowledge which is
internalized by imitation (Badger & White, 2000), and the model texts increase
proficiency which leads to a decrease in errors (Tom et al., 2013) On the other hand,
critics argue that students do not become much aware of their mistakes since they do not

work further on their paper (Tom, et al., 2013), and it does not support students’ creativity
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since the ideas are not as valued as the linguistic knowledge (Nunan, 1989). Furthermore,
it is believed that writing is a non-linear process (Emig, 1971; Flower & Hayes, 1981),
whereas the product approach follows linear stages (Zhou, 2015). Nonetheless, the
product approach is still used in EFL contexts and it is considered valuable to train

students for high-stake exams (Hu & Wang, 2019).

2.2.2. Process approach to L2 writing

It is believed that the process approach emerged as a reaction to drawbacks and
criticism of the product approach (Badger & White, 2000; Bijami & Raftari, 2013; Ezza,
2010; Matsuda, 2003; Murray & Hourigan, 2008; Zhou, 2015). When L1 researcher Emig
(1971) examined the successful writers and their writing habits, she found out that these
writers do not compose in a linear sequence. Since the nature of writing is recursive
(Emig, 1971; Hyland, 2003; Kroll, 1990), expecting language learners to produce error-
free compositions at their initial attempts is considered unrealistic given the fact that
cognitive processes along with revision and feedback are seen as vital for improving
writing skills (Brown, 2007; Susser, 1994). Emig’s pioneering study in 1971 led to a
radical change in L1 writing pedagogy. Subsequently, the adoption of the process
approach to writing in EFL and ESL contexts was given impetus (Demirel, 2011;
Kamimura, 2000; Matsuda, 2003; Miri, 2014). Zamel (1983) argued that L1 and L2
writers follow similar patterns in writing; therefore, language learners can benefit from a
student-centered approach that values the cognitive aspect of writing. Consequently, the
process approach has gained ascendancy over traditional approaches in many EFL and
ESL contexts since the 1980s.

In EFL writing contexts, by employing the process approach, more emphasis is
placed on classroom activities rather than the outcome alone. According to Susser (1994),
awareness and intervention are the key components of the process approach to L2 writing.
Hence, the classroom activities are designed to promote learners’ awareness and teachers
intervene in the writing process in order to provide feedback or comment. The process
approach comprises four main stages, namely pre-writing, composing, revising, and
editing (Tribble, 1996). The classroom activities suggested for the pre-writing stage are
brainstorming, choosing ideas, and planning. Composing stage is also known as the
drafting stage which is learners’ initial attempt to put ideas into words. For the revising

stage, feedback is seen as crucial since it is considered a form of input (Nordin, 2017).
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The feedback can be provided by teachers or peers. The feedback and comments that are
obtained from readers focus on organization and ideas as well as language use. The
editing stage takes place after students make use of feedback and make the necessary
changes on form and content (Zhou, 2015). These stages may be repeated, or they may
overlap depending on the writers’ cognitive processes and the number of drafts that
students are given chance to write. To put it in a nutshell, this approach views writing as
learning since the notion behind the process approach is to guide students through various
stages which can lead to a gradual improvement in content quality as well as language
competency. Therefore, the role of a teacher is perceived as a facilitator while students
are active participants, and the approach is essentially learner-centered.

Proponents of the process approach to writing seem to believe that this approach
motivates students to communicate their message since it prioritizes writing fluently
(White & Arndt, 1991; William & Kaplan, 1996). According to Peregoy and Boyle
(2001), pre-writing activities, such as brainstorming and idea-sharing result in
communicating the message through oral discussion that allows students to be exposed
to input which promotes language learning. Furthermore, collaboration, idea sharing, and
individual feedback motivate students to write, revise and rewrite their drafts (Graham &
Harris, 2016; Graham & Sandmel, 2011). As a result of collaborative and independent
stages of writing, this approach allows learners to take more responsibility and to be more
autonomous (White & Arndt, 1991). In addition to pre-writing and while-writing stages,
post writing stage is believed to be utterly beneficial for the reason that some elements,
such as peer review, teacher feedback and individual revision raise students’ awareness
of their strengths and weaknesses (Patthey-Chavez, Matsumura & Valdes, 2004; Wang,
2014).

On the other hand, some critics argue that since students need to revise and rewrite
their draft, the process approach requires a considerable amount of time to be allocated
for the procedures (Jubran, 2017; White, 1988). Moreover, some critics contend that more
attention needs to be paid to mechanics (Graham & Sandmel, 2011), grammar, and
sentence structure (Reid, 2001), whereas previous research has indicated that instruction
provided in writing classroom should focus on both content and mechanics in order to
improve the overall quality of writing (Baker, Gersten & Graham, 2003). Despite the

criticism, the process approach is widely acknowledged in L2 writing instruction, and it
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is generally accepted as one of the most utilized approaches in the EFL context since the

1980s (Atkinson, 2003; Zhou, 2015).

2.2.3. Genre approach to L2 writing

The genre approach is the third primary approach to writing instruction (Raimes,
1991). Swales (1990) defines genres as communicative tools that are utilized to achieve
communicative goals. Discourse communities that use a genre share the same
communicative aims and these aims identify a genre (Swales, 1990). Therefore, the genre
approach to writing views writing as a social practice that aids to achieve communicative
purposes in a particular context. According to Hyland (2007), the genre approach gained
popularity in the 1990s as a result of the notion that the genre approach enables learners
to use L2 writing for a variety of purposes in real-life settings by allowing them to
understand L2 environments. Hence, students may practice writing business letters,
different types of essays, stories, or other types of texts that might be useful for students
to produce in certain situations.

In L2 writing contexts, to be able to produce a text, students go through three main
phases which are modeling, joint-construction of a text, and independent construction of
a text (Hyland, 2003; Macken-Horarik, 2002). Prior to the modeling phase, a context-
building stage takes place so that learners can discover the cultural and social aspects of
the target genre. For this reason, brainstorming activities, discussions, listening, and
reading tasks are utilized during this stage to familiarize students with the social context.
Teachers introduce sample texts that represent the features of a certain genre in the
modeling phase for the purpose of drawing students’ attention to language use in the
target genre. During the joint-construction stage, students are guided by teachers or their
group members to construct a product that is similar to the model text. Finally, the
independent construction of the text phase allows students to construct their texts
individually without scaffolding. Students are expected to make use of the relevant
vocabulary and grammatical structures that they were exposed to during the preceding
stages in the independent construction phase. Although teachers may not concentrate on
every aspect of writing in each draft, they provide feedback regarding the features of a
certain genre.

Due to the fact that genre approach, like product approach, leads students to imitate

model texts, it has been criticized for restricting learners’ independence (Dirgeyasa,
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2016). Thus, it is claimed that the genre approach limits learners’ creativity, (Rahman,
2011), and learners are viewed as passive since the initial phases demand students to
observe and imitate (Badger & White, 2000). However, adherents of this approach
believe that students become less dependent on teachers when they acquire the ability to
detect certain features of a genre and replicate the same features for their construction
(Tuffs, 1993). Additionally, being able to replicate certain genres might be a useful skill
for students’ academic life and real-life purposes, such as obtaining social achievements
(Bijami & Raftari, 2013). Regardless of the approach preferred in writing, assessment is

also an integral part of any approach preferred in L2 learning environments.

2.3. Assessment and L2 Writing

In order to understand the nature of assessment in L2 writing, we should have a
look at what assessment entails and the relationship between assessment and learning.
According to Assessment Reform Group (2002), assessment is an ongoing, dynamic
process as teachers observe students every day and they make decisions about how they
can improve or facilitate learning. Therefore, anything that students and teachers do in
classrooms that results in decision-making and reflection can be interpreted as
assessment. Assessment is a crucial component of the teaching and learning process since
it is an indicator of learners’ strengths and weaknesses. The assessment provides insight
so that teachers can decide how to shape their instruction. As well as teachers, learners
benefit from assessment by acknowledging their weaknesses and focusing on the issues
pointed out by assessment in order to improve themselves.

Despite the growing emphasis on the prominence of assessment, the effectiveness
of assessment for learning was ignored before the 90s (Boud, 1995). Historically, the
assessment had been a requirement that took place at the end of the teaching process and
it was mainly utilized to measure the school’s success, teachers’ effectiveness, and
placement of learners (Baker & O’Neil, 1994). However, the role of assessment has
started to undergo changes thanks to teachers and researchers suggesting that establishing
quality assessment approaches must be the groundwork for other educational changes
(Cizek, 1997). Brown (2004) points out that the nature of assessment keeps changing as
the education system changes, and if the existing systems fail to employ promising

assessment reforms, the systems must change first. Among the changes that occurred in
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assessment, the paradigm shift from assessment of learning (AoL) to assessment for

learning (AfL) has been central in research.

2.3.1. Assessment of learning (AoL)

Lebler (2008) identifies AoL as the conventional role of assessment stating that it
measures pupils’ comprehension of what has been taught. Since AoLutilizes summative
use of assessment, the terms summative assessment, which refers to making a judgment
based on the recorded evidence pertaining to performance or achievement, (Taras, 2005),
and AoL are usually used interchangeably (Crooks, 2004; Harlen, 2005; Johnson &
Jenkins, 2009; Stiggins, Arter, Chappuis & Chappuis, 2004). It is considered that AoL
serves as an indicator of changes in knowledge and skills (Kapoor & Natarajan, 2012).
Hence, the main purpose of this assessment is to provide proof of accomplishment to
students themselves, their parents, or institutions (Earl & Katz, 2006). In other words, the
AoL focuses on providing evidence for students’ comprehension and learning by using
scores or grades as indicators, whereas the main aim of this type of assessment is not to
improve students learning by assessing their performance (Gardner, 2012).

In AoL practice, teachers play a dominant role as they evaluate students’ writing
against a certain criterion which mainly focuses on accuracy and they provide summative
feedback, or grades afterward, whereas students are only informed about their
performances (Lee, 2017). Since the information gathered thanks to assessment serves as
an indicator and plays a role in decision-making processes, the validity and reliability
qualities of an assessment are of the utmost importance. Therefore, teachers have an
additional responsibility which is to oversee accuracy and the fairness of the assessment
given that they are usually the ones who gather evidence and report what has been learned
(Gardner, 2012). On the other hand, students tend to be passive about their learning, and
they are involved in the assessment stage as respondents. According to Lee and Coniam
(2013), in examination-oriented EFL writing contexts, which are in abundance, teachers
are more likely to teach for tests, and students are less likely to be given insight into how
they can improve their writing skills. Given that AoL is implemented in many EFL
contexts, implementing alternative assessments in EFL contexts is challenging.
Nonetheless, putting too much emphasis on AoL and neglecting the value of assessment
for formative purposes might lead students and teachers to perceive assessment as being

graded rather than an activity that might promote teaching and learning (Lee & Coniam,
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2013). Hence, it is significant for teachers to make effort to explore different forms of
assessment that can increase students’ motivation and contribute to their learning

experience (Lee, 2010).

2.3.2. Assessment for learning (AfL)

Hargreaves (2005) interprets the definition of AfL as observing students’
performance bearing the learning goals in mind, using the information gathered in order
to make decisions concerning the following steps, providing feedback to boost students’
performance, being informed about how pupils learn, letting pupils be in charge of their
own learning process and perceiving assessment as an opportunity to learn from. It is
believed that AfL can promote students’ learning by making use of the classroom
practices and activities that provide information about students’ progress and their
learning needs. The type of assessment that uses the information provided thanks to the
assessment in order to design and adapt future learning activities is known as formative
assessment (Black, Harrison & Lee, 2004). Thus, the terms formative assessment, which
refers to providing feedback to bridge the gap between the current level of learning and
aimed level of learning, and AfL are usually used interchangeably (Harlen, 2007; Lee,
Mak & Yuan, 2019).

To clarify the distinction between AoL and AfL, Cizek, Andrade, and Bennett
(2019) point out that the main differences between these two arise from teachers’ and
students’ roles, the time when assessment takes place, and the purposes of assessment.
Before the assessment takes place, teachers are expected to establish a plan to achieve
educational goals, and scaffold students’ writing. Subsequently, teachers who implement
AfL in their classroom make use of assessment to provide oral or written formative
feedback to students which would give students insight into their own strengths and
weaknesses. The evidence gathered by the assessment does not only help learners to be
aware of their own capabilities and shortcomings, it also helps teachers to improve their
teaching by making necessary modifications considering the evidence (Earl & Katz,
2006). According to Lee (2017), students are as involved and active as teachers in writing
classrooms where AfL principles are implemented. Students engage in classroom
assessment by making use of feedback provided by teachers or peers, monitoring their
own learning progress, and bridging the gap between their current level of learning and

their goals. Thus, the quality, consistency, and timeliness of feedback are crucial for
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students to move forward. In addition, AfL aims to involve students in self-assessment
and self- reflection with the intention of raising students’ self-awareness and creating an
autonomous learning environment (Lee, 2017). To put it in a nutshell, AfL is not only a
way that teachers assess students’ performances, but it also contributes to the teaching
and learning process where both students and teachers are responsible and productive
(Glasson, 2009).

The last two decades have seen a considerable amount of studies that provide
insight into the theory and practice of AfL. Nevertheless, most of the literature focused
on primary and secondary schools, and there have been limited studies conducted in the
higher education context at the beginning of the 2000s (White, 2009). The main reason
why relatively few studies have been undertaken in higher education settings is that
assessment practices were mainly under the influence of a behaviorist framework which
assumes that assessment should take place at the end of a teaching process and the main
purpose of teaching is to prepare students for high-stake exams. While behaviorist
learning theory is still influential in practice, a shift towards implementing principles of
constructivist theory in assessment occurred as the constructivist framework highlights
the value of interaction, collaboration, and engaging students in learning stages (White,
2009). Hence, incorporating formative assessment in EFL writing holds the potential for

improving EFL learners’ writing performance (Huang, 2012).

2.3.3. The role of feedback in L2 writing assessment

Feedback refers to the information given to the learners to notify them of their
performance, or their current level of learning. (Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Narciss, 2008;
Ur, 2012), and it is considered to be one of the most influential factors affecting students’
learning (Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Joughin, 2009) since if feedback is not provided,
action or performance would be unproductive (Laurillard, 2013). Hence, according to
Laurillard (2013), the teaching and learning process should be conducted in a goal-action-
feedback and revise cycle. Similarly, Hattie and Timperley (2007) suggest that the ideal
learning environment mainly consists of feed up, feed back, and feed-forward stages.
While the first stage informs learners about the desired level of learning and initial goals,
feed back stage informs learners about their current stage of learning, and finally, the
feed-forward stage allows learners to progress towards pre-set goals. Moreover,

incorporating feedback in classroom assessment is also seen as an implication of
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Vygotsky's zone of proximal development (ZPD) theory (1978) since feedback serves as
scaffolding, which refers to support or guidance provided by the teachers, and it is
believed that utilizing formative feedback as scaffolding promotes cognitive growth. In
other words, feedback helps learners to reach the potential level of development which is
also the desired outcome of the feed-forward stage in the teaching and learning process.

Although there is widespread agreement that feedback is essential for improving
learning, there is no consensus on the most effective type of feedback since there are
many factors that affect teachers’ decisions on what type of feedback should be
implemented in their own settings. In EFL writing context, corrective feedback, which
refers to teachers attempts to minimize learners’ errors (Chaudron,1988), is one of the
most utilized feedback types, especially in higher education institutions, since in many
modern theories, such as social constructivist theory and sociocultural theory, active
involvement and participation are at the center of learning, and corrective feedback help
learners to achieve self-correction and self-monitoring which foster learning through
interaction. Additionally, corrective feedback is an indispensable part of L2 writing since
it allows learners to notice the difference between their output and target-like output, and
it stimulates a change in learner’s interlanguage (Ruegg, 2010; Van Beuningen, 2010).
Although early studies in L2 writing sought to determine if providing feedback has
positive effects on writing performance, recent studies have investigated other aspects of
corrective feedback since providing corrective feedback has been proven to be more
effective than not providing any feedback for revision (Ferris & Roberts, 2001). As a
result, recent studies have focused on the effectiveness of different types of feedback and
teachers’ and learners’ preferences. Nowadays, both practitioners and scholars are more
concerned with enhancing the quality, practicality of feedback as well as determining
what type of corrective feedback fits a certain setting and a group of learners the best.

In EFL writing, written corrective feedback is provided for the purpose of helping
learners recognize their linguistic errors by indicating the incorrect utterances explicitly
or implicitly (Lightbown & Spada, 2006). Two of the main ways to indicate incorrect use
of language are providing direct and indirect feedback. Direct feedback can be identified
as the act of detecting learners’ errors and correcting them instead of letting learners
figure out how to correct a certain error, whereas indirect feedback refers to the act of
locating and indicating the errors without explicitly correcting them (Fukuta, Tamura &

Kawaguchi, 2019; Lee, Mak & Burns, 2015). Although the studies which investigated the
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effectiveness of direct and indirect feedback may have reported different results, a large
number of studies (Ferris, 2002; Lee, 1997) indicated that the long-term effects of
utilizing indirect feedback are more advantageous in terms of error correction.
Furthermore, when students try to figure out what the error might be, more cognitive
engagement occurs. Thus, indirect feedback is also considered metalinguistic feedback.
In EFL writing, the most common metalinguistic feedback forms are error codes or
symbols which allow learners to understand what the error is and where it is placed.

Another point to consider when deciding upon a type of feedback to use is whether
the feedback should be focused or unfocused. While unfocused feedback refers to the
correction of all errors, focused feedback refers to focusing on specific features in a text.
In addition, feedback can be provided for a single aspect of composition or it can focus
on a variety of aspects, such as content, organization, style, and linguistic errors (Hyland,
2009). Although research shows that feedback should focus on both form and content
(Ferris, 2010), in EFL school contexts, feedback primarily focuses on grammar (Lee,
2017). According to Lee (2017), the studies which suggest that feedback should target
only certain features are conducted in experimental learning environments. Nonetheless,
in most real L2 writing classrooms, teachers are required to focus on all the errors or a
large number of aspects. Research points out that another reason why teachers tend to
provide feedback on grammatical errors in isolation or along with feedback on the content
is students’ preferences. Many studies show that EFL learners prefer teachers to correct
all of their errors and inform them about different aspects of their writing performance
(Amrhein & Nassaji, 2010; Ustiinbas & Cimen, 2016).

In a nutshell, providing indirect feedback on both form and content for multiple
drafts is suggested by many scholars. Moreover, it is suggested that written feedback is
followed by oral feedback or teacher-student conferences so that students are given the
chance to ask questions (Ferris, 2014; Weigle, 2002). However, providing feedback in
this way is argued to be less practical and time-consuming (Long, 2013; Warschauer &
Ware, 2006). Additionally, providing oral feedback and explanations along with written
corrective feedback would require further qualitative analysis of the text, thereby
requiring more time and effort on the teachers’ part. Hence, as a supplementary or
additional way of responding to learners’ writing, computer-mediated feedback is offered,
and recent studies investigate the potential of electronic/automated feedback in EFL

classrooms. According to Brown and Bull (2013), one of the advantages of using
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computer-assisted assessment or innovative forms assessment is that students can receive
timely and repetitive feedback as these types of assessments provide feedback almost
immediately and the same assessment for certain students can be received over and over
again. Moreover, innovative forms of assessment might be able to provide formative
feedback without the time and place constraints (Hepplestone, Holden, Irwin, Parkin &
Thorpe, 2011), whereas some problems pertaining to the adequacy and quality of teacher
feedback may occur due to time constraints in classroom settings (Gorgogeta & Vlachos,
2019). Nonetheless, innovative forms of assessment, which can provide immediate
feedback and assess students’ performance, hold the potential for decreasing students’
dependence on classroom assessment. They can also promote self-regulated learning
while allowing teachers to improve writing instruction and enable them to make decisions

regarding writing instruction in a short time (Zeng, 2020).

2.4. Evaluation

Evaluation is defined as the process of collecting information for the purpose of
clarifying to what extent teaching and learning processes meet the objectives (Buttram &
Covert, 1978; Toannou-Georgiou & Pavlou, 2003). In other words, evaluation can be
utilized to gather evidence to decide if an educational process is effective or not, and
necessary changes can be made to enhance learners’ or teachers’ performances. In
addition, evaluation is considered to be the act of judging performance in order to
determine the quality or value of performances (Scriven, 1991). Thus, evaluation is often
associated with giving grades. Thanks to the feedback received after an evaluation,
students and teachers are informed about the progress. Hence, through evaluation,
teachers and students can find areas that need revision or attention so that learning can be
improved.

The information can be gathered with several tools, such as tests, questionnaires,
tasks, and observations. Although the terms evaluation and assessment are often
considered to be synonyms, and they are often used interchangeably in the literature,
evaluation differs from assessment. One of the main differences between assessment and
evaluation is that the latter often involves judgment, such as a grade or a score (Hibbert,
Van Deven & Ros, 2012). However, assessment rarely implies the level of quality (Cen
& Ross, 2009). In addition, while assessment is more diagnostic given that it indicates

the specific areas that need to be improved, evaluation tends to focus on overall
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achievement in order to assign a grade. According to Baehr (2005), assessment offers
feedback with a view to improving future success and the results of learning, whereas
evaluation also facilitates decision-making by determining the degree of success. Hence,
it is argued that evaluation is a more inclusive term that incorporates assessment
(Grainger, Purnell & Zipf, 2008; Kelleghan & Stufflebeam, 2003). Moreover, it is argued
that along with its aforementioned differences, evaluation shares some similarities with
assessment. To illustrate, based on purpose and timing, content, and extent, evaluation
can be identified as formative, summative, process-oriented, and product-oriented as well
as assessment (Long,1984; Scriven, 1996). Consequently, although evaluation and
assessment are two relatively similar terms that researchers tend to use interchangeably,
evaluation is usually associated with judgment, and its scope is larger than assessment.
Furthermore, it should be noted that both assessment and evaluation are key components

of EFL writing.

2.5. Assessment and Evaluation of Writing in EFL Context

Implementing precise methods for testing students' writing ability has been and
keeps on being a focal issue in ESL/EFL writing research. Writing in a foreign language
does not only require proficiency in that language but also requires writers to express their
ideas in an organized way by providing sufficient and relevant details. According to
Sallies (1998), writing measurement does not only evaluate grammar competence, but it
should also measure levels of overall language competence that includes sociolinguistic
and discourse competence which requires students to communicate their message
effectively. Hence, over the past few decades, there has been much debate as to whether
the direct or indirect assessment should be utilized. In addition, robust research has been
conducted on validity and reliability issues of assessment and evaluation methods which
include the use of holistic and analytic criteria for evaluating writing (Black, Daiker,
Sommers & Stygall, 1992; McNamara, 2000).

For a writing assessment to be considered reliable, the results of the assessment
must be the same when it is repeated on different occasions or when the assessment is
carried out by different assessors (Hyland, 2019). As for validity, it must be ensured that
the test taker’s performance is evaluated without any fault and reasonably (McNamara,
2000). Since direct assessment of writing was viewed not as reliable as objective tests due

to possible assessor errors, writing used to be assessed indirectly before the concept of
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communicative language testing was presented, and in order to minimize the evaluation
errors, writing skills used to be measured as one part of an overall test which includes
other skills, such as reading, listening and speaking, or it was utilized to measure grammar
(Weigle, 2016). Yet, it was argued that evaluating proficiency through writing should not
limit students’ communicative ability, authenticity, and validity (Bachman & Palmer,
1996; McNamara, 2000). As a result, the importance of direct measurement of writing
has been emphasized, especially in the last few decades, and it has become the most
common way of assessing and evaluating writing in L1 and L2 writing contexts (Kroll,
1998).

As nowadays writing tasks are generally measured by direct assessment, especially
in higher education settings, the measurement heavily depends on criteria-specific rating
scales. For evaluation and assessment purposes, the most common rating scales are
holistic and analytical scales. Holistic rating, which is also known as “global grading”
(Sadler, 2009, p.46), refers to the use of a general impression of the whole composition
to determine the quality of writing (Hamp-Lyons,1990). On the other hand, in analytical
scoring, raters are required to measure different aspects of writing, such as content,
organization, language usage and mechanics separately and combine the scores of each
aspect to reach the final score (McNamara, 2000). Even though there is no consensus over
which rating scale leads to a more reliable and valid assessment, it is emphasized that
rater training is crucial before any rating scale is utilized in order to produce objective
scores (McNamara, 2000) It is also suggested that writing texts can be judged by more
than one assessor so that the final score can reflect the quality of writing more reliably.
With that being said, it is argued that even though written texts are evaluated by trained
assessors based on criteria, errors are likely to occur due to raters. To illustrate, raters’
own identity and attitude might result in differences in grades, or student’s identity might
influence the rater’s view of the quality of the written text, which is also known as the
halo effect (Schaefer, 2008). In addition to inter-rater disagreements, the variation of
scores given by the same rater for the same writing text might be inconsistent as well
(McNamara, 2000). Briefly, although rater training and assessment of multiple raters
resolve the possible shortcomings of subjective assessment of writing in L2 significantly,

the rating might remain subjective.
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2.6. Automated Writing Evaluation in L2 Writing

The rising eminence of English in education, business, science, and many other
fields leads to English-medium instruction, especially in higher education, where the
content of lessons is delivered in English, and students are expected to use the target
language competently. Thus, being able to communicate in writing effectively is essential
in ESL and EFL settings. In order to help students improve their writing, teachers assign
writing tasks frequently, and they assess written composition by utilizing written
corrective feedback. However, for teachers to respond to students writing in detail and
frequently is time-consuming and labor-intensive (Ferris, 2003; Lee, 2017) In addition, it
is argued that human raters’ evaluation might be unreliable in cases of fatigue, lack of
training and personal factors (McNamara, 2000; Weigle, 2013). Nonetheless, according
to many scholars, AWE tools hold the promise to decrease instructors’ burden, allow
students to become autonomous and produce reliable scores (Shermis & Burstein, 2013;
Warschauer & Ware, 2006; Weigle, 2013).

AWE, which is also referred to as automated essay evaluation (AEE), is defined as
a computer technology that provides immediate feedback and scores written compositions
(Shermis & Burstein, 2013) Nowadays, such software can be used for the purposes of
writing instruction, formative assessment, and summative assessment of low-stakes or
high-stakes exams (Hockly, 2019). Although most of the commercially available AWE
products were released in the late 1990s, initial attempts to develop and use AWE started
as early as 1966. Ellis Page, who is regarded as the pioneer of AWE, endeavored to
develop the first AWE software when he was a high school teacher in the 1960s. As a
former teacher, he was aware that even though it is widely assumed that learners need to
write more to improve their composition skills, teachers are able to assign a limited
number of essays due to the time-intensive nature of assessment (Shermis, Burstein,
Higgins & Zechner, 2010). In the 1970s, with the development of the first AWE tool
which was programmed by Page and his colleagues, AWE systems started to be used for
scoring and research purposes. Initial research showed that although the first AWE tool
was relatively primitive compared to the recent AWE tools, the system was able to
produce similar scores to human raters, and surpassed the inter-rater reliability between
human raters in some cases (Shermis & Burstein, 2013). In addition, in some cases, the
performance of the automated rater was “indistinguishable from human raters” (Attali &

Burstein, 2006, p.3). However, due to technological limitations, AWE research has not
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accelerated until the advancement of microcomputers and the internet (Shermis et al.,
2010).

With the advancement of information, communication, and artificial intelligence
technology combined with wide access to computers and the internet, researchers have
been able to sophisticate the AWE tools, and more AWE products have been designed to
contribute to the assessment process of large scale and high-stakes exams such as TOEFL
and GRE (Dikli, 2006). In addition to its scoring features, the system has been used to
prepare students for high stake exams, such as TOEFL and GRE for nearly more than a
decade (Dikli, 2006). Nowadays, AWE has become web-based and available to be used
in language learning and teaching context. Hence, it is being used for assisting teachers
and helping learners improve their writing performance by providing individualized
feedback on multiple drafts as well as scoring purposes. As a result, the role of AWE has
shifted from being a scoring engine to a tool that assists and promotes learning thanks to
its formative assessment features (Chen & Cheng, 2008).

AWE’s obvious advantages, such as providing instantaneous, individualized
feedback on both form and content, its ability to predict accurate scores (Attali &
Burstein, 2006; Elliot, 2003) has attracted the attention of testing companies, schools,
educators, and researchers. However, the use of AWE in classroom settings is relatively
new; therefore, the use and impact of AWE feedback still remain to be examined (Ware,
2011). Additionally, since none of these products were designed to be used in EFL
contexts, the research on AWE was limited to psychometric studies, and the studies were
either mostly carried out by the software developers in laboratories or they were usually
conducted in ESL contexts in the USA since most of the AWE products were based in
there (Warschauer & Ware, 2006). Nevertheless, given the importance of writing
effectively in L2 contexts, interest in AWE’s potential for formative assessment grows
and more studies need to be conducted on AWE’s validity, reliability, effectiveness, and

perceptions towards AWE tools.

2.6.1. Automated scoring and automated feedback through AWE tools

Even though the name AWE may suggest that the software is used for making a
judgment of written products, AWE tools can be utilized for both summative and
formative assessment. AWE technologies are developed thanks to the contribution of a

variety of disciplines, such as computer science, cognitive science, educational testing,
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and linguistics since it is believed that all these disciplines reflect the processes that a
writer goes through to write prose (Cotos, 2014). Additionally, AWE employs machine
learning, natural language processing (NLP) and artificial intelligence to generate scores.
Although AWE software is able to generate both analytical and holistic scores, most web-
based AWE programs generate scores on the basis of holistic rubrics. AWE programs
determine the quality of written texts based on a number of variables that fall under the
categories of trins and proxes. While the former refers to intrinsic variables, the latter
refers to approximations of observed variables (Page & Peterson, 1995). General
categories of these intrinsic variables, which can be as many as 300 or 500, are content,
grammar, style, mechanics, organization, and other categories that are included in the
holistic scoring of human raters. Additionally, proxes, which refer to approximations
(Page, 1966) measure sentence complexity, essay length, and other surface variables in
order to evaluate the quality of the composition mathematically (Cotos, 2014; Dikli, 2006;
Shermis & Burstein, 2003).

Furthermore, even though opponents of AWE claim that these programs are unable
to analyze the content of composition and expressed their disbelief concerning AWE
programs’ ability to discern meaning (Ericsson, 2006), some researchers (Attali &
Burstein, 2006; Elliott, 2003; Wilson, Roscoe & Ahmed, 2017) assert that AWE tools are
capable of analyzing the discourse and provide qualitative feedback by employing latent
semantic analysis (LSA) and NLP techniques. NLP refers to a set of computational
techniques applied in texts or speech in order to detect structural, semantic, and linguistic
features by coded algorithms, and provide individualized feedback on errors, cohesion,
and coherence (Crossley, Allen, Snow & Mcnamara, 2015; Shermis, Burstein & Bursky,
2013). Thanks to NLP techniques, AWE tools are able to provide diagnostic feedback on
specific categories, such as content and development, organization, grammar, mechanics,
language use, style and focus, and meaning (Schultz, 2013). Although there is still room
for improvement for the NLP techniques applied in AWE programs, researchers claim
that NLP strategies might even be able to detect humor in the future thanks to program
designers working on sophisticating AWE programs (Roscoe et al., 2017).

On the other hand, some AWE programs employ LSA for the purpose of assessing
semantics, content, and linguistic features of texts and provide feedback accordingly.
LSA refers to a system that compares a composition to a large corpus in order to identify

similarities and differences (Foltz, Streeter, Lochbaum & Landauer, 2013). Assuming that
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semantic similarity between words and paragraphs indicates the similarity of meaning
(Zupanc & Bosnic, 2017), LSA can generate information by using reference corpora
(Shermis, Burstein & Bursky, 2013). Landauer, Foltz, and Laham (1998) assert that LSA
is almost as competent as two human raters in measuring meaning. Additionally, in terms
of feedback, LSA informs the writer about content and organization along with
mechanics, style, and other aspects of writing (Landauer, Laham & Foltz, 2003).

To put it in a nutshell, as the AWE tools are equipped with state-of-art technologies,
they might be more advantageous than other standard CALL tools in terms of providing
feedback (Cotos, 2010). The developments in innovative technological language
assessment techniques, such as NLP were not used to be integrated into standard or
traditional CALL applications, thereby making them less able to evaluate writing the way
that AWE tools can. Hence, it can be stated that AWE tools might hold the potential for
being more effective in teaching and learning writing compared to some other

conventional tools.

2.6.2. The use of AWE in L2 teaching and learning

Although teacher feedback is widely acknowledged as extremely valuable,
especially for formative assessment, due to human nature, workload, and lack of
experience, teacher feedback may not be as effective as it is intended to be. Cotos (2010)
identifies the potential drawbacks of teacher feedback as reflecting subjectivity, not being
able to offer sufficient scaffolding during writing, lacking elaboration, limited chance to
provide individualized feedback. On the other hand, potential advantages of AWE
feedback are being goal-oriented, individualized, elaborated, immediate, taking student
level and task difficulty into consideration, and allowing learners to self-assess their
writing. Moreover, given that AWE programs generate scores based on an immense
number of variables and statistics, teachers or school administrations can utilize AWE
programs to obtain accurate scores, free of bias (Cotos, 2010).

In addition to the potential benefits of AWE for assessment, EFL writing instruction
can be enhanced thanks to AWE. To begin with, AWE software allows teachers to
monitor the progress of students thanks to recorded reports on AWE systems, thereby
helping teachers making informed decisions about learners’ progress and their teaching
practices. In other words, teachers can use AWE reports to identify the issues that students

struggle with and address these problems to improve instruction and learning outcomes
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(Weigle, 2013). Additionally, teachers can tailor assignments instead of using existing
prompts, thereby being able to assign curriculum-related writing tasks which stimulate
students’ prior knowledge of the topic. Finally, many AWE programs include resources,
such as prewriting tools for planning and organizing, writers’ handbooks, and online
thesaurus that can contribute to the instructional efficacy of both novice and experienced
teachers. Briefly, AWE can potentially facilitate teaching and supplement writing
instruction (Chen & Cheng, 2008; Cotos, 2010; Grimes & Warschauer, 2008; Li et al.,
2015; Shermis & Burstein, 2003).

As for the learner side of the equation, the theoretical underpinnings of AWE denote
some potential advantages of using AWE for learning. Initially, in the context of
formative assessment, teachers’ corrective feedback is highly valued by learners,
therefore lack of feedback may evoke resentment (Ferris, 2004) while excessive feedback
might be perceived as criticism or personal attack ( Hyland & Hyland, 2006), and in both
cases, students might get demotivated. However, according to William (2011), the
intended outcome of feedback is stimulating cognitive growth rather than causing an
emotional reaction. Writing is a complex process since it includes other processes within
itself. These processes are both cognitive and metacognitive processes, and the
employment of metacognitive knowledge, awareness, and strategies is crucial for EFL
writers (Teng, 2016). With regard to the role of AWE in metacognitive engagement,
Zhang and Qin (2018) assert that new technologies should allow learners to go through
planning, monitoring, and evaluation stages which are fundamental in the sense that the
same processes are essential in any instructional setting to help learners to improve their
writing proficiency (Hayes & Flower, 1980). Thus, AWE might lead to metacognitive
engagement given that learners are involved in pre-writing activities and assessment
stages. In other words, students receive feedback, edit, and rewrite compositions, and get
informed about their weaknesses and strengths, thereby going through planning,
monitoring, and self-evaluation stages. Additionally, Cotos (2015) asserts that although
more studies need to be conducted to explicate the relationship between AWE and
learners’ metacognitive skills, existing evidence suggests positive results.

Two other noteworthy skills which can be attained by using AWE tools are self-
regulated learning and autonomous learning. Both these skills are of paramount
importance owing to their correlation with academic success, especially in higher

education (Chen & Cheng, 2008; Yurdugiil & Cetin, 2015). Being a self-regulated learner
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requires being goal-oriented (Zimmerman, Bonner & Kovach, 1996). According to Cotos
(2010), AWE feedback is also goal-oriented as it provides learners the opportunity to
monitor their progress throughout their writing process to determine the gap between their
current level and the level of writing proficiency that they desire to acquire. Moreover,
by offering constant feedback and assistance AWE provides scaffolding that helps
students to reach their ZPD (Cotos, 2010). As a result of being actively involved in their
own learning process and constantly evaluating their progress, learners become
autonomous and intrinsically motivated to take control of their learning (Attali & Powers,
2008; Cotos, 2014; Weigle, 2013). To conclude, becoming self-regulated and
autonomous can be among the AWE’s long-term advantages for learners, and these skills
may contribute to learners’ lifelong learning.

On the other hand, AWE has been criticized for ignoring the social and
communicative aspects of writing and undervaluing the importance of human interaction
(Chen & Cheng, 2008; Ferris & Hedgcok, 2005; Leki, 1990). In addition, the efficacy of
AWE in supporting the socio-cognitive aspect of writing, and its ability to analyze
meaning is called in question (Ericsson, 2006). Nonetheless, most novel computer-
assisted language learning technologies integrate insights from socio-cognitive theories
(Sadrolmomaleki, 2009). To illustrate, AWE tools enable online peer-feedback features
to improve instruction and learning. Although the feature might be considered relatively
novel, researchers emphasize the potential of online peer feedback in terms of error
correction and improving the discourse aspect of writing (Yuhong, 2005). Moreover,
developers of AWE programs argue that AWE tools do not intend to remove human
interaction, on the contrary, AWE tools may facilitate students’ interaction with their
peers and teachers (Cotos, 2010).

All in all, the scoring and feedback functions of AWE seem pedagogically
promising for summative assessment, formative assessment, writing instruction, and self-
learning environments. However, empirical evidence is necessary to examine the context
validity of AWE prior to conclude that AWE is useful for learning and teaching
environments both in theory and practice. (Chen & Cheng, 2008).
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2.7. Prior Research on Agreement between Human Raters and AWE Scores in L2
Writing

In an attempt to validate AWE systems’ scores, a large and growing body of
literature has investigated the validity of AWE scores or agreement between human raters
and AWE scoring systems. What is known about AWE scores’ validity and reliability is
largely based upon empirical studies that were conducted in testing contexts. Hence,
much of the current literature on this issue has paid particular attention to validate the
efforts of AWE by comparing AWE scores to expert raters scores in high-stake exams,
such as TOEFL, GRE, GMAT, and placement exams. Most of these studies have found
a significantly high and positive correlation between human raters and automated raters
(Attali & Burstein, 2006; Burstein & Chodorow, 1999; Powers et al., 2002; Ramineni et
al., 2012; Shermis, Koch, Page, Keith & Harrington, 2002).

To illustrate, Burstein and Chodorow (1999) collected data from both native and
non-native English speakers who took the Test of Written English that requires
participants to write essays. After comparing the scores of expert raters and the e-rater
system, it was found that correlation coefficients between e-rater scores and human raters
were significantly high and positive (r = .73) and almost the same as the inter-rater
reliability between two human raters (r = .75). Likewise, Powers et al. (2002) compared
human scores and e-rater scores and concluded that the scores given by humans and e-
rater were almost the same since the agreements between human raters on different
prompts were between 68% and 94%, and agreements between human raters and the e-
rater were between 48% and 93%. Based on the findings, it can be concluded that
automated scores were significantly and positively correlated with human scores.

In addition, some studies yielded results that prove an agreement between AWE
scorers and human raters can be more reliable than an agreement between two human
raters (El Ebyary & Windeatt, 2010; Ramineni, 2013; Shermis et al., 2002; Vantage
Learning, 2006) For instance, a study by Shermis et al. (2002) investigated the scores
given for 300 online placement essays by both an AWE tool and expert raters. The study
revealed that agreement between PEG automated assessment tool and six experts was
significantly and positively correlated (r = .83), whereas the correlation between human
raters was considerably lower (r = .51). Similarly, Vantage Learning Company (2006)
investigated agreement rates between human scores and AWE scores. When compared to

agreement rates of two experts, ranging from 58% to 61%, the Intellimetric system and
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expert raters had higher agreement rates ranging from 65% to 70%. Additionally, the
correlation coefficient between experts and Intellimetric was as high as .93. The results
of this study show that the correlation between an AWE tool and a human rater can be
higher than the correlation between two human raters’ scores.

On the other hand, the research conducted in classroom settings in the native
English-speaking (NES) context has found contradictory results (see Table 2.1). For
instance, Wilson and Roscoe (2020) argued that the correlation coefficient between
human raters and AWE programs may not be as high as it was reported in previous studies
provided that raters’ background and the research setting might change the results. The
results of a study conducted by Wilson and Roscoe (2020) in a middle school in NES
context concluded that the correlation coefficient between teachers was considerably high
(r=.98), while the correlation between the PEG program and the teachers was lower (r =
.62). Likewise, another study conducted by Ramineni et al. (2012) found that although
the discrepancy between human raters and e-rater was small in most prompts, there were
some prompts that correlation between human raters and E-rater was lower than .70.
Nonetheless, Ramineni (2013) yielded positive results when a validation study was
conducted in a university setting and in NES context. The study revealed that when the
human-human and human-AWE system combinations are compared in terms of scores
given for a set of prompts, the correlation coefficient between AWE and human raters
was within .71 and .80, whereas, the correlation range was lower between two human
raters (r = .61-.76). Furthermore, in a study, Attali and Burstein (2006) found almost
perfect agreement (r = .97) between Criterion and human raters. Hence, it was concluded
that AWE systems, such as e-rater can enable higher standardization of scores, thereby
validating the AWE scores. Consequently, although some studies found contradictory
results, most of the studies conducted in testing context and NES context revealed that
AWE scores were in good agreement with human scores and it was interpreted that AWE
scores might be valid, and they can be utilized to achieve higher inter-rater reliability.

Even though there has been an increasing amount of literature in ESL and EFL
settings compared to the last decade (see Table 2.1), the generalisability of published
research on AWE validity in EFL and ESL contexts is problematic. To illustrate, Coniam
(2009) used BETSY software to examine correlations between human raters and BETSY
software. In order to compare the scores, 900 texts were scored by human raters and the

BETSY tool. The results showed that the correlation between human raters and the AWE
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tool was significantly and positively high (r =.80). Therefore, Coniam (2009) concludes
that AWE software holds the potential to be employed as a third rater. However, a study
conducted by Li, Link, Ma, Yang and Hegelheimer (2014) in a similar ESL context found
moderate correlations in the range of .42 and .47. Although the studies conducted in EFL.
settings are considerably scarce, a promising study was conducted by El Ebyary and
Windeatt (2010). In this study, Criterion scores were significantly and positively
correlated (r = .83) with one of the raters and moderately correlated (r = .59) with the
second-rater, whereas the correlation between two human raters was lower and moderate
(r =.45). In conclusion, the findings of these studies suggest that AWE can be positively
and significantly correlated with human raters and may substitute human raters in the

scoring process of high-stake exams and classroom assessment of essays. The summary

of AWE research mentioned in this section can be seen below in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1. 4 summary of research on correlation between human rater scores and AWE scores

Study AWE system Context Human-human Human-AWE
agreement & agreement &
correlation (r) correlation (r)
Burstein & E-rater Native Speakers: 75 92 %
Chodorow, 1999 Test of Written 73
English (TWE)
Shermis et al., PEG Native Speakers: Sl .83
2002 Placement Tests
Native Speakers :
Powers et al., E-rater Graduate-level 68%- 99 % 48%- 93 %
2002 writing 73
assessment (GRE)
Vantage Intellimetric Native Speakers 58%- 61% 65% -70%
Learning, 2006 K-12 93
Attali & Burstein,  Criterion K-12, GMAT & - 97
2006 TOEFL
El Ebyary &
Windeatt, 2010 Criterion EFL 45 .83
Ramineni, etal.,,  E-rater TOEFL .69-.82 .70
2012
Ramineni, 2013 Criterion Native Speakers: .61-.76 .71-.80
University
Li, etal., 2014 Criterion ESL - 42 - 47
Wilson & Roscoe, PEG Native Speakers .98 .62
2020 K-12
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As it can be seen above, due to the limited number of studies conducted in ESL and
EFL settings, more studies are needed to investigate the potential of using AWE systems

in L2 writing scoring.

2.8. Prior Research on the Effectiveness of AWE on Improving L2 Writing

Acknowledging that AWE feedback can positively affect the revision process, there
have been some quantitative studies on whether AWE feedback encourages students to
use formative feedback to revise their drafts. To illustrate, Waschauer and Grimes (2008)
examined if AWE feedback has a positive influence on revision rates and yielded
favorable findings. This classroom-based study included students in middle and high
schools in NES context. After AWE programs were utilized for a year, it was reported by
teachers that students were actively involved in autonomous activities thanks to AWE
programs, and it was shown that the successful revision rate was 72 %. Although students
were provided feedback on different aspects, such as organization, content, style, and
grammar, most of the improvement was on word level, and revisions were mainly on
mechanics.

Another study conducted by El Ebyary and Windeatt (2010) yielded favorable
results in terms of the use of AWE feedback in the EFL context. In the study, the effects
of AWE feedback on submission, revision, and overall improvement of the papers and
participants’ attitudes towards AWE were examined, and both quantitative and qualitative
data were collected from 31 instructors and 549 students. However, the data concerning
the revision, submission rates were collected from 24 undergraduate students who were
studying their major in ELT. The students were asked to submit two drafts on four
different topics and revise the feedback given by AWE for the first draft to write their
second draft. Although pre-feedback interviews indicated that most of the students
answered “occasionally” or “never” when they were asked how often they tend to write
essays, the results showed that the students submitted two drafts for each prompt, thereby
increasing their submission rates to 100 percent. Additionally, the results yielded that
formative AWE feedback resulted in consistent growth in scores. To illustrate, results
showed that in the final essays, a large proportion of students scored five out of six,
whereas the majority of the students had scored three out of six at the beginning of the
research. Furthermore, qualitative data supported the quantitative data given that some

students expressed that AWE led to cognitive awareness since they were not aware that
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some aspects of their writing were undesirable, such as repetition of words. Yet, Criterion
feedback allowed them to notice additional areas of improvement and make necessary
changes to see how the results may change.

Correspondingly, Chapelle, Cotos, and Lee (2015) conducted a classroom-based
study that investigated students’ inclination to revise and rewrite drafts by using AWE
feedback. The data were collected from a group of international university students who
were enrolled in an academic writing course. The students were asked to submit and
revise several drafts on the Criterion system and use the formative feedback to edit their
essays and correct their errors. The results substantiated the claims that AWE feedback
can motivate students to revise their essays since students were able to utilize feedback
to edit their paper by 70%. Additionally, revision classification revealed that the most
recurrent revision type was word changes. In short, the literature pertaining to the effects
of formative AWE feedback on students’ tendency to revise and improve the quality of
writing strongly suggests that AWE feedback can encourage students to revise and
improve their writing compared to conventional feedback types.

In addition to those studies, AWE programs’ ability to improve students’ writing
has also been investigated. Much of the previous studies on AWE feedback’s impact on
writing improvement have been conducted in NES context. One of the early studies
investigating the effectiveness of AWE in an instructional setting was conducted by Attali
(2004). The data for this study was collected from K-12 students from 6 grade through
12" grade across the country. In order to determine whether a significant change occurred
in students writing competence, thousands of first and final drafts of essays were
examined. As a result, it was found that students’ writing performances were improved
in terms of both form and content. To illustrate, most of the errors were decreased
significantly, discourse elements of the essays were improved, and the lengths of essays
were increased. Additionally, students were able to improve their overall scores.

Another relatively current study conducted by Palermo and Thomson (2018) in
NES context found similar results. The study aimed to explore the effects of combining
AWE with different instructional strategies. The participants were 6 through 8™-grade
students enrolled in summer school programs across a state and students were divided
into three groups based on the type of instruction they receive and the type of writing
process they went through. The instruction strategy employed for one of the groups was

Self-Regulated Strategy Development (SRSD) and the other two groups received

39



conventional instruction. In addition to different types of instruction strategies, one group
received conventional feedback while the SRSD group and one more group used an AWE
tool to receive feedback. The findings of the study revealed that when an AWE tool is
combined with conventional writing instruction, students were able to compose essays in
higher quality compared to the group receiving conventional feedback. Nonetheless, the
most successful group out of three was the one that received SRSD instruction combined
with AWE feedback. The results of the study also reported positive changes in students’
writing quality. Briefly, it can be inferred that the results of the studies that examined the
effectiveness of AWE on improving writing revealed favorable findings.

Apart from these, there also have been studies conducted in ESL and EFL contexts.
To illustrate, Li, et al. (2015) carried out a study to determine how AWE feedback impacts
students’ writing practice and how writing accuracy changes from the first draft to the
final draft as a result of AWE feedback. To be able to answer these questions, quantitative
data were collected from four instructors and 70 students in an ESL context over 15
weeks. In terms of writing instruction, teachers followed a process approach and assigned
students to submit their essays on an AWE tool called Criterion and the students used the
AWE corrective feedback to write their final drafts. The quantitative data analysis
revealed that error rates were significantly lower (p < .01) in final drafts and AWE
corrective feedback was able to improve writing quality in many aspects, especially
regarding grammar and mechanics and overall linguistic accuracy. Researchers conclude
that in the light of these findings, it can be asserted that AWE feedback has the potential
to improve L2 writing instruction.

In another study which was conducted by Mohsen and Abdulaziz (2019), the effects
of using only AWE feedback for revision and combining AWE feedback with instructor
feedback, which they define as “hybrid mode”, were compared. The study was divided
into two phases and in the first phase, six students submitted their essays on an AWE
program to receive feedback on errors, content, organization, and style. Subsequently,
students were asked to revise and edit their first drafts accordingly. However, in the
second phase, when students submitted their first drafts on another topic, they were told
to use AWE feedback on error categories, and further feedback regarding content,
organization, and style had been provided by teachers before they wrote the second draft.
Consequently, paired t-test analysis showed that there was an improvement from the first

drafts to final drafts in both modes, Nonetheless, it was found that the hybrid mode,
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applied in the second phase, led to a significant improvement and outweighed the scores
in the first phase when only AWE feedback was utilized. All in all, the findings indicate
that involving teacher feedback in process writing along with AWE feedback might result
in significantly better results.

Along with the studies investigating the effects of AWE corrective feedback on
students’ overall improvement, there have been some studies that examined the impact of
AWE feedback on various aspects of writing to determine the areas that are most likely
to be improved by AWE corrective feedback. For instance, research by Long (2013) was
carried out to identify the main differences between AWE feedback and teacher feedback,
and it also aimed to find out whether AWE feedback brings about improvement in writing
in the EFL context or not. The data for the first question were collected from 26 students
in a university and for the second question, 216 students’ papers on six different topics
and multiple drafts of each topic were examined. The comparison of AWE feedback and
teacher feedback on writing revealed that AWE feedback focuses on linguistic and
stylistic issues, whereas teacher feedback focuses on meaning more. Additionally, the
findings regarding the second question showed that marginal improvement occurred in
four areas while minimal improvements were observed in the other areas. The areas that
were improved by the students the most were confusing words, punctuation, spelling, and
short sentences.

Likewise, Ranalli, Link, and Chukharev-Hudilainen (2017) conducted a study
examining the Criterion tool’s ability to decrease errors of college students in an ESL
context. The study included 36 students in lower-level proficiency and 46 students in
upper-level proficiency, and the results showed that lower-level students benefited more
from AWE feedback compared to upper-level students. The researchers infer that the
results may indicate that AWE feedback is more useful to improve form-based aspects of
writing, therefore the implementation of AWE tools in classrooms with lower-level
students, where form-focused instruction is utilized, might result in considerably better
results. To illustrate better, in terms of the AWE tool’s ability to decrease errors across
different categories, the results indicate that errors, such as wrong words, punctuation,
subject-verb agreement and missing articles were much less challenging to correct
compared to run-on sentences and fragment issues. To put it in a nutshell, studies that
looked into the impact of AWE feedback on accuracy across specific errors and areas of

improvement in writing found that AWE can result in significant improvement in word
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and sentence-level writing performance whereas teachers’ additional support might be
needed in terms of discourse-level construction.

Apart from these studies, some researchers have carried out comparative studies
that examined the differences between control groups receiving traditional feedback and
experimental groups which were provided with AWE feedback. Khoii and Doroudian
(2013) carried out research to identify the differences between the effects of utilizing
AWE feedback and teacher feedback in formative assessment. In order to collect data, 11
EFL students were assigned to submit seven essays on an AWE system, and 11 students
in the control group handed in their essays to their teachers to receive feedback. For both
groups, a process writing approach was used for ten weeks. To identify the differences
between the groups, students’ first drafts and final drafts were analyzed, and in order to
see the differences in terms of summative assessment, a final test was conducted to collect
a single product from each participant. The findings of the research showed that the
control group was significantly outperformed by the experimental group based on the
formative assessment of multiple drafts. However, no significant difference was found in
students’ final papers.

By the same token, Wang, Shang, and Briody (2013) conducted a study that
investigated the effects of AWE on writing performance and found similar results.
Participants of the study were 57 EFL students in a university and both qualitative and
quantitative data were collected from the participants. In order to determine if there was
a significant difference between the groups in terms of changes in writing accuracy, the
period of the study was divided into three stages. Initially, the students in the experimental
group received training on how AWE works, and both groups composed a pre-test.
Subsequently, the students in the experimental group submitted their essays on the AWE
program, received AWE feedback, and wrote their final drafts accordingly while the
control group received teacher feedback to write their final drafts for fourteen weeks.
Finally, both groups wrote an essay about the same topic as they were given in the pre-
test stage. Analysis of students' first drafts and final drafts, submitted for fourteen weeks,
showed that the experimental group was able to decrease their errors in their final drafts
more than the control group, and there was a significant difference between the groups in
terms of accuracy. Additionally, it was revealed that there was a significant difference in
terms of accuracy when the experimental group’s pre-feedback and post-feedback

compositions were taken into consideration. Conversely, when Wilson and Czik (2016)
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combined teacher feedback and AWE feedback to integrate into English Language Arts
courses in a secondary school to see if there is a significant difference between the
conditions of receiving combined feedback and only teacher feedback, they found no
significant differences between the experimental and control group regarding the final
drafts of students’ essays.

In another study that was carried in the EFL context, Cheng (2017) examined the
effect of AWE feedback on the writing quality of learners’ reflective journals. The
participants were 138 students in a university and students were divided into two groups
to see the differences between the experimental group and the control group in terms of
writing improvement. Both groups were taught by the same teacher; therefore, there was
no difference between the groups regarding the writing instruction. Students in both
groups were required to submit three entries to a web-based AWE program. However,
only the students in the experimental group were allowed to use AWE feedback of the
system to revise and improve their entries while the control group didn’t receive any
automated feedback. In order to determine the effects of AWE on writing quality, a
mixed-methods approach was employed. The quantitative data were collected through a
survey, AWE scores, and human scores given for students’ initial and final drafts. The
qualitative data were collected through semi-structured interviews, observations, and
think-aloud protocols. The findings showed that although the participants in the
experiment group scored lower than the participants in the control group at the beginning
of the implementation, post-treatment results showed that the experimental group
outperformed the control group and there was a significant difference between the
experiment group and control group scores. In addition, qualitative data analysis revealed
that the majority of the students found AWE feedback helpful for improving writing.

In the Turkish EFL context, a study conducted by Bulut (2019) examined the effect
of an AWE tool on writing achievement. 60 students, studying at a state university,
participated in the study, and 30 of the students were placed in the experimental group,
whereas the other 30 students were placed in the control group. During the instruction
period, the control group received teacher feedback, whereas the experimental group
uploaded their essays to the AWE program and received automated feedback. A writing
test at the beginning of this period and another writing test at the end of the instruction
period were utilized to collect data, and these were respectively used as the pre-test and

post-test data to compare the writing achievement results of the two groups. The results
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of the study revealed that even though both traditional and AWE assessments led to
enhanced writing achievement, the students in the experimental group got higher scores
compared to the students in the control group. Hence, it can be inferred that AWE might
be used to enhance teaching and learning writing in the Turkish EFL context.

Another study in the Turkish EFL context was conducted by Genger (2019), and it
investigated how automated feedback affects writing performance in terms of grammar
and mechanics both in the short-term and the long-term. In order to investigate the short-
term effects of automated feedback, data were collected through students’ paragraphs and
essays. An AWE tool was used to provide feedback to students while they were writing
their drafts. In total, each student wrote eight drafts and four of these drafts were
paragraphs, whereas the other four drafts were essays. While students only used
automated feedback outside the classroom to write their drafts, they received teacher
feedback after they submitted their drafts. The students’ errors under nine categories were
counted for each writing draft to explore how automated feedback affects writing in the
short term in terms of grammar and mechanics accuracy. The findings showed that
significant error reduction was observed in some papers and automated feedback had a
positive effect on students’ writing performance in the short term. Moreover, students’
first paragraph drafts and last essay drafts were included in data analysis to explore the
long-term effects of automated feedback. The findings revealed that automated feedback
had positive effects on students’ writing performance in the long term as well. Similar to
the study by Bulut (2019), this study indicates AWE might improve students’ writing in
L2. In addition, it can be stated that AWE in the EFL writing context might promote
improving the grammar and mechanics aspects of writing. Nevertheless, to be able to

generalize the findings, more studies need to be conducted in the Turkish EFL context.

2.9. Prior Research on Students’ and Teachers’ Perceptions of the Use of AWE in
L2 Writing
A growing body of literature suggests that AWE programs hold the potential to
improve students’ writing performance thanks to the formative feedback offered by the
system, and its scoring ability. However, there are many other factors influencing
students’ achievement, such as students’ motivation, anxiety, perception of classroom
practice, classroom environment, and possibly their teachers” own views. Since affective

factors also play a crucial role in students’ actions and success, teachers’ and students’
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perceptions need to be examined prior to integrating an innovative program or approach
into existing conditions in a setting.

Prior research on students’ and teachers’ perceptions has produced mixed
findings. To illustrate, after carrying out a study on students’ perceptions towards AWE
in EFL context, Chen and Cheng (2008) reported that students were anxious to use AWE
in the classroom. They asserted that AWE feedback should not replace teacher feedback,
and they expressed a lack of trust in AWE feedback and only half of the classroom found
AWE feedback helpful. Conversely, when El Ebyary and Windeatt (2010) conducted a
study in a similar context with 24 ELT trainees, interviews with the trainees and post-
treatment questionnaires showed that after the trainees used the AWE program over eight
weeks, participants’ attitudes towards AWE changed positively. Even though participants
expressed their distrust and expectation of dissatisfaction with the program, post-
treatment questionnaires and interviews showed that 88% of the participants were
satisfied with feedback noting that automated feedback led to positive changes in their
writing performance and led to increased awareness of their progress. Moreover, Wilson
and Czik (2016) investigated the effects of combining teacher feedback with AWE
feedback on students writing motivation. The comparative study revealed that students in
the experimental group reported that they found AWE feedback motivating. The findings
suggest that students may benefit from AWE feedback, combined with teacher feedback,
to show persistence, especially at the initial stages, as students who have higher
motivation are more likely to revise their drafts.

In a study carried out by Li et al. (2014), researchers investigated how teachers and
students perceive AWE holistic scores. The data consisted of surveys and interviews
conducted with three writing instructors and 14 students. After the AWE program was
integrated into an ESL writing curriculum, questionnaires were distributed following the
first paper and fourth paper. Consequently, instructors revealed that they agreed with the
low grades given by AWE; however, they disagreed with the high grades stating that
AWE scored some papers higher than they would. Conversely, it was reported that the
students who had no prior experience with an AWE program expressed that they gained
trust in the system which is contrasting with Chen and Cheng’s (2008) findings indicating
students’ lack of trust in AWE systems’ assessment.

Furthermore, a comprehensive study conducted by Li et al. (2015) examined how

students and teachers view the use of AWE feedback. The data were collected through
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interviews with 27 students and four teachers after the teachers and students used an AWE
program for the writing lesson over 15 weeks. Qualitative data analysis revealed that
instructors found AWE advantageous by stating that the AWE program changed the way
they respond to papers positively. To illustrate, instructors noted that they saved a
considerable amount of time by not providing feedback on some areas, such as grammar,
mechanics, thereby allowing them to focus on content and organization aspects of writing
only and saving time. Furthermore, instructors expressed that AWE would be adequate
to raise learner’s awareness of their sentence-level errors and allow them to separate form
from content when they give feedback. In addition, it was reported that AWE feedback
motivated students to use feedback and revise their writing persistently. However,
instructors also shared their concerns that the long-term effects of AWE feedback might
not be as successful as traditional feedback. Additionally, instructors noted that AWE
feedback needs to be improved in terms of its response to content and organization.
Likewise, according to the results, 18 out of 27 students shared their satisfaction with the
program noting that they found AWE feedback helpful and useful for correcting errors.
Taking all the findings into consideration, it can be inferred that both the teachers and the
students perceived that AWE can positively affect the L2 writing practice in classrooms.

In addition to the studies examining students’ perceptions, there have been some
studies focusing on teachers’ and principals’ perceptions of AWE. To illustrate,
Warschauer and Grimes (2008) integrated AWE into a high school curriculum in NES
context. The sources of qualitative data were semi-structured interviews with eight
teachers, three principals, and two students who used an AWE program for over a year.
The interviews with teachers and principals revealed that they were all satistfied with the
addition of AWE into their curriculum by noting that AWE increased students’
motivation and changed their revising behavior positively. Additionally, it was noted that
AWE had a positive influence on students’ performance in terms of content since,
reportedly, students’ writing became more “insightful” and “creative” (Warschauer &
Grimes, 2008, p.28). Moreover, teachers stated that one of the biggest advantages of
AWE was engaging students in an autonomous learning condition and saving their time.

Another study that focused on teachers’ perceptions of the use of AWE in the
classroom was conducted by Link et al. (2014). The study investigated the perspectives
of instructors who integrated AWE in their ESL writing lessons at a university. The data

were collected through observations, individual and group interviews. The five
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participants used AWE in their writing lessons for a year. An AWE program was
employed to be used in writing instruction and various stages of writing, such as pre-
writing, peer review, and revision. The system was also utilized for formative assessment
of writing in seven classrooms so that teachers could observe students and get insights
regarding the potential of AWE. The qualitative data analysis showed that the results were
similar to the findings of Li et al. (2015) as instructors stated that the AWE tool was
competent in finding grammatical and mechanical issues of writing by allowing
instructors to save their time to focus on content-related and organizational issues.
Furthermore, instructors mentioned that they found AWE programs useful for boosting
learners’ metalinguistic ability, reducing teachers’ workload, and providing feedback on
the sentence level. Nonetheless, they also noted that AWE feedback needs to be combined
with teachers’ feedback to provide high-quality feedback and give reliable scores.

In the Turkish EFL context, learners’ opinions towards the use of AWE in L2
writing have been addressed only to a very limited extent due to lack of research. To the
researcher’s best knowledge, the two studies that have examined learners’ opinions
towards the use of AWE in L2 writing in the Turkish EFL context are the aforementioned
studies conducted by Genger (2019) and Bulut (2019). The study conducted by Genger
(2019) explored students’ opinions towards the use of AWE through pre-surveys which
were administered prior to students’ exposure to automated feedback, and post-surveys
were administered following the treatment. The survey included items measuring
students’ opinions towards the use of AWE feedback and their views of technology use
in L2 writing. The results showed that all the participants found the AWE tool helpful
and the majority of the students were satisfied with automated feedback, especially in
terms of grammar and mechanics. Correspondingly, the majority of the students
expressed that AWE feedback helped them to improve their writing skills. Moreover, the
error categories that students reported that AWE was most helpful for were, respectively,
punctuation, spelling, and grammar. All in all, the findings of the study showed that
students' opinions towards the use of AWE feedback and technology in L2 writing were
positive even though they were skeptical of the use of technology for learning prior to the
study. Hence, it can be concluded that students’ involvement with technology to promote
learning might change their perception of the use of technology to enhance their learning,

and it might improve their learning.
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Likewise, Bulut (2019) investigated the impact of using the AWE tool on writing
motivation. The data were collected by a questionnaire including items related to
students’ goal orientation, self-efficacy, intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation.
The comparison of the experimental and the control groups' answers to the questionnaire
revealed that, while the control group appeared to be more extrinsically motivated, the
experimental group was found to be more intrinsically motivated, and their self-efficacy
level increased thanks to their experience with the AWE tool. Therefore, it can be inferred
that the motivation of the control group might have stemmed from the results of their
writing performance while the experimental group might be motivated by their positive
feelings towards the writing in L2. Moreover, it was stated that following the treatment,
students became more eager to write in L2. The findings of these studies indicate that
AWE might encourage students to write in L2 and allow them to become more
autonomous by promoting self-regulated learning.

Although the importance of context validity is emphasized by researchers (Chen &
Cheng, 2008), there is a limited number of studies investigating students’ and teachers’
perceptions towards the use of AWE in a classroom setting. Much of the existing
literature has focused on the effectiveness of AWE assessment and feedback and its
validity pertaining to the correlation between AWE scores and instructors’ scores. Hence,
the generalizability of the findings is problematic, and more studies need to be conducted,
especially in the EFL context due to the fact that the employment of AWE and related
research is already restricted in the EFL context. Furthermore, in the Turkish EFL context,
the agreement between automated scores and AWE scores, the effect of automated
feedback on L2 writing, and learners’ and teacher’s views on using AWE in EFL writing
have been rarely investigated. To the researcher’s best knowledge, there is no prior study
examining teachers’ views on the use of AWE in formative classroom assessment. Hence,
previous research in the Turkish EFL context can only be considered the first step toward
a more profound understanding of the role AWE might play in the Turkish EFL context.
Consequently, this study aims to fill the gap in the literature by looking into the impact
of AWE on writing accuracy, the correlation between AWE scores and Turkish EFL
instructors’ scores, and learners’ and teachers’ views on using AWE for teaching,

learning, and improving L2 writing.
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3. METHODOLOGY

The main purposes of this chapter are to describe the design of the study, introduce
the setting and the participants, explain the data collection instruments utilized in the
study, provide information about data collection procedures, and depict the data analysis

process.

3.1. Research Design

A concurrent triangulation mixed-methods design was employed in this study. This
design involved a single study including both qualitative and quantitative data collection
which were conducted at the same time (Creswell, 2009). Therefore, the data collection
was concurrent, and two methods were used to cross-validate, confirm and substantiate
the findings within the study. First, the data were collected, and the analyses were carried
out afterwards. In other words, triangulation occurred once all the results were in.
Subsequently, the findings were compared, contrasted, and similarities and differences
were revealed. The purpose of employing this research design was to corroborate and
complement the findings generated by each method. The concurrent use of quantitative
and qualitative data collection and analysis was also utilized to add to the depth and scope

of the findings. Figure 3.1 illustrates the research design employed in this study.
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Figure 3.1. The research design employed in the study

Concerning the quantitative dimension of the study, correlational and comparative
research designs were adopted as the first research question is related to the correlation
of AWE scores and human scores, and the second one addresses how AWE feedback

change writing accuracy. With regard to the qualitative dimension of the study, which
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investigates the students’ and the instructors’ views on the use of AWE in L2 writing
assessment, data were collected through written reflection reports and semi-structured
interviews. Data were interpreted to reach a conclusion in terms of participants’ views on

the use of AWE for formative assessment in the EFL context.
3.2. Setting and Participants

3.2.1. Setting

The present study was conducted in the School of Foreign Languages Department
at Antalya Bilim University in Turkey. The English Preparatory Program (EPP) of the
school is compulsory for most of the departments unless students pass the proficiency test
prepared by the testing unit of the school. The EPP comprises five levels which are
elementary, pre-intermediate, intermediate, upper-intermediate, and pre-faculty levels.
Upon entering university in the fall, students take a placement test and provided they are
placed in intermediate or above, students can sit for the proficiency exam. To be exempted
from the EPP of the school, students must receive 70 points or higher. Otherwise, they
are required to start the first module at the level determined by the placement test. If they
complete the intermediate or higher levels successfully, students get another chance to sit
for the proficiency exam. Nonetheless, if they cannot get the required score from the
proficiency exam, they need to continue studying in EPP for the following semester or
year until they are qualified to start their education in their selected departments.

One year of the EPP includes four modules and each module lasts for eight weeks.
Each week students receive 25 hours of instruction of which four hours are allocated for
writing instruction and practice. In order to pass a module, students are required to obtain
a grade of 70 points when all the percentages of course components are totaled up. The
course components include writing tasks, speaking tasks, presentations, midterm, and
final exams. While the percentages of components vary, two writing tasks account for ten
percent of the overall score and another writing task is included in the final exam which
comprises of 20 percent of the final exam.

With regard to writing lessons, the process approach to writing instruction is
integrated and formative assessment is used for the purpose of both helping students attain
the learning objectives. Accordingly, students constantly write more than one draft on a
variety of topics related to curricular themes, and formative corrective feedback is

provided by the course instructor for each draft. As for writing tasks, the average of the
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first and second drafts is accepted as students’ final grades. However, as for the writing
part of the final exam, which only takes place at the end of each module, summative
assessment is utilized. Since writing skills are taught both as integrated with other skills
and independently in the EPP, much time and effort are devoted to writing instruction and
assessment. All the class materials, tasks, and exams are prepared by the testing unit of
the EPP. In addition, instructors are obliged to follow the same procedures step by step
in writing instruction, and they are only allowed to choose the topics for practice from a

predetermined list. Hence, writing instruction and assessment are required to be standard.

3.2.2. Participants

The participants of this study (n=38) were selected through the convenience
sampling method since the participants were accessible (Dornyei, 2007; Given, 2008) as
the researcher is also an instructor at this particular school of foreign languages
department. Additionally, convenience sampling was used in this study since participants
participated voluntarily (Dornyei, 2007) by signing informed consent forms (see
Appendix A) at the beginning of the study. The study was carried out in the fall term of
the 2019- 2020 academic year at four intermediate-level classes. Two of the classes were
set as the experimental groups, including 18 participants, and the other two classes were
set as the control groups, also including 20 participants. The main reason why four classes
were recruited for the study is that the number of students in each classroom is limited
with only 14 to 17 students per class.

AWE feedback was provided only for the students who volunteered to receive
AWE feedback in the experimental group. Even though repeat students were allowed to
use AWE feedback if they volunteered, their data were excluded due to a number of
reasons. Initially, as repeat students were not placed in intermediate level at the placement
test, their level might have differed from the students who were placed by the placement
test. Secondly, repeat students’ excessive exposure to traditional feedback, given
previously in the research context, might have an additional effect on their views of AWE,
and minimizing the recall bias would yield more accurate results. Apart from the repeat
students, 52 students participated in the study at the beginning of the study. 26 of these
students were in the experimental group and 26 of them were in the control group.
However, due to a number of reasons, such as absenteeism, incomplete data, and not

taking part in all steps of the study, the data gathered from eight students in the
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experimental group and six students in the control group were removed from the analysis.
Hence, only the data gathered from 18 students from the experimental group and 20
students from the control group were used. The researcher was also the course instructor
of the experiment groups since using AWE technology requires prior knowledge and
practice. Moreover, the experimental groups had to be guided and trained in using AWE
feedback to revise and edit their essays throughout the study.

By the same token, in the qualitative part of the study, only the data that were
gathered from the students who participated regularly in all steps were included in the
data analysis. Therefore, written answers to weekly reflective report questions were
collected from the same 18 students in the experimental groups. Moreover, from the
experimental groups, 13 students who used AWE feedback consistently participated in
semi-structured interviews voluntarily.

In addition to students, semi-structured interviews were conducted with seven
teachers. Before the semi-structured interviews were conducted, participants were
informed that recordings would be used for research purposes, and they all signed
informed consent forms (see Appendix B). All the teachers were experienced, non-native
EFL instructors and all the instructors reported that they had no experience with AWE
technology prior to this study. Most of the teachers graduated from ELT departments with
BA or MA degrees. Furthermore, all the instructors received a one-year intensive training
program provided by the professional development unit of the school. This program trains
instructors on lesson planning, classroom instruction, formative assessment, summative
assessment, and some other educational practices. Moreover, instructors attend
standardization sessions prior to each writing test. Hence, it is constantly assured by the
testing unit that there is little to no discrepancy among the scores given by the instructors.

The following Table 3.1. shows instructors’ demographic information in detail.

Table 3.1. Demographic information of the instructors

Instructors Highest degree of  Graduation Teaching Prior Experience
education Experience with AWE
Instructor 1 MA ELT 4 years None
Instructor 2 MA ELT 3 years None
Instructor 3 Bachelor’s Degree Non-ELT 3 years None
Instructor 4 MA ELT 8 years None
Instructor 5 MA ELT 7 years None
Instructor 6 MA Non-ELT 5 years None
Instructor 7 Bachelor’s Degree ELT 4 years None
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3.3. Data Collection Instruments

This study investigates the efficiency of the use of AWE in the formative

assessment process, the agreement of AWE scores with human scores, and the views of

teachers and students of the use of AWE in EFL writing. The data collection instruments

that were used to answer the questions of this study consisted of:

e the AWE tool (Criterion)

e cssays, written by students

e written reflection reports written by the students

e semi-structured interviews conducted with the students

e semi-structured interviews conducted with the teachers

Two of these instruments ( the AWE tool and the students' essays) were parts of the

quantitative data collection process and the remaining two instruments (the written

reflection reports and the semi-structured interviews) were utilized to provide data for

qualitative data analysis. In the process of deciding on data instruments and developing

them, three experts at Anadolu University, ELT department were consulted. A summary

of the data collection instruments utilized for each question can be seen below.

Table. 3.2. Research questions and data collection instruments

Research Questions

Data Collection Instruments

1) Is there a relationship between AWE holistic scores
and instructors’ holistic scores given to students’
essays?

2) Is there a significant difference in terms of writing
accuracy between a group of students receiving AWE
formative feedback with a group of students
receiving teacher feedback?

3) How do EFL students view the use of AWE in L2
writing?

4) How do EFL instructors view the use of AWE in L2
writing?

AWE program and students’ essays

AWE program and students’ essays

Written reflection reports and semi-
structured interviews

Semi-structured interviews

3.3.1. The AWE tool

Criterion is a web-based AWE program that was released by ETS in 2002. Criterion

utilizes NLP methods to provide comments, and it uses an e-rater scoring application to

measure the overall quality of writing. Criterion is able to score essays in terms of

organization, style, grammar, mechanics, usage, vocabulary use, and lexical complexity
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and it provides corrective feedback on a variety of error types under these categories and
more, such as formation errors, punctuation, agreement errors, wrong word, spelling
errors, etc. As for style errors, the system detects the essential parts of an essay, and it
reminds users to revise these parts by taking the systems’ style suggestions into
consideration. The system also warns users about informal language use, repetitions, and
short sentences. The following Figure 3.2 shows the categories in which the system

provides feedback and how this system warns users about errors.

Organization & Development ~ Grammar(3)  Usage(7)  Mechanics (§)  Style(5)

i . o)
@ i * £ 2 M YR Y D r |
| You may need to use an article
hefore this word.

Missing or Extra Article (6)
For many years humanity looked for mvention that solve their problems. People nvented too many nventions to solve their daily probl
computer is the best invention of our history because it's positive effects on science, daily life and communication.

The computer has many positive effects on science. First of al, it helps to solve complicated problems. For example, quantum computer
physic problems, Quantum computers are faster than personal computers thousands times. In addition, computers using for medical inve
using for creating artificial organs. Thanks to 3d printers and computers we can make prosthesis for disable people. Furthermore, compt
universities and we are still using it for sharing of information. For example, science fictions have websites and they share a lot of articl
computers are useful to share information, Shortly, in these days computer is important thing for science.

Computers have made easter our daily life. Initially, we can do our office works in our homes by using personal computers. For mnstance
house. In addition, computers help to us about meeting with the internet. The Internet has changed our lives. To illustrate,we don't need |
shop online thanks to the internet. To summarize, computers are important inventions for our daily life.

The computer has improved communication ways. Initially, they have provided us to easy communication. For nstance, first video call
can see face of people who far from us during the calls, Moreover, relationships between people are more stronger than old times. Peopl
social media platforms. To sum up, thanks to computer we can connet the internet and the social media, and this helps us to communica

Allin all, there are many benefits of computers. Therefore I think the the computer is the best invention of our history.

Figure 3.2. Sample feedback given on the AWE system

Being trained on a large corpus of compositions, the system can assess a variety of
genres, such as narrative, expository, persuasive, cause & effect, compare & contrast, and
descriptive essay genres. Furthermore, Criterion can identify discourse units within an
essay which includes the main idea, supporting details, examples, thesis statement, topic
sentences, and conclusion parts. In addition to the system’s automated feedback, teachers
and peers are able to provide feedback for students through the system. Students can view
all kinds of feedback by looking into error categories, clicking on subcategories,

reviewing highlighted errors within the subcategories, and viewing indirect corrective
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feedback concerning the error by moving the cursor over it. In contrast to hand-written
essays, students do not need to rewrite the whole essay since their essays are duplicated
and displayed side by side so that students can make only the necessary changes or
improvements on the essay displayed on the right tab and submit their edited essays
afterward.

With regard to instructional purposes, the system enables teachers to use pre-
writing and planning features in order to assist students during the stages of the process
approach to writing. In addition to its use in writing instruction in school settings, the
system can be utilized for self-regulated learning. To encourage learner autonomy,
Criterion offers online sources such as writer’s handbook and students’ personalized
portfolios so that pupils can track their own progress. Furthermore, Criterion provides
diagnostic feedback in several languages to be accessible to a wide range of students.
Moreover, the system grants the opportunity to revise and resubmit their essays ten times.
Hence, students can receive immediate feedback after each attempt, and decrease their
errors gradually.

The reason why Criterion was chosen to be employed in this study is that research
shows that Criterion, when compared to other AWE programs and web-based AWE
systems, is one of the most accurate AWE tools regarding feedback and scoring (Zupanc
& Bosnic, 2015). Furthermore, in addition to existing prompts, teachers can create their
own prompts. Hence, the system allows teachers to assign essays related to the curricular
themes. Moreover, the error categories for which Criterion provides feedback are quite
similar to error categories that instructors provide error codes for at the school in which
the research was conducted. Another reason is that the holistic rubric used in the School
of Foreign Languages consists of almost the same number of bands (see Appendix C), as
the Criterion holistic rubric (see Appendix D), and both rubrics share similar scoring
guides (see an example in Table 3.3). Finally, Criterion can be integrated into a context
where process approach to writing instruction is utilized since Criterion provides
formative assessment, whereas other AWE programs focus on summative assessment of
writing (Dikli, 2006). Hence, the tool used in this study was found suitable to be used in
the study context owing to the shared similarities, such as the rationales for the scoring
guides. The following Table 3.3 shows the rationales for the highest scores in the AWE

holistic rubric and the instructors’ holistic rubric.
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Table 3.3. Scoring guides of Criterion and Instructors for the highest scores

Criterion holistic scoring guide (6) Instructors’ holistic score (18-20)
Develops ideas well and uses specific, relevant Content fulfills the requirement of the task
details throughout the essay.

Ideas are totally relevant, well-developed,

Is well organized with clear transitions; maintains supported with relevant examples
focus
Effective organization of ideas / effective use
Sustains varied sentence structure of cohesive devices
Exhibits many specific word choices Minor grammatical errors- Wide range of

appropriate structures
Contains little or no errors in grammar and
conventions; errors do not interfere with Minor capitalization/ Punctuation errors
understanding.

Very effective use of target vocabulary- Wide
Clearly states the position and effectively persuades range
the reader of the validity of the argument

Minor spelling mistakes.

As seen in Table 3.3 above, between the highest intervals of both rubrics, there are
similarities in terms of rationales given for the scores, and a comparison can be made.
Owing to the similarities between the holistic rubrics, the AWE tool was found suitable
for the comparison of scores between the AWE tool and the instructors’ scores.

In this study, the Criterion was used as a feedback source by the experimental group.
However, the viewing scores option was disabled for students since a previous study
conducted by Li et al. (2015) indicated that being scored by AWE constantly might
demotivate students as they might get frustrated and stressed if they try to get higher
scores by numerous attempts. Thus, the scores were only displayed for the researchers
and instructors who were involved in the study. Furthermore, students were allowed to
use the system if they wanted to write multiple drafts outside the classroom or use the
system for other lessons or personal study. In fact, the students requested the instructor to
create new prompts for self-study and expressed their willingness to use the system for
other purposes many times throughout the study and afterwards.

Moreover, a large body of data were obtained thanks to Criterion as it had been
used for multiple purposes, such as providing feedback to the students in experimental
groups and scoring randomly chosen 35 essays (five essays from each instructor’s class)
which belonged to the students from each instructor’s class. The essays that the instructors
handed to the researcher belonged to the first drafts of the final writing test of the module.
The randomly chosen essays from the final writing test were uploaded to the system via

the accounts which were used by instructors to develop an understanding of AWE
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technology, automated feedback, and automated scoring features in particular. While the
students used Criterion for four consecutive weeks including the training week, the
instructors used the AWE program for three weeks. Each instructor received the resource
books provided by the Criterion tool. The resource books included instructors’ beginning
guide, students’ beginning guide, instructors’ manual, students’ manual, and other
resource books which were easily accessible through user accounts. In addition, the
instructors received individual training before they were provided with the subscriptions.
This three-week training period aimed to familiarize the teachers with the AWE system
by directing them to compare AWE scores and AWE feedback with their scores and
feedback. For the instructors to gain insight into the program, both a student account and
the teacher account were provided so that they could develop an in-depth insight and

understanding of the system and take reflective notes accordingly.

3.3.2. Students’ essays

Throughout the study, essays were collected from the experimental and the control
groups. The essays which belonged to experimental groups were uploaded to the AWE
system to receive diagnostic feedback and observing the change of accuracy from first
drafts to second drafts. On the other hand, the essays which belonged to the students in
the control group were assessed by the course instructors of the control groups.
Subsequently, the errors on both the first drafts and the second drafts were counted by the
researcher and another instructor who volunteered to help. Furthermore, apart from the
essays of experimental and control groups, five assessed essays from each instructors’
classroom were chosen by random sampling method to be uploaded to the AWE program
so that instructors could compare their feedback and scores with the automated feedback
and automated scores.

As a part of quantitative data, during the research period, students wrote two drafts
for each opinion essay about the topics related to curricular themes (technology,
inventions and economy). The topics were the same for both the experimental and the
control groups, and the length of essays ranged between 250 and 300 words. As students
received training on the AWE program and received writing instruction on writing an
opinion essay during the fourth week, they wrote their essays on the fifth, sixth, and
seventh weeks. For each draft, students were given fifty minutes to compose, revise and

edit their essays. Even though all the students had access to their phones during the
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lessons, the first and the second essays were written by hand by both the experiment and
the control groups since changing the writing environment would be another variable and
writing on technological devices might produce more errors, such as spelling errors
(White & Thasz, 2015). Moreover, it would not be possible to know if some errors had
been autocorrected by smartphones or not as technological devices are capable of offering
word suggestions and corrections (Baron, 2020). Finally, as there were not enough
computers in the school, the best solution was to establish similar research environments
for both groups. Hence, the essays were transformed into digital files and uploaded to the
students’ accounts and the students displayed the feedback in the classroom to write their
second draft. By doing so, the researcher aimed to ensure that using AWE feedback to
improve writing was the only independent variable of the comparative analysis.
Nonetheless, the students were allowed to use AWE feedback outside the classroom, and
they were allowed to discover the features of AWE outside the classroom.

While the experimental group utilized AWE diagnostic feedback to write their
second drafts for each topic, the control group received error codes (see Appendix E).
Both groups only received written feedback and teachers did not interfere in the revision
process by providing oral feedback as it is also the school regulation to teach students
using only error codes and written comments to make necessary changes on their essays.
Furthermore, the course instructors of the control groups were informed that they were
expected to provide students only with written corrective feedback and written comments
for the sake of reliability of the findings. Nonetheless, both groups were provided with

whole class feedback regarding organization and content.

3.3.3. Weekly reflection reports
Upon completing their second drafts by utilizing AWE feedback and viewing the

feedback provided by the AWE system for their second drafts, the students in the
treatment group were asked to write reflection reports structured by four questions (see
Appendix F). Two experts in the ELT department were consulted while the questions
were formed and the questions mainly focused on:

e students’ views of the AWE feedback

o the type of errors that students were able to correct

e the type of errors students have difficulty in correcting

e the challenges that students face while using the AWE program
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Weekly written reflection reports were chosen as data collection instruments to
unveil students’ experiences instantaneously as soon as they complete writing their essay
by using AWE feedback so that students’ critical reflection could provide information
concerning the use of AWE for formative assessment of writing. Considering that
students’ views might change over time or they could elaborate on what they noted
previously, reflection reports were collected each week. Consequently, 54 written
reflection reports were included in qualitative data analysis. Due to the fact that all the
students were Turkish, reflection questions were written in Turkish. By doing so, the
researcher aimed to remove the language barrier and allow students to express themselves
clearly. Participants were informed that written reflection reports would be used for

research purposes.

3.3.4. Semi-structured interviews with students

In this study, semi-structured interviews were conducted to unfold students’ views
on the use of AWE for formative assessment and evaluation purposes. The reason why
this particular method was chosen to collect data is that semi-structured interviews can
create more opportunities for participants to share their experiences, allow further inquiry
of justification and clarification, and they provide an extended exploration of the
participants’ views (Galletta, 2013). Moreover, semi-structured interviews allow
researchers to move the interview towards the subject of inquiry to gather more relevant
data and they can lead participants to elaborate on what they mention by asking follow-
up questions (Flick, 2013). In the present study, the semi-structured interviews
complemented written reflection reports by reporting on similar and additional topics as
follows:

e the role of AWE in improving writing

e similarities and differences of AWE feedback with teacher’s feedback
e advantages and disadvantages of AWE feedback

e challenges

e preferences

o future use and suggestions

The questions of the semi-structured interviews (see Appendix G) were shaped by
experts’ opinions and altered according to the feedback received from the experts. The

interviews were conducted in participants’ native language.
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3.3.5. Semi-structured interviews with teachers

In addition to students, semi-structured interviews were conducted with instructors
to unveil the role AWE might play in formative assessment and evaluation of EFL
writing. Semi-structured interviews were utilized as they would allow the researcher to
gain an in-depth understanding of participants' views and allow each participant to share
their own experiences (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015). Before the semi-structured interviews
were carried out, the instructors received training on the use of the AWE tool, and they
were provided with the teacher and student account to allow them to explore the features
of AWE during the three-week training period. The instructors were asked to take
reflective notes regarding their views during this period. The questions of the semi-
structured interviews (see Appendix H) were shaped by experts’ opinions and altered

according to the feedback received from the experts. The questions mainly focused on:

e the role AWE might play in formative assessment

e similarities and differences of AWE feedback with teacher’s feedback
e advantages and disadvantages of AWE feedback

e challenges and limitations

o the preferred use of AWE feedback

e future use and suggestions

3.4. Data Collection Procedures

The data for the present study were collected in the fall term of the 2019- 2020 academic
year. Before the research was initiated, all the necessary permissions were granted from
the Ethical Committee of Anadolu University (see Appendix I). Moreover, a research
proposal was sent to Educational Testing Service (ETS), and permission to use Criterion
for this particular research was granted. Furthermore, 30 student accounts and one teacher
account were provided to be used without any charges during the research period by the
ETS support group. Upon receiving permissions to conduct the study, the following steps
were taken in order to collect data:

e As most of the students have almost no experience in writing essays, the
intermediate-level writing instruction and writing practice were focused on
paragraph writing. Hence, the first three weeks were allocated to teaching opinion

paragraphs. During this period students were required to write paragraphs that are
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quite similar to opinion essays in terms of style and they received constant
corrective feedback and written comments regarding their errors.

During the first week, both the experimental group and the control group received
writing instruction for four hours a week. The following week, both groups wrote
their first opinion paragraph draft, received written corrective feedback, revised
their essays, and wrote the second draft. In a similar fashion, in the third week,
students wrote their first and second drafts on another topic after receiving the
teacher’s feedback. Consequently, all the students wrote opinion paragraphs on
three different topics and received written corrective feedback three times. This
step was identical for both groups as the students from the experimental group
also needed to be exposed to the teacher’s feedback so that they could unveil their
experiences of both feedback types and provide information regarding the
similarities, differences, advantages and disadvantages of these feedback types.
In the fourth week, the requirements, and stylistic features of the genre (opinion
essay) were introduced to both groups. Additionally, the AWE tool was
introduced to the experimental group, tutorials provided by ETS were shared with
the students and students were trained on using AWE features. Furthermore,
students were provided with their usernames and passwords and encouraged to
explore the AWE features in their free time.

In the fifth week, both groups wrote their first opinion essay on the same topic.
The control group received error codes and written comments to rewrite and
correct their errors, whereas the experimental group utilized AWE feedback to
write their second drafts. In the same week, both groups viewed the feedback
provided for their second drafts as well. Written reflection questions were
distributed to the experimental group as soon as they viewed the AWE feedback
provided for their second drafts.

In order to compare the change in accuracy of the experimental group’s and the
control group’s essays, screenshots of AWE diagnostic feedback were saved and
assessment results were recorded. As for the control group, the students' first and
second drafts were copied after the feedback was provided and the copies were
saved for further examination of error counts. In addition to the essays, written
reflection reports were collected each week and they were saved for further

investigation.
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In the sixth and the seventh weeks, the same steps taken in the fifth week were
repeated. However, each week the topics of opinion essays were changed
according to the curricular theme of that week. In this way, the students in the
experimental and the control groups wrote two drafts on three different topics and
the experimental group received feedback from the AWE tool six times.

In the eighth week, the final writing test as a part of the final exam was
administered. Before the writing test was administered, all the instructors
participated in a standardization session conducted by the testing unit of the
school.

All the instructors who participated in the study scored the papers of their own
class and provided feedback. In order to be compared with AWE scores and AWE
feedback, five random compositions were chosen from the papers, collected,
assessed, and evaluated by each instructor. These papers were copied and saved
for the final stage of the research and they were uploaded to the AWE system via
some students’ accounts.

At the end of the eighth week, students' thoughts about their experiences with the
AWE tool were obtained through semi-structured interview questions.

After all the data were gathered from the students, the researcher informed the
instructors about this system and the instructors were trained by demonstrating
how the AWE programs works, its capabilities, and its features. Besides, the AWE
system tutorials were shared with the instructors. Additionally, instructors were
provided with both the instructor account and the students’ accounts to which the
papers were uploaded. Furthermore, they were informed about the points that the
study focuses on, and they were requested to take notes about their observations.
Teachers were given three weeks to explore AWE features, explore AWE
feedback and AWE scores by comparing them with their own feedback and scores
provided for the same papers. Moreover, the instructors were allowed to use the
system in any way they desired for three weeks. Additional support was provided
by the researcher whenever the instructors requested.

Finally, three weeks later, English Instructors’ opinions about the system were
unveiled by conducting semi-structured interviews with each of them. The

detailed research design and procedures can be seen below in Table 3.4.
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Table 3.4. Procedures of data collection

Experimental Group

Control Group

Week 1

Week 2

Week 3

Week 4

Week 5

Week 6

Week 7

Week 8

Introduction to writing (paragraph level)

Opinion paragraph practice
1. Opinion paragraph 1% draft
2. Corrective feedback (correction
symbols)
3. Opinion paragraph 2" draft

Opinion paragraph practice
1. Opinion paragraph 1% draft
2. Corrective feedback (correction
symbols)
3. Opinion paragraph 2" draft

Introducing the AWE tool
Students' Subscription
Training

Introduction to Opinion Essay

Opinion essay practice
1. Opinion Essay 1* draft
2. Criterion Feedback
3. Opinion Essay 2" draft
-Reflection on AWE Feedback

Opinion essay practice
1. Opinion Essay 1% draft
2. Criterion Feedback
3. Opinion Essay 2" draft
-Reflection on AWE Feedback

Opinion essay practice
1. Opinion Essay 1% draft
2.  Criterion Feedback
3. Opinion Essay 2™ draft
-Reflection on AWE Feedback

- Reflection on AWE Feedback

- Comparing the error reduction and
scores

- Semi-structured interviews with

volunteers

Introduction to writing (paragraph level)

Opinion paragraph practice
1. Opinion paragraph 1% draft
2. Corrective feedback (correction
symbols)
3. Opinion paragraph 2" paragraph

Opinion paragraph practice
1. Opinion paragraph 1% draft
2. Corrective feedback (correction
symbols)
3. Opinion paragraph 2" paragraph

Introduction to Opinion Essay

Opinion essay practice
1. Opinion Essay 1% draft
2. Teacher’s written feedback
(Correction symbols)
3. Opinion Essay 2™ draft

Opinion essay practice
1. Opinion Essay 1% draft
2. Teacher’s written feedback
(Correction symbols)
3. Opinion Essay 2" draft

Opinion essay practice
1. Opinion Essay 1% draft
2. Teacher’s written feedback
(Correction symbols)
3. Opinion Essay 2" draft
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Table 3.4. (Continued) Procedures of data collection

Week 9 -Introducing the AWE tool and informing the instructors about the general features of
AWE
-Providing them with teacher and students’ accounts

Week 10 -Training instructors on AWE features
-Providing the teachers with informative documents
-Allowing them to explore AWE features

-Viewing how the same essays they gave scores and feedback were assessed by the
Week 11 system
-Letting them compare AWE scores and AWE feedback with their own scores and

feedback
Week 12 -Conducting semi-structured interviews with the instructors pertaining to their views on
AWE
3.5. Data Analysis

For the purpose of answering the first research question (RQ1) regarding the
correlation between the AWE scores and the instructors’ scores, SPSS (20) software was
used, and correlation between instructors’ scores and AWE scores given for the same
essays were compared with the correlation between each of the seven instructors and the
eighth instructor who was referred as the external rater in this study. Although such raters
have been commonly referred to as human raters in the literature as most of the studies
have been conducted in laboratory settings, in this study, the eighth instructor was referred
to as the external rater since this study was classroom-based. The eighth instructor only
participated in this study to help determine how applicable and suitable computer-
generated scores might be in the particular context since to validate the scores, the essays
are assessed by two instructors in the EFL higher education context. Additionally, it is a
common way to investigate the correlation between AWE scores and human raters
(Cohen, Ben-Simon & Hohav, 2003). To determine whether there was a statistically
significant correlation between the instructors’ scores and AWE scores, and between the
instructors’ scores and the external rater’s scores, normal distribution analysis
"Kolmogorov-Smirnov Normal Distribution" was applied to the variables under study.
As a result of the analysis, it was found that the AWE scores did not meet the normality
condition (p < .05). Therefore, a non-parametric Spearman analysis was utilized for the
correlation analysis.

In order to analyze quantitative data for the second research question (RQ2) which

aimed to explore the effectiveness of AWE feedback and teacher feedback in error
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reduction, and whether there was a significant difference between these two types of
feedback in terms of correcting errors, the first and second drafts of essays were treated,
respectively, as pre-feedback and post-feedback. The feedback type was considered as
the independent variable, and in order to examine the error reduction across drafts,
Ferris’s model (2006), which focuses on investigating the effectiveness of a feedback
type on common errors of was adopted. In Ferris’s study, the typical errors in an ESL
context were included. As the current study was conducted in an EFL context, instead of
including the same error categories used in Ferris’s study (2006), the errors of the students
taking part in the present study were taken into account. To find the common errors, the
errors on the first drafts of each writing task were counted, and the most common errors
were found. To ensure inter-coder reliability, the errors on 30% of the essays were
categorized and counted by another experienced instructor. Miles and Huberman's (1994)
formula [(consensus)/ (consensus + disagreement)x100] was used. The inter-rater
reliability was high (.89) and the discrepancies were resolved between the instructors
before the final categorization of errors. The frequency analysis revealed that the most
common errors in the grammar category were fragment, run-on sentences, sentence
structure errors, and subject-verb agreement errors. In the usage category, the most
common errors were the ill-formed verbs, wrong word choice, articles, and prepositions.
Finally, the common errors in the mechanics category were spelling, capitalization, and
punctuation. Although singular/plural nouns and tense errors were common errors in
some writing tasks, these errors weren’t included in this study since the AWE tool does
detect or provide errors in these two error categories. All in all, a total of 11 error types
were included in the comparative analysis. After the common error types were found, the
error counts were normalized by using the formula suggested by Biber, Douglas, Conrad,
and Reppen (1998) since essay length was another variation. In order to normalize the
errors, the average essay length was measured by counting every word on each student’s
drafts. The normalized error counts were found by multiplying the error counts for each
error type on each students’ drafts with the number of errors on essays and dividing the
number by the average word count for each writing task (error count x essay length/
average word count). The error counts on both drafts of the first, the second, and the third
essays were normalized to the average of, respectively, 276, 282, and 295 words.

Once the error counts were normalized, the effect of using AWE on the

improvement of student writing in terms of accuracy was analyzed. Shapiro-Wilk,
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skewness-kurtosis and histogram graphs were examined to determine if there was a
normal distribution. Since the data did not meet the normality assumptions, the Wilcoxon
signed-rank analysis was used to determine the error reduction from pre-feedback to post-
feedback within each group. Moreover, Mann-Whitney U analysis was used to determine
whether there was a significant difference between the groups according to the post-tests.
For the purpose of answering the third research question (RQ3), regarding the
students' views on the use of AWE, written reflection reports and the complementary
interviews were transcribed word by word by the researcher. Correspondingly, in order
to analyze the semi-structured interviews conducted with the instructors to answer the
fourth research question (RQ4), examining the instructors' views on the use of AWE
tools, the same steps were taken. To analyze the data gathered to answer the third and the
fourth questions, Constant Comparison Method (CCM) which has roots in grounded
theory research (Glaser & Strauss 1967) was used. CCM enables the researcher to
recognize the relationships between serial data (Charmaz, 2006), similar to the weekly
reflection reports in this study, and it allows sustaining the connection between
subsequent data and complementary data. Hence, this method was used to analyze the
students’ written reflection reports and all the participants’ semi-structured interviews.
The constant comparison method was utilized in order to interpret emerging
categories grounded in data which were the participants’ statements. Initially, the data
were sorted into codes. In this study, a code refers to the words or phrases representing
emotions and opinions that reveal participants’ views. Subsequently, the codes were
compared and contrasted within and between data in order to develop emerging
subcategories. Consequently, emerging subcategories were grouped into core categories.
In order to decrease the subjectivity of the qualitative analysis process, another
experienced rater who holds an MA degree in ELT, and pursues her Ph.D. studies in ELT,
was involved in the data analysis. In order to calculate the inter-rater reliability agreement
level between the raters, the point-by-point agreement formula [( the number of
agreements)/ (the number of agreements + the number of disagreements) x100] suggested
by Tawney and Gast (1984) was used. After 100 percent of the data were analyzed by
both raters, the inter-rater reliability between the raters was found as .91. Then, raters had

discussions to come to an agreement.
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4. RESULTS

4.1. Overview of the Study

This study aimed to investigate the use of automated writing evaluation (AWE) for
both summative and formative assessment purposes in the context of EFL writing. Hence,
it was aimed to explore if there is a relationship between AWE scores with instructors’
scores given for students’ essays and to investigate the effectiveness of AWE feedback
on error correction in an EFL higher education context. Furthermore, the opinions of
students and teachers about the use of AWE in teaching and learning L2 writing were
explored. In line with these goals, the following four questions were posed:

RQ1: Is there a relationship between AWE holistic scores and instructors’ holistic
scores given for students’ essays?

RQ2: Is there a significant difference in terms of writing accuracy between a group
of students receiving AWE formative feedback with a group of students receiving
teacher feedback?

RQ3: How do EFL students view the use of AWE in L2 writing?

RQ4: How do EFL instructors view the use of AWE in L2 writing?

In order to examine the effectiveness of using AWE feedback and teachers’
feedback in the L2 writing assessment, and especially in the revision stage, an AWE tool
was integrated into the classroom assessment to provide feedback to the 18 students in
the experimental group and teacher feedback was provided to a control group with 20
students. In addition to students' use of AWE, seven instructors received training on the
use of AWE in writing assessment. The purpose of the training was to familiarize the
instructors with the AWE system, provide them with general knowledge about the system,
and the system's features. To answer the first question, which aimed to investigate the
correlation between the instructors’ scores and AWE scores, Spearman’s rank correlation
test was used. The effectiveness of both feedback types in reducing errors was analyzed
with Wilcoxon signed-rank tests, and Mann-Whitney U tests were conducted to see
whether there was a significant difference between the feedback types regarding their
effect on improving writing accuracy. The data collected to answer the third and the fourth
questions, regarding the students’ and the teachers’ views on AWE, were analyzed
qualitatively using the Constant Comparison Method. The results are explained in detail

in the following sections.
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4.2. RQ1: The Correlation between the Holistic Scores Given for EFL Students’
Essays by the Instructors, and the Correlation between the Instructors Scores

and the AWE Scores

In order to answer the first question, in addition to the seven teachers who actively
took part in the training process and the interviews, an additional instructor volunteered
to score the same essays (n=35) scored by the seven instructors. The eighth instructor
who was referred to as the external rater in this study had a similar teaching background
and four years of teaching and assessment experience in the context where the study was
conducted. The main reason why another instructor was involved in this part of the study
was to compare the correlation between instructors’ scores and AWE scores with the
correlation between instructors’ scores and another unbiased rater. In EFL higher
education settings, the most common way to ensure reliability and validity in scoring is
to achieve inter-rater agreement between two instructors. Thus, by including the external
rater, it was aimed to determine how applicable and suitable computer-generated scores
might be in this certain context.

In order to eliminate researcher bias, five opinion essays written about the same
topic were chosen randomly via random sampling method and handed to the researcher
by each instructor (n=7). The essays were written by each instructor’s own students and
the essays were written during the final writing test which was administered at the end of
the final week of the first module. Each instructor was responsible for evaluating the
essays written by their own students. Nonetheless, as required by the school policy, all
the instructors, (n=8, including the external rater) who volunteered in this part of the study
attended a lengthy standardization session to resolve discrepancies of more than 2 points.
The standardization session took place before the instructors assessed the essays and after
the instructors scored the essays and copies of the randomly chosen essays were handed
to the researcher and the eighth instructor. Upon receiving the essays, seven instructors
started to score the essays and gave formative feedback to the students in their own
writing class. On the other hand, the eighth instructor only scored the essays given by
other instructors (n=35) for the purpose of exploring the correlation among the scores. In
addition, all the essays were transferred into digital files and uploaded to the AWE system
to receive computer-generated scores. Both the instructors and the AWE system scored
the essays using holistic rubrics. The instructors used the holistic rubric designed by the

testing office, and the AWE system evaluated the essays through a six-point holistic
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rubric. Prior to the correlational analysis, the scores given by the instructors and the AWE
tool were standardized to range from a minimum of 0 points to a maximum of 100 points.

In the analysis in which the study sought to determine whether there was a
statistically significant correlation between the instructors’ scores and AWE scores, the
normal distribution analysis "Kolmogorov-Smirnov Normal Distribution" was applied to
the variables examined. As a result, it was determined that the scores did not meet the
normality assumptions (p <.05). Although normality transformations were applied to the
scores, the distribution could not be normalized. Hence, a nonparametric Spearman

analysis was used. The following Table 4.1. summarizes the results of the analysis.

Table 4.1. The correlation among the scores of instructors, the AWE system, and the external rater

. Instructors’ AWE External
Variables scored e rater’s scores
r 1 .862* 804*
, P .000 .000
Instructors’ scores N 35 35 35
X 70,64
r .862% 1 .876%*
p .000 .000
AWE scores N 35 35 35
X 59,76
r 804 .876* 1
, p .000 .000
External rater’s scores N 35 35 35
X 66,28

*p<.05

When the table was examined, it was seen that the instructors' average score was (X
=70,64), the average AWE score was (X = 59,76), and the average of the external rater’s
scores was (X = 66,28). The correlation coefficient between the instructors’ mean scores
and AWE mean scores was r = .862, and the determination coefficient was r>=.743. That
is, when the AWE scores increased, the instructors’ scores increased as well, or when the
scores of one variable decreased, the scores of the other variable decreased too. In
addition, the correlation coefficient between the instructors’ scores and the external
rater’s scores was r = .804, and the determination coefficient was r* = .646. Consequently,
both the correlation between the instructors’ scores and AWE scores and the correlation
between the instructors’ scores and the external rater’s scores were statistically significant
(p < .05). When the interval levels included in the correlation coefficient interpretation

criteria presented by Alpar (2014) was taken into account, it was observed that there was
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a high, positive, and significant correlation between the instructors’ scores and the AWE
scores (r = . 862, p < .05). Moreover, the results put forward that there was a high,
positive, and significant correlation between the instructors’ scores and the external
rater’s scores (= . 804, p <.05). That is, as the instructors’ scores increased or decreased,
the AWE scores and the external rater’s scores increased or decreased together as well.
In order to investigate the agreement between each instructor’s individual scores
and AWE scores, and the agreement between the instructors' scores and the external
rater’s scores, a nonparametric Spearman analysis was used. The results of the analysis

can be seen below in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2. The correlations among AWE scores, external rater’s scores and each instructor’s scores

. Instructors’ AWE External
Variables scores res rater’s scores
r 1 .825 .649
)4 .086 236
Teacher 1 n 5 P 5
X 73 66,4 71
r 1 975% 1*
p ,005 .000
Teacher 2 n 5 P P
X 67,5 59,76 69
r 1 .949* .872
p .014 .054
Teacher 3 n 5 s 5
X 69 63,08 65
r 1 975% 1*
)/ .005 .000
Teacher 4 n 5 P P
X 71 56 66
r 1 .740 865
p 152 058
Teacher 5 n 5 5 5
X 74 56 63
r 1 .866 .564
p .058 322
Teacher 6 n 5 5 5
X 73 59,76 64
r 1 918* .803
p .028 102
Teacher 7 n 5 s P
X 67 56,44 65
*p<.05
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As seen in Table 4.2 above, the discrepancy between the average of instructors’
scores and the AWE scores was higher than the discrepancy between the average of the
instructors’ scores and the external rater’s scores. This might have occurred because the
rubrics used by the instructors ranged from 0 to 20 and the rubric used by the system
ranged from 0 to 6. Although the AWE scores were seemingly lower than both the
instructors’ scores and the external rater’s scores, it was found that there was a high,
positive, and significant correlation between the AWE scores and the second instructor
(r=.975, p < .05), the third instructor (= .949, p < .05), the fourth instructor (r=
975, p <.05) and the seventh instructor (» =.918, p <.05). This shows that both external
rater’s scores and AWE scores were positively and significantly correlated with other
raters, and in some cases, the correlation between AWE scores and other raters was
higher.

It was also seen that there were high, positive, and significant correlations between
the external rater’s scores and, respectively, the second instructor (» =.1, p <.01) and the
fourth instructor (= .1, p <.01). Hence, the correlations between the instructors' scores
and the external rater’s scores were higher than the correlations between the instructors’
scores and the AWE scores in some cases. Nonetheless, it can be seen in Table 4.2 that,
in general, when the correlation between the AWE scores and the instructors’ scores was
higher, the correlation between the instructors’ scores and the external rater’s scores was
higher as well.

In addition to the quantitative analysis, during the third and the final week of
training and observation of the system period, which took place to familiarize the
instructors with the system, instructors were asked to use the student accounts they were
provided with and review the feedback and scores given by the AWE system to the same
essays they scored and provided feedback for. Furthermore, the instructors were asked to
take reflective notes of their views on the AWE scores and feedback. During the
interviews, the instructors were asked to state their views on the AWE scores and to
compare the AWE scores with their scores. As a result of the interviews, it was found that
six teachers found AWE scores similar to their scores, and only one instructor found the
AWE scores lower than her own scores. The excerpts below indicate the instructors’

perceptions of AWE scores:

T1: “ The scores are more or less the same with the students' levels. One of these students

was especially less proficient than the other and I gave the lowest score to that student. As
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the student got the lowest score by the system and it was roughly the same band. The system
also gave the others an average score like mine. I guess it just gave one student a lower score
than I thought, because of grammar mistakes.”

T2: “ The system gave scores in parallel with the scores I gave. I can say that it gave similar
scores and provided similar explanations with the criteria we use, and even almost the same
scores, so it was similar.”

T3: “For example, the 60-80 range for me corresponds to the range of 4. Although there is a
wide range, we have given scores at the same intervals. When I look at the comments
provided under the scores and when I evaluate the papers, I agree with the problems and
deficiencies mentioned by the system for the essays, both in terms of grammar and content.
Hence, I think it evaluates the essays similarly and I find it reliable.”

T4: “The scores given by the system were similar. Actually, they were very similar, so I am
satisfied with the scoring, but the students may not be able to envision how much it coincides

with our own rubric.”

As seen in the excerpts above, the majority of the instructors found the AWE scores
similar to their own scores, and they expressed that the AWE system similarly justified
the given score with the holistic rubric used by the instructors. Here are a sample score

and explanations for the certain score provided by the system (see Figure 4.1)

4/6

Your writing is good, but you need to know how to be more persuasive
and more skillful at communicating your ideas.
Your essay:

= Slights some parts of the task

= Treats the topic simplistically or repetitively

= |s organized adequately, but you need more fully to support
your position with discussion, reasons, or examples

= Shows that you can say what you mean, but you could use
language more precisely or vigorously

= Demonstrates control in terms of grammar, usage, or sentence
structure, but you may have some errors

Figure 4.1. A sample score and explanations provided by the AWE tool for the certain score

To conclude the findings regarding the correlations among instructors’ scores,
AWE scores and the external rater’s scores put forward that AWE scores were positively
and significantly correlated with the scores provided by the instructors and the external
rater. Moreover, it was found that the inter-rater agreement between two instructors and

the inter-rater agreement between an instructor and an AWE tool can be similar.
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Moreover, the teachers noted that there were similarities between their assessment and
the AWE assessment in terms of the similarity of the scores, the score intervals and the

rationales for the scores in each interval.

4.3. RQ2: The Change in EFL Students’ Writing Accuracy After the Provision of
AWE Formative Feedback and Teachers’ Formative Feedback

In the first phase of the study, both the students in the experimental group (n=18)
and the students in the control group (n=20) received writing instruction on writing
opinion paragraphs for three weeks and both groups were provided with teachers’
formative feedback. In addition, they were trained on using the correction symbols guide
to correct their errors. During the fourth week, both groups received instruction on the
structure of the opinion essay and the students in the experimental group were trained on
using the AWE system, and to make sure students could make use of AWE formative
feedback, the terms used by the system were clarified. The materials used to familiarize
the students with the system (see Appendix J) were provided by the Educational Testing
Service (ETS) after permission for the study was granted and the existing manuals and

guidebooks on the system were used for further familiarization.

Following the introduction of the AWE tool and an introduction to writing opinion
essays, both groups wrote first drafts and second drafts, which were also the final drafts,
of an opinion essay during the fifth week, sixth week, and seventh week. The students
wrote their essays on a different topic each week, and they were asked to write more than
250 words. In other words, both groups wrote two drafts for each of the three different
topics and they received feedback for each draft, and both groups wrote each draft of the
essays on the same days and under the same conditions. Hence, the only difference
between the groups was the type of feedback they received to correct their errors as the
control group received the teacher’s formative feedback, whereas the experimental group

received AWE formative feedback to correct their errors and write their second drafts.

In order to determine the error types to be included in comparative analysis, first
drafts of all three writing assignments were examined and the errors on students’ first
drafts on each topic were counted by two raters. After the common errors made by the
students were found as a result of frequency analysis, experienced teachers working in
the study context were consulted on whether they agree with the types of errors found to

be frequent at the intermediate level according to the study, and if these errors were
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commonly made by the students in the study context based on their observations.
Consequently, it was also expressed by the experienced teachers that the frequent error
types found as a result of analysis were the common errors made by students in the study
context in their opinions as well. Table 4.3. illustrates the findings related to common

errors made by the participants.

Table 4.3. Frequent error types in students’ first drafts

The First Essay The Second Essay The Third Essay

Error Types N* Mean % N*  Mean % N* M %

Punctuation 150 3,94 132 214 5,63 17,4 170 4,47 16,4
Article 209 5,5 184 112 2,94 9,1 105 2,76 10,1
Spelling 92 2,42 8,1 102 2,68 8.3 74 194 7,1
I1l-formed verbs 88 2,31 7,7 105 2,76 8,6 76 2 13
Preposition 77 2,02 6,8 85 2,23 6,9 60 1,57 58
Subject-verb agreement 69 1,81 6 61 1,60 5 65 1,71 6,3
Run-on sentences 63 1,65 5.5 57 1,50 4.6 71 1,86 6,9
Singular/Plural noun 55 1.44 4.8 104 2,73 8,5 78 2,05 7.5
Wrong word choice 52 1,36 4,6 68 1,78 5,5 84 2721 8,1
Capitalization 48 1,26 42 64 1,68 5,2 27 0,71 2,6
Sentence structure 45 1,18 4 35 0,92 29 51 1,34 49
Fragment 43 1,13 3,8 46 1,21 3,7 57 1,5 5,5
Wrong Tense 22 ,57 1,9 51 1,34 4,1 16 0,42 1,5
Missing noun or verb 19 0,50 1.7 26 0,68 2,1 18 0,47 1,7
Wrong word order 19 0,50 1.7 17 0,44 1,4 12 032 1,2
Unnecessary word 14 0,36 1.2 14 0,36 1,1 18 0,47 1,7
Wrong word form 14 0.36 1.2 10 0,26 0,8 9 023 09
Quantifier-noun aggreement 11 0,28 1 10 0,26 0,8 10 0,26 1
Pronoun 10 0,26 0.9 10 0,26 0,8 9 023 09
Countable/Uncountable 10 0,26 0.9 18 0,47 1,5 8 0,21 0,8
Faulty comparison 9 0,23 0.8 10 0,27 0,8 9 023 09
Compound words 8 0,21 0.7 5 0,13 0.4 5 0,13 0,5
Possessive Errors 6 0,15 0.5 4 0,10 0,3 2 0,05 02
Negation 4 0,10 0.4 2 0,05 0,2 2 0,05 0,2
Total 1137 100 1230 100 1036 100

As analyzing the changes in all the error types would be beyond the scope of this
study, the error types with a mean score of more than 1 were considered as the most
frequent errors, and accordingly, 11 most frequent error types were included in the further
comparative analyses between the groups. As a result, the common errors to be included
in the study were determined as fragment, run-on sentence, sentence structure errors,
subject-verb agreement errors (SVA), ill-formed verbs, wrong word choice, missing and
extra articles, preposition, spelling, capitalization and punctuation errors. Although the
results showed that singular/ plural noun errors and tense errors were common errors with
mean scores of more than 1, these error types were not included in the comparative

analysis as the AWE system does not provide corrective feedback on these errors. Hence,
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comparative analyses were conducted to examine the change in these 11 categories.
Once the errors on the first and the second drafts were counted, the error counts
were normalized based on the average word count of students’ essays. The error counts
on both drafts of the first, the second, and the third essays were normalized to the average
of, respectively, 276, 282, and 295 words. Afterward, it was examined whether the data
met the normality assumptions. Shapiro-Wilk, skewness-kurtosis, and histogram graphs
were examined to determine if there was a normal distribution. Nonetheless, it was found
that the data did not meet the normality assumptions. Therefore, Wilcoxon signed-rank
analysis was used to determine the change in pre-feedback and post-feedback error
counts, and Mann-Whitney U analysis was used to determine whether there was a
significant difference between the groups according to the post-tests. Data were analyzed
using the SPSS 20 statistical package program. The following parts summarize the
weekly findings of Wilcoxon signed-rank analyses and Mann-Whitney U analyses in

detail.

4.3.1. The change in students’ writing accuracy from the first drafts to the second

drafts of the first essay

The students in the experimental and control groups wrote their first essays in the
fifth week. Although it was assumed that the students had a similar level of writing
proficiency since they were all intermediate-level students, the similarities between the
groups in terms of their writing accuracy were also analyzed according to the pre-
feedback error counts of the students in the experimental and control groups. According
to the comparative analysis results, it was determined that there was only one significant
difference in the "spelling" error counts between groups before the provision of AWE

feedback. The findings obtained as a result of the analysis are presented in Table 4.4.

Table 4.4. The first essay- comparison of pre-feedback error counts between groups

Errors types Experimental (N=18) Control (N=20)

g’EZSI)ack) 11\{/[:1?135 Sum of Ranks Mean Ranks  Sum of Ranks 18] P
Fragment 18,08 325,50 20,78 415,50 154,50 ,455
Run-on 20,00 360,00 19,05 381,00 171,00 ,792
RW 20,31 365,50 18,78 375,50 165,50 ,670
SVA 20,06 361,00 19,00 380,00 170,00 ,770
Ill-formed verb 20,28 365,00 18,80 376,00 166,00 ,682
Wrong word 20,83 375,00 18,30 366,00 156,00 ,481
Article 22,56 406,00 16,75 335,00 125,00 ,108
Preposition 20.86 375.50 18.28 365.50 15.50 474
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Table 4.4. (Continued) The first essay- comparison of pre-feedback error counts between groups

Spelling 23,44 422,00 15,95 319,00 109,00 ,038*
Capitalization 22,72 409,00 16,60 332,00 122,00 ,087
Punctuation 18,56 334,00 20,35 407,00 163,00 ,619

* Statistically significant (p <.05)

As seen in Table 4.4, according to the Mann-Whitney U analysis, spelling errors
showed a significant difference in favor of the experimental group (U = 109.50, p <.05).
In other words, there was no significant difference between the groups in all other
variables (except for the spelling error) examined in the context of the first essays (p >
.05). This situation reveals that before the students in the experimental group were
exposed to AWE feedback, the students in the experimental and control groups were
similar to each other in terms of writing accuracy except for spelling errors.

In order to determine the accuracy change depending on the feedback type, the
Wilcoxon signed-ranks test was conducted to find out whether there was a significant
difference in the pre-feedback and post-feedback error counts of the students in the

experimental and control groups, and the results are presented in Table 4.5.

Table 4.5. Comparison of pre-feedback and post- feedback error counts of students’ first essays

Experimental group Control group
The First Essay Mean Sum of Mean Sum of
N Rank Ranks z p N Rank Ranks z P
Fragment Negqt@ve Ranks 8 4,50 36,00 12 7,50 90,00
(pre-post) Positive Raqks 0 ,00 ,00 -2,521 ,012* 1 1,00 1,00 -3,111 ,002*
Ties 10 7

Run-on Negative Ranks 15 8,00 120,00 14 8,50 119,00

Positive Ranks 0 ,00 ,00 -3,408 ,001* 1 1,00 1,00 -3,352  ,001*
(pre-post) Ties 3
Sentence  Negative Ranks 12 6,50 78,00 11 6,00 66,00
structure Positive Ranks 0 ,00 ,00 -3,059 ,002* 0 ,00 ,00 -2,937 ,003*
(pre-post) Ties 6 9
SVA Nega}t%ve Ranks 15 8,00 120,00 18 9,50 171,00
(pre-post) Positive Raqks 0 ,00 ,00 -3,408 ,001* 0 ,00 ,00 -3,724 ,000%

Ties 3 2

Ill-formed Negative Ranks 17 9,00 153,00 19 10,00 190,00
verb Positive Ranks 0 ,00 ,00 -3,621 ,000* 0 ,00 ,00 -3,824 ,000%
(pre-post) Ties 1 1
Wrong Negative Ranks 9 5,00 45,00 10 5,50 55,00
word Positive Ranks 0 ,00 ,00 -2,666 ,008* 0 ,00 ,00 -2,803 ,005%
(pre-post) Ties 9 10
Article Negative Ranks 17 9,00 153,00 8 4,50 36,00

Positive Ranks 0 ,00 ,00 -3,621 ,000* 0 ,00 ,00 -2,521 ,012%
(pre-post) Ties 1 12
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Table 4.5. (Continued) Comparison of pre-feedback and post- feedback error counts of the students’ first

essays
Preposition Nega.ti.ve Ranks 14 7.50 105.00 14 7.50 105.00
(pre-post) Positive Raqks 0 ,00 ,00 -3,296 ,001* O ,00 ,00 -3,297 ,001*
Ties 4 6
Spelling Negative Ranks 17 9,00 153,00 16 8,50 136,00
Positive Ranks 0,00 ,00 -3,621 ,000% 0O ,00 ,00 -3,517 ,000*
(pre-post) .
Ties 1 4
Capitaliza- Negative Ranks 14 7,50 105,00 13 7,00 91,00
tion Positive Ranks 0,00 ,00 -3,296 ,001* 0 ,00 ,00 -3,182 ,001*
(pre-post) Ties 4 7
Punctua- Negative Ranks 18 9,50 171,00 19 10,79 205,00
tion Positive Ranks 0,00 ,00  -3,724 ,000* 1 5,00 5,00 -3,733 ,000*
(pre-post) Ties 0 0

Based on negative ranks
* Statistically significant (p <.05)

As seen in Table 4.5, the revisions made depending on the type of feedback showed
a statistically significant difference in the context of the error types examined in both
groups (p < .05 for all variables). In both groups, the error counts were in favor of negative
ranks which indicate a reduction in errors, and both feedback types provided to the groups
significantly reduced the error counts in each category.

In addition to within groups comparison, with the Mann-Whitney U analysis, it was
examined whether the type of feedback given to the first drafts of the initial essay showed
a significant difference in the post-feedback scores of the experimental and control

groups. The results are presented in Table 4.6.

Table 4.6. Comparison of post- feedback error counts of students’ first essays between groups

The First Essay Experimental (N=18) Control (N=20)

(post-feedback) 11\{/[:1?135 Sum of Ranks Mean Ranks Sum of Ranks U P
Fragment 20,22 364,00 18,85 377,00 167,00 ,693
Run-on 18,00 324,00 20,85 417,00 153,00 ,371
Sentence structure 18,94 341,00 20,00 400,00 170,00 ,730
Subject-verb agreement 17,89 322,00 20,95 419,00 151,00 ,210
Ill-formed verbs 15,89 286,00 22,75 455,00 115,00 ,044*
Wrong word choice 19,61 353,00 19,40 388,00 178,00  ,951
Article 9,78 176,00 28,25 565,00 5,00 ,000%*
Preposition 18,75 337,50 20,18 403,50 166,50  ,686
Spelling 18,39 331,00 20,50 410,00 160,00  ,465
Capitalization 18,39 331,00 20,50 410,00 160,00  ,357
Punctuation 13,06 235,00 25,30 506,00 64,00 ,000*

* Statistically significant (p <.05)

According to the results of the comparative analysis, the error types that reduced

significantly were ill-formed verbs, (U = 115.00, p <.05), article (U =5.00, p <.05) and
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punctuation errors (U = 64.00, p < .05). In the post-feedback results, in terms of the ill-
formed verbs, article, and punctuation error counts, the average of the error counts of the
students in the experimental group decreased significantly, while the mean scores of the
error counts of these error types did not decrease significantly in the control group.
These results reveal that the feedback given by the AWE system in the experimental
group was more effective in correcting the ill-formed verbs, articles, and punctuation
errors compared to the feedback given by the teacher in the control group. In other words,
in the comparison made over the post-feedback error counts of the groups, there was a
significant difference between the two groups in terms of the reduction in the ill-formed
verbs, articles, and punctuation errors. Sample AWE feedback and teachers’ feedback
provided for ill-formed verbs, articles, and punctuation errors made by the students in this

study are displayed below in Table 4.7.

Table 4.7. Sample feedback provided by teachers and the AWE system

Error Type Sample errors from Teacher’s Sample AWE feedback
students’ essays feedback

[ll-formed verbs They always want to WF This verb may be
Sfollowing the .... incorrect. Proofread the

sentence to make sure
you have used the correct

form.
Missing or First reason why internet You may need to use an
Extra Article is beneficial for people is Nor X article before this word.
Consider using the article
the

On the contrary, you can

meet new person, and ... You may need to use an
article before this word.
Consider using the article
a

Punctuation Money brings happiness P You may need to place a
but reach people ... comma after this word
There are three reasons to You may need to remove
believe that, internet is this comma

the best invention.

As shown in Table 4.7, while the teacher feedback is provided with error codes, the

AWE system provided longer and detailed explanations compared to teachers’ feedback.
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In addition, Table 4.7 shows that the AWE tool also provided hints about how to correct

certain types of errors.

4.3.2. The change in students’ writing accuracy from the first drafts to the second

drafts of the second essay

In order to determine if there was a significant difference between the groups in
terms of writing accuracy, the pre-feedback error counts of the students in the
experimental and control groups were compared. According to the comparative analysis
results, it was determined that there was only one significant difference in the "spelling"

factor between groups before the provision of AWE feedback.

The results showed that there was a significant difference between the groups in
terms of spelling errors (U = 105.50, p < .05) and capitalization errors (U = 90.50, p <
.05). However, there was no significant difference between the groups in all other
variables (except for the spelling and capitalization errors) examined in the context of the
second essay (p > .05). This situation reveals that before the students in the experimental
group were exposed to AWE feedback, the students in the experimental and control
groups were similar to each other in terms of writing accuracy. The findings obtained as

a result of the analysis are presented in Table 4.8.

Table 4.8. The second essay-comparison of pre-feedback error counts between groups

Experimental (N=18) Control (N=20)

Errors types Mean Sum of

(pre-feedback) Ranks Ranks Mean Ranks ~ Sum of Ranks U P
Fragment 16,81 302,50 21,93 438,00 131,50 158
Run-on 17,19 309,50 21,58 431,50 138,50  ,228
RW 17,56 316,00 21,25 425,00 145,00 ,317
SVA 17,36 312,00 21,43 428,00 141,50 ,264
[ll-formed verb 17,56 316,00 21,25 425,00 145,00 ,317
Wrong word 19,56 352,00 19,45 389,00 179,00  ,988
Article 17,11 308,00 21,65 433,00 137,00 217
Preposition 16,78 302,00 21,95 439,00 131,00 ,158
Spelling 15,36 276,50 23,23 464,00 105,50 ,028*
Capitalization 14,53 261,00 23,98 479,00 90,50  ,008*
Punctuation 16,14 290,00 22,53 450,00 119,50 ,077

* Statistically significant (p <.05)

In order to examine the change in writing accuracy depending on the type of
feedback, the Wilcoxon signed-ranks test was conducted to determine whether there was
a significant reduction from the pre-feedback to post-feedback error counts of the students

in the experimental and control groups, and the results are presented in Table 4.9.
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Table 4.9. Comparison of pre-feedback and post- feedback error counts of students’ second essays

The Second Essay

Experimental group

Control group

Mean Sum of

Mean Sum of

N Rank Ranks Z p N Rank Ranks z P

Fragment Negative Ranks 12 7,13 85,50 12 6,50 78,00

Positive Ranks 1 5,50 5,50 -2,796 ,005% O ,00 .00 -3,064 ,002*
(pre-post) ..

Ties 5 8
Run-on Neg'a'tive Ranks 11 6,00 66,00 15 8,00 120,00
(pre-post) P951t1ve Ranks 0 ,00 ,00  -2936 ,003* O ,00 .00 -3,411 ,001*

Ties 7 5
Sentence  Negative Ranks 6 3,50 21,00 7 4,00 28,00
structure  Positive Ranks 0 ,00 ,00  -2.207 ,027* O ,00 .00 -2,366 ,018*
(pre-post) Ties 12 13
SVA Neg.a.tive Ranks 13 7,00 91,00 15 8,00 120,00
(pre-post) Pgsfuve Ranks 0 ,00 ,00  -3,180 ,001* O ,00 .00 -3,408 ,001*

Ties 5 5
Ill-formed Negative Ranks 13 7,00 91,00 19 10,00 190,00
verbs Positive Ranks 0 ,00 ,00  -3,180 ,001* O ,00 .00 -3,823 ,000*
(pre-post) Ties 5 1
Wrong Negative Ranks 14 7,50 105,00 11 6,36 70,00
word Positive Ranks 0 ,00 ,00  -3,296 ,001* 1 8,00 8,00 -2,432 ,015*
(pre-post) Ties 4 8
Article Negative Ranks 17 9,00 153,00 17 9,00 153,00

Positive Ranks 0 ,00 ,00  -3,621 ,000* O ,00 .00 -3,622 ,000*
(pre-post) Ti

ies 1 3

Preposi-  Negative Ranks 15 8,00 120,00 19 10,00 190,00
tion Positive Ranks 0 ,00 ,00  -3,409 ,001* O ,00 .00 -3,824 ,000*
(pre-post) Ties 3 1
Spelling Negative Ranks 13 7,00 91,00 18 10,50 189,00

Positive Ranks 0 ,00 ,00  -3,180 ,001* 1 1,00 1,00 -3,783 ,000*
(pre-post) ..

Ties 5 1
Capitaliza- Negative Ranks 11 7,00 77,00 16 8,50 136,00
tion Positive Ranks 1 1,00 1,00 -2,981 ,003* O ,00 .00 -3,516 ,000*
(pre-post) Ties 6 4
Punctua- Negative Ranks 18 9,50 171,00 20 10,50 210,00
tion Positive Ranks 0 ,00 ,00  -3,724 ,000%* O ,00 .00 -3,921 ,000*
(pre-post) Ties 0 0

Based on negative ranks

* Statistically significant (p <.05)

As shown in Table 4.9, both types of feedback led to a statistically significant

reduction in the context of all variables (error types) examined in the experimental and

control groups (p < .05 for all variables). The change in error counts in both groups were

in favor of negative ranks that is the reduction in error counts.

In addition to the within-groups comparison, post-feedback error reduction rates

were examined by the Mann-Whitney U analysis to determine whether the type of

feedback given in the context of the typical errors resulted in a significant difference in

the post-feedback error counts of the experimental and control groups. The results

obtained were as presented in Table 4.10.
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Table 4.10. Comparison of post- feedback error counts of students’ second essays between groups

The Second Experimental (N=18) Control (N=20)

Efses:gb(;)c(;(s)t- 11;/; fﬁ(ns S;;Ekosf Mean Ranks ~ Sum of Ranks U P
Fragment 19,17 345,00 19,80 396,00 174,00 ,849
Run-on 18,75 337,50 20,18 403,50 166,50 ,641
Sentence structure 18,50 333,00 20,40 408,00 162,00 , 534
SVA 17,67 318,00 21,15 423,00 147,00 ,196
IlI-formed verbs 19,06 343,00 19,90 398,00 172,00 , 798
Wrong word 17,44 314,00 21,35 427,00 143,00 ,261
Atrticle 10,67 192,00 27,45 549,00 21,00 ,000*
Preposition 20,11 362,00 18,95 379,00 169,00 , 734
Spelling 18,22 328,00 20,65 413,00 157,00 ,385
Capitalization 18,94 341,00 20,00 400,00 170,00 ,619
Punctuation 10,72 193,00 27,40 548,00 22,00 ,000*

* Statistically significant (p <.05)

According to the comparative analysis of the errors on the second drafts, it was
determined that there was a significant difference only in the article (U = 21.00, p <.05)
and the punctuation (U = 22.00, p <.05) errors between the groups. When the article and
punctuation error counts on students' second drafts were analyzed, it was be seen that the
mean error counts of the students in the experimental group decreased significantly, while
the mean scores of the students in the control group did not decrease significantly. These
results show that the feedback given by the system in the experimental group was more
effective in correcting the article and punctuation errors compared to the feedback given
by the teacher in the control group. In the comparison made on the post-feedback accuracy
of the groups, apart from the article and punctuation errors, there was no significant

difference in reduction of error types on students' second drafts of the second essay.

4.3.3. The change in students’ writing accuracy from the first drafts to second

drafts of the third essay

To be able to investigate if there was a significant difference between the groups in
terms of writing accuracy, the pre-feedback error counts of the students in the
experimental and control groups were compared. According to the comparative analysis
results, it was determined that there was no significant difference (p > .05) between
groups before the provision of AWE feedback. The findings obtained as a result of the

analysis are presented in Table 4.11.
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Table 4.11. The third essay- comparison of pre-feedback error counts between groups

Errors types

Experimental (N=18)

Control (N=20)

gg:s;)ack) g[afl?s Sum of Ranks Mean Ranks Sum of Ranks U P

Fragment 20.25 364,50 18,83 376,50 166,50 ,696
Run-on 22,94 413,00 16,40 328,00 118,00 ,072
RW 21,44 386,00 17,75 355,00 14500 317
SVA 20,47 368,00 18,63 372,50 162,50  ,613
Ivléiormed 20,83 375,00 18,30 366,00 156,00 ,496
Wrong word 20,47 368,00 18,63 372,50 162,50 613
Article 20,39 367,00 18,70 374,00 164,00 654
Preposition 18,31 329,00 20,58 411,50 158,50  ,534
Spelling 20,19 363,50 18,88 377,50 167,50 ,718
Capitalization 21,39 385,00 17,80 356,00 146,00 331
Punctuation 19,56 352,00 19,45 389,00 179,00 ,988

* Statistically significant (p <.05)

To determine the change in writing accuracy depending on the feedback type, the

Wilcoxon signed-ranks test was conducted to determine whether there was a significant

difference in the pre-feedback and post-feedback writing accuracy of the students in the

experimental and control groups, and the results are summarized in Table 4.12.

Table 4.12. Comparison of pre-feedback and post- feedback error counts of students’ third essays

Experimental group

Control group

The Third Essay
(pre-post) N Mean Sum of p N Mean Sum of P
Rank Ranks Rank  Ranks
Fragment Negative Ranks 13 7,00 91,00 13 7,00 91,00
Positive Ranks 0,00 ,00 -3,181 ,001* 0 ,00 ,00 -3,181 ,001%
(pre-post) Ties 7
Run-on Neg'a'tive Ranks 16 8,50 136,00 15 8,00 120,00
(pre-post) P931tlve Ranks 0 ,00 ,00 -3,516 ,000# 0 ,00 ,00 -3,408 ,001%
Ties 2 5
Sentence  Negative Ranks 11 6,00 66,00 9 500 45,00
structure  Positive Ranks 0,00 ,00 -2,936 ,003* 0 ,00 ,00 -2,668 ,008*
(pre-post) Ties 7 11
SVA Negative Ranks 12 6,50 78,00 16 8,50 136,00
Positive Ranks 0,00 ,00 -3,059 ,002* 0 ,00 .00 -3,516 ,000*
(pre-post) i 6 4
Ill-formed Negative Ranks 14 7,50 105,00 13 7,00 91,00
verbs Positive Ranks 0,00 ,00 -3,296 ,001* 0 ,00 ,00 -3,180 ,001*
(pre-post) Ties 4 7
Negative Ranks 14 7,50 105,00 14 7,50 105,00
Wrong
Zvord Positive Ranks 0,00 00 26 001% 50 oo 3296 001F
Pre-post)  rio¢ 4 6
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Table 4.12. (Continued) Comparison of pre-feedback and post- feedback error counts of students’ third

essays

Article Neg.a.tive Ranks 16 8,50 136,00 10 6,40 64,00

(pre-post) P9s1t1ve Ranks 0 ,00 ,00 -3,517 ,000* 1 2,00 2,00 -2,758 ,006*
Ties 2 9

Preposi- Negative Ranks 11 6,00 66,00 12 6,50 78,00

tion Positive Ranks 0 ,00 ,00 -2,934 ,003* O ,00 ,00 -3,059 ,002*

(pre-post) Ties 6 8

Spelling Neg.a.tive Ranks 15 8,00 120,00 16 8,50 136,00

(pre-post) Pgsﬁwe Ranks 0 ,00 ,00 -3,408 ,001* O ,00 ,00 -3,517 ,000*
Ties 3 4

Capitali- Negative Ranks 10 5,50 55,00 9 500 45,00

zation Positive Ranks 0,00 ,00 -2,805 ,005* O ,00 ,00 -2,666 ,008*

(pre-post) Ties 8 11

Punctua- Negative Ranks 16 8,50 136,00 20 10,50 210,00

tion Positive Ranks 0,00 ,00 -3,516 ,000# O ,00 ,00 -3,920 ,000*

(pre-post) Ties 2 0

* Statistically significant (p <.05)

As illustrated in Table 4.12, both types of feedback led to a statistically significant
difference on all variables (11 error types) examined in the experimental and control
groups (p < .05 for all variables). The difference in both groups was in favor of negative
ranks, which indicates that both feedback types resulted in a significant reduction in error
counts, and improved writing accuracy. Furthermore, to examine if there was a significant
difference between the feedback types considering the error reduction, the post-feedback
writing accuracy was examined by the Mann-Whitney U analysis to find out whether the
type of feedback given in the context of error correction shows a significant difference in
the writing accuracy of the second drafts of the groups. The results obtained are presented

in Table 4.13.

Table 4.13. Comparison of post- feedback error counts of students’ third essays between groups

The Third Essay Experimental (N=18) Control (N=20)
(post-test) Mean Sum of Ranks Mean Ranks Sum of Ranks U P
Ranks
Fragment 20,42 367,50 18,68 373,50 163,50 ,618
Run-on 17,86 321,50 20,98 419,50 150,50 ,319
Sentence structure 19,22 346,00 19,75 395,00 175,00 ,863
SVA 18,08 325,50 20,78 415,50 154,50 ,352
Ill-formed verbs 17,06 307,00 21,70 434,00 136,00 ,152
Wrong word 19,06 343,00 19,90 398,00 172,00 ,809
Article 12,33 222,00 25,95 519,00 51,00 ,000*
Preposition 17,97 305,50 19,88 397,50 152,50 ,578
Spelling 18,25 328,50 20,63 412,50 157,50 ,356
Capitalization 19,56 352,00 19,45 389,00 179,00 ,956
Punctuation 15,42 277,50 23,18 463,50 106,50 ,027*

* Statistically significant (p <.05)
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According to the results given in Table 4.13, it was determined that there was only
a significant difference in the article (U = 51.00, p < .05) and punctuation (U = 106.50, p
< .05) errors between the groups after different types of feedback was received by the
experimental and the control groups. In the second drafts, based on the article and
punctuation error counts, the mean error counts of the students in the experimental group
decreased significantly, while the mean scores of the students in the control group did not
reduce significantly.

These results reveal that the feedback given by the AWE system in the experimental
group was more effective in correcting the article and punctuation errors than the
feedback given by the teacher in the control group. Apart from the article and punctuation
errors, in the comparison made on the post-feedback writing accuracy of the groups, there
was no significant difference due to the type of feedback.

In addition to quantitative data, in order to explore whether students’ opinions align
with the quantitative findings regarding the change in writing accuracy resulting from the
use of AWE feedback, qualitative data were collected through weekly reflection reports
and semi-structured interviews were carried out with the experimental group. Weekly
reflection reports were collected every week after the students utilized AWE feedback to
write their second drafts and reviewed the AWE feedback given for their second drafts,
and the interviews were conducted at the end of the study. Both data collection
instruments asked students to reflect on the errors they were able to correct, and they were
asked to specify the types of errors that they were able to correct thanks to the use of
AWE feedback.

Qualitative analysis of the data revealed the main error categories and the specific
error types which students stated they were able to correct easily by using AWE feedback.
While some students mentioned the names of the main error categories in the weekly
reflection reports and during the interviews, some of them identified the specific error
types they corrected the most by the use of AWE feedback. As a result, a total of 171
error types and categories were identified. Among these, 110 belonged to error types
specifically named by the students, whereas 61 of them belonged to main error categories,
respectively, grammar, mechanics, and usage categories. Table 4.14. summarizes the

findings of the analysis.
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Table 4.14. The error categories and the error types students stated that they were able to correct easily

Main Error Categories  Error types N* %
Grammar I1l-formed verbs 11 6.4
Subject-verb agreement errors 9 53
Fragment errors 4 23
Sentence structure errors 3 1.8
Others* 31 18.1
Usage Articles 26 15.2
Wrong word choice 7 4.1
Prepositions 3 1.8
Others* 9 5.3
Mechanics Punctuation 24 14
Spelling 16 9.3
Capitalization 7 4.1
Others* 21 12.3
Total 171 100

N* = Number of the codes
Others* = The main error categories

As seen in Table 4.14, according to the students, some of the frequently mentioned
error types that they were able to correct easily were article errors (n=26), punctuation
errors (n=24), spelling errors (n=16), ill-formed verbs (n=11), subject-verb agreement
errors (n=9), wrong word choice errors (n=7) and -capitalization errors (n=7).
Furthermore, it can be seen in Table 4.12 that according to students, they were able to
correct the errors in the mechanics category more compared to the other main error
categories. Thus, complementary qualitative data analysis supports the results of the
quantitative data analyses since the result of the quantitative data analyses revealed that
in addition to being effective in reducing errors in grammar, usage, and mechanics
categories, the AWE feedback was more effective in correcting the article and
punctuation errors than the feedback given by the teacher to the control group.

All in all, both quantitative and qualitative data gathered in order to explore the
effect of AWE feedback on correcting errors in L2 writing put forward that both AWE
feedback and teacher feedback were effective in reducing the 11 error types included in
this study significantly. Nonetheless, the AWE feedback was more effective in reducing
usage and mechanics errors compared to the teacher’s formative feedback. According to
the students, although the AWE feedback helped to identify a variety of error types, most
of the errors they believed they were able to correct were in the usage and the mechanics

categories. This result in general yielded that AWE scoring was found as effective as
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teacher scoring in all categories of error correction and it further helped for identifying

more errors in usage and mechanics while writing in L2.

4.4. RQ3: EFL Students’ Views on the Use of AWE in Learning and Assessment of
Writing in L2

In order to elicit the experimental group students’ opinions about the use of AWE
feedback, weekly reflection reports were collected each week from 18 students who
participated in the study regularly, and semi-structured interviews were conducted with
13 volunteers at the end of the study. The analysis of the collected qualitative data were
performed by using the Constant Comparison Method. As a result of the analysis, 922
codes were identified regarding students’ opinions which were formed under five main
categories. The main categories that emerged from the codes were advantageous features
of the AWE system (224 codes), improving writing performance by the use of AWE
feedback (324 codes), positive effects of AWE tool on gaining autonomy (115
codes),comparison of AWE feedback and teachers’ feedback (157 codes), drawbacks
of using the AWE tool (102 codes). The main categories related to students’ views on the

use of AWE in L2 writing can be seen in Table 4.15.

Table 4.15. The main categories related to students’ views on the use of AWE in L2 writing

Main categories N*
Advantageous features 224
Improvement in writing performance 324
Gains in autonomy 115
Comparison of AWE feedback and teachers’ feedback 157
Drawbacks 102
Total 922

N*: Number of codes

4.4.1. Advantageous features of the AWE system

The first main category emerging from students’ statements was advantageous
features of the AWE system. The first main category comprised 224 codes in total and
three subcategories. A large number of respondents indicated that AWE systems are
advantageous due to the technical advantages of the AWE system (n=146), quality of AWE
feedback (n=36), and quantity of AWE feedback (n=42). Table 4.16 displays the sub-

categories related to the advantageous features of the AWE system.
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Table 4.16. The subcategories related to the advantageous features of the AWE system

Advantageous features of AWE system Explanatory statements N*

Advantageous features are...

technical advantages You can use the system regardless of time 146
and place

quality of feedback 36
It provides detailed and explanatory feedback

quantity of feedback 42
It finds all the errors and evaluates every aspect of writing

Total 224

N*: Number of codes

As seen in table 4.16, one of the recurrent sub-categories emerging from
participants’ opinions was the technical advantages of the AWE system (n=146). With
regard to the advantages of using an AWE tool, the majority of the students mentioned
that the system can be used on different devices, such as smartphones and computers, and
it can be used at any time. Hence, the availability of the system was a prominent reason
why participants viewed using the AWE system is advantageous. Correspondingly, using
the AWE system was described as a practical way to receive feedback and correct errors
by most students. The reason why the AWE system was found practical by the students
was the fact that even though they wrote their drafts on paper at school when they practice
writing at home the system copies the first draft and allows users to make changes to their
first draft as opposed to writing everything once again. The way the system allows users

to revise and resubmit their essays is shown in Figure 4.2.
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Figure 4.2. A sample view of the revision box of the AWE tool
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As seen in Figure 4.2, the system allowed users to revise their drafts and make
necessary changes on a copy of the draft on the same page. Thus, writing on the AWE
system could be viewed as practical and time-saving by the participants. Moreover,
participants pointed out that receiving immediate feedback saved their time and allowed
them to revise and resubmit their essays a couple of times. Therefore, receiving immediate
feedback saved students’ time and encouraged them to write more than two drafts. In
accordance with being able to write more, participants pointed out that as the system
allowed them to write up to ten drafts and receive immediate feedback upon writing each
draft, they were able to practice more than they did in a classroom setting. Moreover, the
AWE system’s user-friendly interface and its ability to store students’ all essays were the
other technical advantages of the AWE system according to the participants. In addition,
some participants noted that as the AWE system uses algorithms to detect errors and
provide feedback, they trust the system. Concerning their trust in the system, participants
pointed out that as an automated system can’t get tired, busy, and can’t overlook errors,
they believe that the system can find a large number of errors. The excerpts below show

students’ opinions regarding the technical advantages of using AWE feedback:

S1: “I would like to use AWE feedback to correct my errors because, as I said, it gives
immediate feedback and the tool is easy to use and very accessible.”

S4: “The strengths of the system are that it keeps records of errors and it keeps track of
everything.”

S5: “I think the system can't overlook errors because it has an established system. On the
other hand, teachers might be fatigued while assessing writing. Additionally, most of the
time, when we write in handwriting, we might write illegibly. Teachers may not have noticed
this, or they may not understand. That's why we may not get a chance to correct our errors if
the errors are not identified. However, a machine would identify them thanks to its system.”
S8: “Since writing frequently is important for the development of my writing skills, we can
get feedback more easily thanks to this system, we do not have to wait, so we can write more.

We don't have to wait for the teacher.”

As can be interpreted from the excerpts above, the students pointed out many
technical advantages that have been brought about by the use of the AWE tool. Thus,
many participants stated that using the AWE system is a convenient way to write and
receive feedback thanks to the easy-to-use features of the system.

Another sub-category related to advantageous features of AWE feedback was the
quality of AWE feedback (n=36). The students found AWE feedback clear, and they

pointed out AWE system provides detailed explanations and gives direct or indirect hints
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which may enable students to correct their errors easily. The excerpts below show the

students’ opinions about the quality of AWE feedback:

S9: “When I click on the errors, the feedback was more explanatory for me as it shows the
categories on the top and hints appear in the feedback, so I corrected more errors.”

S10: “I liked the system, and it helped me to reduce my errors because it explained what the
mistakes are in a simple way. It did not only showed the name of the error type, but also

included clues about how to fix it, so it was useful for us to correct our errors.”

As can be understood from the excerpts, the students pointed out that they found
AWE feedback easy to understand and assisting since it had a different system compared
to correction symbols used by teachers to give corrective feedback. AWE feedback
explains why errors occur in students’ essays and most AWE feedback includes hints to
help students correct their errors. Thus, it can be deduced that in terms of corrective
feedback, AWE feedback might be considered as a more direct type of feedback
compared to correction symbols.

In addition to the quality of feedback, the quantity of feedback (n=42) provided by
the AWE system was a recurrent subcategory. The participants noted they were pleased
with the amount of feedback given by the system and they expressed that the abundant
quantity of feedback provided by the system helped them to improve writing accuracy on

their second drafts. The following excerpts exemplify students’ views:

S1: “It shows all the errors, and it tells you exactly what category the error falls into. Since it

finds all the errors even if it is missing comma, you can see all of the errors on the system”
S6: ““It shows most of the errors. There is nothing it does not show. For instance, I used to

forget all the articles. It shows them a lot.”

S8: “There are many categories and error types shown on the feedback box.”

The excerpts above show that the students were pleased with the number of errors
identified on the system and the fact that they were able to see the number of errors made
under each category. Furthermore, it can be understood that students were in favor of
being notified of all their errors. Hence, it might be inferred that students may have

preferred receiving feedback on a variety of writing aspects.

4.4.2. The effects of AWE feedback on improving writing performance

The second main category emerging from students’ statements was the effect of
AWE feedback on improving writing performance. In addition, the three sub-categories
in relation to the positive effect of AWE feedback on improving L2 writing were

identified as the allowance of AWE feedback to reduce errors after the revision of
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feedback (n=249), to increase students’ attention to avoid the common errors while
writing (n=21) and to promote learning through feedback (n=54). The subcategories

related to the effect of AWE on improving writing performance can be seen in Table 4.17.

Table 4.17. The subcategories related to the effect of AWE on improving writing performance

AWE feedback improves writing performance Explanatory statements N*
AWE feedback improves writing performance
thanks to its allowance to ...

1 corrected most of my errors

reduce errors after revision of feedback 249
[ realized the frequent errors and tried not to
increase attention to avoid common errors make those errors 21
promote learning through feedback 1 learned that nouns are followed by articles 54
Total 324

N*: Number of codes

As can be seen in Table 4.17, one of the sub-categories was the allowance of AWE
feedback to reduce errors after the revision of feedback (n=249). The majority of the
students pointed out that they were able to correct their errors thanks to the feedback
provided by the system. Students were able to notice a reduction in their errors with the
help of feedback provided by the AWE system. The excerpts below show students’

opinions about reducing their errors by using AWE feedback:

S5: “When I wrote the second draft in the initial weeks, it was more difficult to correct all
the errors and I still had a few errors. However, on the second draft of the final essay, I was
able to correct all the errors on my first attempt. Currently, no errors appear in any way.
That's why I feel like I improved myself in writing.”

S9: “Since all the feedbacks are very explanatory, I was able to understand my errors and
correct them very easily. Therefore, it was easier for me to correct my mistakes compared to
the past. For example, I was able to fix all the grammar errors. Apart from that, I was able to

correct all the mechanical errors as well.”

As can be understood from the excerpts above, the students found AWE feedback
helpful to reduce their errors and write their second drafts with the help of feedback
provided. In addition, a large number of students noted in their weekly reflection reports
that reducing their errors has gotten easier over time, and they were able to correct more
errors, especially in the final week of the AWE use in writing. As shown in the excerpts
above, students attributed the reason for error reduction to the detailed and qualified

feedback provided by the AWE system. That is, students were able to understand their
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errors and tried to overcome them in time. Hence, it can be inferred that exposure to AWE
feedback led to improved writing accuracy.

Another recurrent subcategory was that AWE feedback increased students'
attention to avoid the common errors (n=21). In addition to the reduction in their errors
in general, students were able to notice the recurring errors in their writing which led to
an awareness of the nature of common errors they made. In other words, students were
able to realize the frequent errors they made while writing, and they paid attention to
avoid making the same errors while writing their second drafts and other essays. The

excerpts below show how AWE feedback led students to avoid repeating errors:
S2: “I pay much more attention to the things I used to forget while writing, or the errors I
used to make frequently.”
S4: “Thanks to the feedback I received, now I know what kind of errors will occur in my
writing, and I try not to make those errors.”
S10: “T think it helped me to improve my writing skills because my errors decreased over
time, and I paid more attention to them as I knew what my common errors were. I wanted to
make fewer mistakes while writing. Thanks to the system, I don't make the same errors while
writing anymore.”

As seen in excerpts, being informed about the common errors they make while
writing in L2 resulted in reducing the number of errors that occurred frequently in their
essays, and they tended to avoid these kinds of errors to improve their L2 writing
proficiency. Thus, it can be concluded that AWE feedback not only helped students to
reduce their errors from the first draft to the second draft but also allowed them to reduce
the errors that might appear on other essays.

Finally, it was found that according to the students, AWE feedback promotes
learning (n=54). The students’ statements revealed that they might have reached beyond
completing the given task since the students expressed that in addition to correcting their
errors, they learned how to improve writing accuracy through the feedback provided by
the AWE tool. That is, they only corrected their errors but the feedback they received also
resulted in learning gains in terms of language use. The excerpts below exemplify

students’ beliefs regarding this issue:
S1: “It makes me see even the minor errors. Although they are minor, they become a major
issue when I repeat them. For example, in this way, I learned what comes in front of nouns
or words, and I use what I learned in every sentence since the system showed me how to use

them.”
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S2: “I have probably revised the feedback given by the system about a thousand times, I used
to a have problem in constructing sentences, and I was structuring sentences much differently
than I do know. I have learned how to construct my sentences properly by revising the
feedback there many times.”

S4:” Even though I have used the system for a short period of time, I have learned a lot. In
other words, the system gives feedback in a certain order that makes me understand better

what is wrong.”

As seen from the excerpts above based on the students’ statements, it can be inferred
that students believed that they enhanced their knowledge of various aspects of writing,
such as grammar, mechanics, sentence structuring while revising their papers and

attempting to correct their errors.

4.4.3. Positive effects of the AWE tool on gaining autonomy

Another main category emerging from the students’ statements was the positive
effect of the AWE tool on gaining autonomy (n=115). Accordingly, four subcategories
were formed regarding the relationship between the AWE tool and gaining autonomy.
The sub-categories were that the AWE tool raises awareness of strength and weaknesses
of students with regard to writing in L2 (n=17), it fosters independence from the teacher
(n=68), it increases self-correction opportunities (n=21), and it increases motivation
(n=9). The subcategories of gaining autonomy thanks to the AWE tool can be seen in

Table 4.18.

Table 4.18. The subcategories related to the positive effects of the AWE tool on gaining autonomy

Positive effects of AWE tool on gaining autonomy are Explanatory statements N*
AWE tool increases autonomy by resulting in...

self-awareness of strengths and weaknesses in L2 1 realized that need to improve my 17

writing grammar

independence from teacher We don’t need to wait for a teacher to 68
give feedback

increased self-correction opportunities I noticed the areas of improvement and 21
studied accordingly

increased motivation Receiving feedback quickly and easily 9
makes you want to practice

Total 115

N*: Number of codes

The first sub-category related to gaining autonomy thanks to the AWE tool was that
the system raises learners’ self-awareness of their strengths and weaknesses (n=17). The

students pointed out that being able to see the errors grouped under certain categories
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helped them to understand their strength in language use and writing skills, and they were
also able to identify the areas of further improvement in their writing. Hence, they realized
what they need to focus on to improve their writing skills. The following excerpts set an
example of participants to view on this matter:

S1: “Based on the feedback I received, I realized that I mostly make grammar errors because

I have received more feedback on the grammar category. Other categories seem almost
immaculate. It means that I am better in some aspects of writing, and I need to focus more

on some areas, such as grammar. Hence, the feedback is useful in that sense.”

As can be understood from the excerpt, being informed about the common errors
they made assisted learners to define the areas of improvement and plan their learning
goals accordingly. Thanks to the feedback they received from the AWE system, they were
able to notice the gaps in their own writing in many areas such as grammar use,
mechanics, organization, punctuation, etc.; hence, they gained an understanding of their
own strengths and weaknesses as L2 writers. In addition to corrective feedback and
explanations provided by the systems, students could see trait feedback analysis so that
they could easily identify the common errors. The trait feedback analysis shows the
common errors made under main categories and the error types within each category.
Thus, the trait feedback analysis is a tool to diagnose weaknesses and strengths of students

in L2 writing. Figure 4.3 displays how the AWE tool provides trait feedback analysis.

All Feedback
All Fsedback

Trait Feedback Analysis Mechanics

—_— —

Average Number of Words per Sentence: 15.2
Total Number of Sentences: 17
Unique Words Count: 63

Figure 4.3. Trait feedback analysis provided by the AWE system

Furthermore, it was revealed that according to the students, using the AWE tool
fosters independence from the teacher (n=68). As most of the writing practice took place

at school guided by the teachers, students were mostly dependent on the feedback
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provided by the teachers to improve their writing ability. However, students pointed out
that thanks to the AWE tool, they were able to practice outside the school, and they started
to feel less dependent on their teacher to practice improving their writing in L2. The
excerpts below explain how the students benefited from the AWE tool to become more

independent:

S1: “In addition to writing essays, I would also use the system for my hobbies. For instance,
I like to write stories in English, but since it is something I do outside the school, I can’t ask
my teachers to correct my errors in my stories. However, [ will be able to use the system
whenever I need to write in English, so I can also use it for other purposes.”

S7: “When the program gives feedback, you can easily understand why you made an error
thanks to the highlighted errors and clear explanations, so I do not feel like I need to consult
my teacher to correct the errors.”

S9: “As I said, it became more practical as we could rewrite at home on the system because
normally we feel like we have to ask the teachers and talk about how to correct errors, but
now it is more comfortable to correct errors on my own because the explanations appear on
the system.”

S11: “Thanks to easy access to feedback, we were not depending on the time we spend in the

classroom. We were also able to work at home, so we were able to do everything on our

EE)

own.

As can be understood from the excerpts above, although students used to feel as if
receiving feedback from the teacher was the only way to correct their errors, they were
able to self-regulate their own learning process. In addition, the students expressed that
they used to need further verbal explanations to correct their errors. However, they started
to feel more self-sufficient and less dependent on the time spent in the classroom to
correct their errors. Moreover, students were able to receive feedback regardless of time
and place boundaries; hence, they had a chance to receive feedback on their other writings
apart from the ones they were supposed to write as part of the academic assessment.
Teachers need to give feedback to many students in a limited time, and according to
students’ views AWE system created a space for individual work in which students can
correct their errors on their own at their own pace. Thus, it can be inferred that using
supplementary tools, such as the AWE tool outside the classroom can allow learners to
be actively involved in their own learning process.

Another subcategory related to gaining autonomy was that the feedback increased
their self-correction opportunities (n=21). The participants stated that the AWE feedback
urged them to find out how to correct their error by spending time and effort as the AWE
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tool was not a direct provider of correction. The excerpts below show students’ opinions

about being led to develop strategies by the AWE system to improve writing accuracy:

S9: “Because the system shows the errors but does not correct them automatically, I try to
find information on how to correct those errors. I think it is memorable when I search for
information, or it becomes easier for me to correct them.”

S13: “It was easy to see how many mistakes I had, and which categories the errors fall into,
so it helped me search for information to correct the errors I have made frequently.

Additionally, it was easier to focus on certain issues and study accordingly.”

As can be seen from the excerpts above, since the students were guided by the
system to search for and gather information to increase their writing accuracy, it can be
concluded that AWE feedback might boost students’ learning efforts. Therefore, rather
than expecting everything from the teacher, students took the initiation to be in charge of
their own learning and become more responsible for their own learning. Self-correction
opportunities were welcomed by the students since when they searched for information
on their own to improve their L2 writing, learning became more memorable for them
which strengthened the links for new learnings.

The fourth and final subcategory was that the AWE tool increases students' self-
motivation to write more and receive more feedback. The reason why motivation is a
subcategory under autonomy is that while some believe that motivation can be an
outcome of autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Dickinson, 1995), many also believe that
motivation is essential to initiate self-regulated learning and it promotes learning effort
(Spratt, Humphreys & Chan, 2002; Vandergrift,2005) Hence, it can be said that
motivation and autonomy are interconnected factors that influence learning. Regarding
the link between motivation and autonomy in this study, the majority of the students were
pleased with receiving immediate feedback and being able to write up to ten drafts.
Therefore, some students expressed that they were motivated to use the system to receive
formative feedback. In fact, it was observed that even though students were asked to
utilize the AWE feedback while revising their first and the second drafts of each essay,
many students kept revising and submitting revised drafts to correct all the errors
appearing on their essays. The following excerpt is an example of students’ statements

regarding this matter:

S12: “I think such websites motivate people to write more because it is both easy to access,

and we can get receive feedback quickly.”

95



As visible from the quote above, AWE feedback fostered an intrinsic type of
motivation to write more effectively in the target language. That is, rather than writing to
take a grade or to be promoted by the teacher as extrinsic sources of motivation, students

used feedback provided by the AWE system to enhance their own learning in L2 writing.

4.4.4. Comparison of the AWE feedback and teachers’ feedback

When students were asked to reflect on their experiences of using teacher’s
feedback and AWE feedback to improve their writing in L2, 157 codes related to the
comparison of AWE feedback and teachers’ feedback were identified. The sub-categories
regarding the comparison of AWE feedback and teachers’ feedback involved the
similarities between the two types of feedback (n=38 ), the differences between the
feedback types (n= 88), and preferred use of feedback (n=31). The total number of codes

included in this main category and sub-categories are presented in Table 4.19.

Table 4.19. The subcategories related to the comparison of AWE feedback and teachers’ feedback

Comparison of AWE feedback and teachers’ feedback Explanatory statements N*
The comparison of feedback types showed that the..

similarities of AWE feedback and teachers’ feedback  Both types of feedback are indirect and 38
focused on similar error types

differences of AWE feedback and teachers’ feedback ~ AWE feedback is instant, teacher 88
feedback is delayed

the preferred use of feedback in L2 writing We can use AWE feedback in general, 31
but teachers can comment on our ideas

Total 157

N*: Number of codes

As a result of the qualitative data analysis, it was revealed that there were some
similarities between teachers’ feedback and AWE feedback (n=38). One of the most
prominent similarities between these feedback types was that both the AWE feedback
and the feedback given by the teachers focused on similar error types, especially the error
types under the grammar, usage, and mechanics categories. In addition, the participants
stated that they were familiar with the error types as the error types were similar to the
error types included in the correction symbols guide used by the teachers. Moreover, the
students pointed out that both types of feedback guided students to correct their errors on
their own instead of correcting the errors directly. Thus, it can be inferred that both
teachers’ feedback and AWE feedback can be considered as indirect feedback types.
Additionally, some of the students stated that both types of feedback helped them to

reduce their errors. In other words, according to the students, both AWE feedback and
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teachers’ feedback were helpful in terms of improving writing accuracy. The following
excerpt can exemplify students’ opinions concerning the similarities between the two

feedback types:

S10: “I think everything is the same because the teacher shows the errors without correcting
the errors, and the system shows what the errors are and where they are without correcting
them. Both of them help us to reduce our errors by showing our errors and checking how

much we have improved when we correct the errors, so both of them are useful.”

On the other hand, students highlighted that there are some differences between
these two feedback types (n= 88) even though they share some similarities. Some of the
differences frequently mentioned by students were that they can only receive teacher
feedback in the school environment. For this reason, it was stated that the process of
writing essays and receiving feedback was limited to the lesson hours. In addition, the
students stated that their teachers might have difficulty in providing feedback for the
essays they write outside of the classroom due to their workload, and it would not be
possible to ask to receive further guidance from the teachers during the time allocated to
the writing lessons in the classroom due to the number of students in the class and the
duration of the class. In addition, students stated that writing the first and second drafts
in the classroom was quite time-consuming compared to writing on the AWE tool. Thus,
the AWE feedback and teacher’s feedback are different due to some challenges and
constraints both students and teachers encounter in the school environment. The excerpts

below show the differences between these two feedback types:

S4: “You can get instant feedback on the system, but since there are many people in the
classroom, teachers cannot always give us instant feedback because we make a lot of errors,
and they have to mark even the slightest errors.”

S11: “When we use teachers’ feedback we need to wait for a while because we only see the

teachers at school, but we can use the system whenever we want.”

In addition to differences, such as the availability and practicality of both types of
feedback, some other differences were also pointed out regarding the explanations
provided to help students correct their errors. While the majority of the students stated
that the feedback given by the AWE system under most categories were more explanatory
than correction symbols used by the teachers, the feedback given under the organization
and development category was found insufficient and rather generic compared to
teacher’s feedback. The reason why the AWE feedback on the organization and
development category was found less specific than the teachers’ feedback is that the AWE
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tool shows reminders and directs students to the writers’ handbook to review the writing
guide instead of showing the errors made under this category. Furthermore, the students
expressed that teachers can guide them better than AWE feedback in terms of content,
mainly due to the lack of content-related feedback on the AWE system. Thus, according
to the students, teachers can provide more personalized feedback in areas, such as
organization and content. Therefore, it might be inferred that although the students found
the AWE feedback more explanatory in general, it was revealed that they would
appreciate being given feedback indicating the problems regarding coherence as well.

The excerpts below exemplify students views:

S2: “I think the only difference is that teachers can inform us if the examples we write are
relevant, or they can give feedback on meaning and ideas.”
S4: “The teacher can assess the writing in terms of meaning, organization, and content, but

the system doesn’t show problems with content.”

Students also commented on the type of feedback they would like to use to improve
their writing skills and how they would like to benefit from AWE feedback or teachers’
feedback. It was revealed that the preferred way to use feedback (n=31) was a mixed use
of AWE feedback and teachers’ feedback. Although some students preferred to receive
teacher’s feedback to use in the future, a majority of the students stated that they would
like to either continue using AWE feedback, or they would prefer to receive both teachers’
feedback and AWE feedback. Furthermore, when students were asked about how they
would like to benefit from these two types of feedback, the majority of the students
expressed their willingness to continue using the AWE tool in the absence of a writing
instructor, especially outside the school for self-regulated learning purposes, and to be
able to practice writing more. Apart from the use of the AWE tool for writing essays, all
the students highlighted that throughout their university education they will need to use a
tool similar to the AWE tool, especially for making presentations, writing articles, and
submitting assignments. Hence, the AWE system is preferred by the students in general

as complementary to teacher feedback rather than a replacement for it.

4.4.5. Drawbacks of using the AWE tool

As a result of qualitative data analysis, it was revealed that the drawbacks of using
the AWE tool (n= 102) was another main category emerging from students’ statements.
In relation to the drawbacks of using the AWE tool, two sub-categories were found within

the main category. These sub-categories were difficulties in correcting certain errors
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(n=74), and system-related issues (n=28). These sub-categories are displayed below in

Table 4.20.

Table 4.20. The subcategories related to the drawbacks of using the AWE tool

Drawbacks of using the AWE tool Explanatory statements N*
Some drawbacks of the system are ...

difficulties in correcting certain errors 1 couldn’t change some of the repeated words 74
system-related issues The system detected a website name as an error 28
Total 102

N*: Number of codes

Students expressed their concerns about the error types they had difficulty in
correcting while writing their second draft. It was unveiled that there were certain errors
that were rather challenging to correct compared to others. According to the students,
they had difficulty in correcting the error types which fall within the style category.
Primarily, the error types the student had difficulty in correcting were the repetition of
words and short sentences. With regard to the challenges students faced while attempting
to correct repetitive words, some students pointed out that as the AWE tool is a machine,
it might have disregarded the topic they wrote essays about, and while certain words
seemed essential for them to use in an essay, those words might have been detected as

repetitive words by the system. The following excerpts are instances of that:

S2: “I did not encounter any problems while using the system, but as I said it shows too many
repetition errors. I don't know if it could understand, or how it could understand, but it was a
problem.”

S6: “I couldn't correct some style errors. For example, let's say the topic is about money and
happiness. I have to use the words money and happiness a lot while explaining it. Then a
warning appears on the system and it says you have repeated the same word too many times.

I couldn't correct all of them.”

In addition to the repetition errors, many students pointed out that they had
difficulty in correcting the errors that fall into short sentence error types. It was also stated
that although students attempted to connect short sentences with connectors, and they
tried to write complex sentences upon receiving feedback, it was rather burdensome to
correct the particular error type, and they had difficulty in extending the length of
sentences. The excerpts below should exemplify students’ statements concerning this

issue:
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S5: “In general, I can’t prevent myself from writing short sentences. I connected most of
them with connectors, but still, it was harder to correct them.”
S7: “The system sometimes says that a sentence is short, but I couldn’t find what else to write

for some of those sentences.”

As can be seen from the excerpts above, compared to the errors in other categories,
such as grammar, usage, and mechanics, students found the errors appearing within the
style category and short sentence error type relatively harder to correct. The main reason
for this might be students’ level since students might be writing shorter sentences in lower
levels and may not be able to comprehend the significance of writing complex and
compound sentences or they might be in need of further guidance and input regarding this
issue. Thus, it can be inferred that receiving AWE feedback in isolation may not be
sufficient for correcting certain errors, or students may need further writing instruction to
improve certain aspects of writing.

In addition to difficulties in correcting particular errors, it was pointed out by the
students that they experienced some system-related issues (n=28). To illustrate, although
the analysis of the weekly reflection reports and the interviews revealed that students
haven’t experienced any major technical issues and they found the interface user-friendly,
some students noted that the interface seemed complicated the very first week and they
have gotten used to receiving AWE feedback by time. Hence, it can be concluded that
although students went through a training week before they started to use AWE feedback
to correct their errors, a lengthy training period might help students to familiarize
themselves with technological tools. In addition, some students expressed that the system
wasn’t able to identify a few proper names and detected them as errors. This might
indicate that certain proper names, such as personal names and city names may not exist

in the corpus used by the system. The following excerpts exemplify students’ statements:

S4: “T wrote the name of a pharaoh, and the system thought that it was a spelling error.”
S11: “I think the system doesn’t know some names. For example, I wrote PUBG (an online

game) when I was giving an example, and it appeared as an error.”

In conclusion, the students’ views on the use of AWE feedback were mainly
positive, and the students were content with the use of AWE feedback to improve writing
accuracy in general. The results revealed that according to the students, there are
advantageous features of the AWE tool that made it attractive and convenient to be used
in stages of writing in L2. To illustrate, most students perceived the AWE tool as useful,

practical, easily accessible, and they were pleased with the features included in the
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system. In addition to the advantageous features, the students expressed that AWE was
also beneficial since it helped them to improve their writing ability. In other words, the
students were convinced that the AWE feedback led to improving writing accuracy and
reducing the errors they made in L2 writing. Furthermore, the students' statements
revealed that they found AWE helpful in terms of gaining autonomy. To put it differently,
it was put forward by the students that the AWE diagnostic feedback and trait feedback
analysis accompanying it raised their awareness of their strengths and weaknesses.
Thanks to the easy access to the system and the numerous opportunities provided by the
system for students to practice writing and receive feedback outside the school without a
teacher’s supervision allowed them to gain independence and increased their learning
effort in addition to increasing their motivation to improve their writing accuracy. In
addition, comparing the implementation of AWE and their previous experiences with
teacher feedback, the students’ highlighted that there were some similarities and
differences between the AWE assessment and teachers’ assessment. It was pointed out
that the AWE feedback was similar to teacher feedback as both feedback types included
formative corrective feedback, and they both contributed to writing accuracy. It was also
revealed that although AWE feedback might be more explanatory in terms of the
formative, corrective feedback, the feedback given on content and organization needs to
be more guiding and personalized. Hence, some students expressed their willingness to
receive a mix of both feedback types or to be assessed concerning the content and
organization aspects of their writing. Despite the advantages of using AWE in L2 writing
and the similarities between the two types of assessments, some drawbacks and concerns
were pointed out. Thus, when implementing AWE in EFL writing, all these points must

be taken into consideration.

4.5. RQ4: EFL Instructors’ Views on the Use of AWE in Teaching and Assessment
of Writing in L2

At the beginning of the data collection period, a three-week training period was

included to make sure that the teachers had enough information about the system. The

focus of each week of the training process was different, and the instructors were asked

to take reflective notes each week while making observations and examinations on the

system regarding the focal points of the research. In the first week, the instructors were

given a tutorial introducing the system, and they were provided with both students' and
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teachers' accounts. In the second week, teachers were provided with a brief tutorial
session including the main features of the system, and they were provided with
informative documents. Throughout the second week, the instructors observed the
features of the system with the help of the training they received and the documents
provided (see Appendix K). In the third week, teachers were asked to view how the same
essays they gave scores and feedback for were assessed by the system, and they were
asked to view their feedback and scores as well as the AWE feedback and automated
scores.

When the three-week training and observation process was over, semi-structured
interviews were conducted with the teachers. The teachers were asked to answer the
questions and express their feelings, thoughts, and opinions about the system. The
interviews were analyzed qualitatively using the Constant Comparison Method. As a
result of qualitative data analysis, a total of 503 codes were identified and these codes
were formed under five main categories. The main categories emerging from the codes
were the challenges faced by teachers in teaching writing (85 codes), advantages of
using the AWE tool (177 codes), disadvantages of the AWE tool (63 codes),
comparison of AWE assessment and teachers’ assessment (95 codes) and
implementing AWE in EFL writing (83 codes). The main categories are displayed in
Table 4.21 below.

Table 4.21. The main categories emerging from the instructors’ statements and viewpoints on the use of

AWE in teaching and learning writing

Main categories N*
The challenges faced by teachers in teaching writing 85
Advantages of using the AWE tool 177
Disadvantages of the AWE tool 63
Comparison of AWE assessment and teachers’ assessment 95
Implementing AWE in EFL writing 83
Total 503

N*= Number of the codes

4.5.1. The challenges faced by teachers in teaching writing

During the semi-structured interviews, when the instructors were asked to reflect
on the AWE tool and the AWE feedback, they also touched upon their own experiences
of teaching writing. The first main category, the challenges faced by teachers in teaching

writing (n=85), consisted of two subcategories which are the challenges faced by teachers
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during the practice stage (n=27) and the feedback stage (n=58). A common view among
the instructors was that teaching writing is challenging and the main challenges occur
during practice and feedback stages. The subcategories in relation to the challenges faced

by the teachers can be seen below in Table 4.22.

Table 4.22. The subcategories related to the challenges faced by teachers in teaching writing

The challenges faced by teachers in teaching writing Explanatory statements N*
There were challenges faced by teachers during
the...
practice stage Due to time constraints, we can’t make 27

students practice writing sufficiently in class

58

feedback stage Because of our other responsibilities and

workload, we can’t give feedback often
Total 85

N*: number of codes

As seen in table 4.22, one of the main challenges reflected in instructors’ statements
was the challenges faced during the practice stage (n=27). Concerning the practice stage,
many teachers stated that due to the time constraints, the time that can be allocated to
writing practice is limited. Correspondingly, the teachers noted that although they would
want to be able to make students write several drafts for each writing task, the time spent
in the classroom doesn’t allow teachers to assign more than one or two drafts. Hence, due
to time constraints, teachers might fail to achieve the main goals of the process writing
approach. In addition to the time constraints, the teachers stated that they have difficulty
encouraging students to complete writing whole essays during a lesson hour. Thus,
although all the instructors acknowledged the importance of writing practice, they were
having difficulties in allocating enough time for practice and encouraging students to
complete writing essays in the classroom. The following excerpt represents the kind of

challenges faced during the practice stage:

T2: “We need to give writing instruction, make them practice writing, give feedback and
make the students write again and we have only four lesson hours to do that. It’s hard to make

students write even two drafts.”

As seen above in Table 4.22, the reported challenges surfaced mostly in relation to
feedback stages (n=58) of writing in L2. Given that providing unfocused feedback
requires instructors to find every single error and provide feedback on each aspect of
writing, the teachers are expected to place all the feedback on students' drafts. With regard

to the widespread challenges faced during the feedback stage, the instructors also pointed
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out that finding errors and showing all of them on paper is difficult as it is hard to fit all
the corrective and constructive feedback on the paper. Furthermore, the instructors stated
that the most prominent challenge faced during the feedback stage is that providing
feedback to lengthy essays of a large number of students is time-consuming and tiresome.

The following excerpt exemplifies this issue:
T6: “Initially, I read everything to understand the content. Then, I reread to find the errors
Then, for example, if the student didn't use transitional things, I read them again to mark or
highlight them, so it takes a lot of time for me to assess a paper. Depending on the essay and

how tired I feel, assessing a single essay can go up to 30 minutes.”

In addition to the challenges they face while providing feedback for writing, the
teachers also mentioned how the challenges they face while providing feedback can affect
the students. According to the instructors, as providing feedback to students might take
days, a long time passes between the first draft and the second draft. In addition, the
instructors noted that, due to the challenges and constraints, the quality of feedback
decreases, and they might ignore or overlook some issues in writing. Thus, the challenges
that the teachers face while giving feedback might affect students’ learning experiences.

The following excerpt shows how the instructors feel about this matter:

T2: “There are at least 15 to 20 people in a class that when we can give feedback to students
a really long time passes. For example, when students submit an essay, at least a week can
intervene, or at least the weekend intervenes, or sometimes it can be forgotten. Sometimes in
the classroom, our efforts may not be enough because of pacing or some other issues. Hence,
the students finally get feedback, they can’t remember why they made an error or why they

wrote in a certain way because they can't get instant feedback.”

Although the aim of this study was not to find the difficulties teachers usually have
while teaching L2 writing, when they were asked to share their views on the AWE system,
teachers mentioned the difficulties they face assessing writing. Therefore, in line with the
purpose of the study, it was important to report the challenges which the instructors
mentioned while reflecting on the system as this might be linked to the potential of AWE

in helping instructors overcoming some of these challenges.

4.5.2. Advantages of using the AWE tool

When the instructors’ statements were examined, one of the most prominent main
categories emerging from instructors’ statements and viewpoints was that there were

certain advantages of using the AWE tool (n=177). Data analysis revealed that there were
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advantages under six sub- categories. This main category includes six sub-categories

which are the quality of feedback (n=32), the quantity of feedback (n=44), technical

advantages (n=26 ), being appealing to learner’s preferences (n=12), to lessen teachers’

burden (n=28 ), and helping students to gain autonomy (n=35). Table 4.23 below shows

the sub-categories found in relation to the advantages of using the AWE tool in detail.

Table 4.23. The subcategories related to the advantages of using the AWE tool

Advantages of using the AWE tool Explanatory statements N*
The advantages of using the AWE tool are...
quality of feedback The feedback is guiding and explanatory 32
quantity of feedback The system found the errors I couldn’t notice 44
technical advantages Since the feedback is automated is fast and 26
practical
being appealing to learners’ preferences Writing on a computer, or receiving feedback 12
on phones can be preferred by the new
generations
lessening teachers’ burden 28
It would save a lot of time for us to focus on
other matters
35
helping students to gain autonomy It allows students to practice and receive
feedback outside the classroom
Total 177

N*: number of codes

One of the emerging sub-categories in relation to the advantages of the AWE tool

was the quality of feedback (n=32). With regard to the quality of feedback, the teachers

pointed out that the errors are clearly pointed out on the system and the explanations

provided for the errors were clear. Additionally, it was stated that as the system provided

indirect feedback instead of automatically correcting the errors, the feedback is

favourable and useful.

T2: “I especially liked the feedbacks because it gave the category of each error one by one.

Students click on the categories to find errors, and they see them individually, so it is better

for students to focus on the errors. As the errors are highlighted and explained in detail, the

feedback is clear.”

T4: “It shows errors such as grammar, punctuation, spelling one by one. I think it is very nice

in this respect because the student can directly see what the error is. I think it's nice that the

feedback doesn't correct the error, so it just says it's an error and what the error type is.”

Another sub-category revealed as a result of qualitative data analysis was the

satisfaction with the quantity of the AWE feedback (n=44). Although the majority of the
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instructors stated that the quantity of AWE feedback provided on errors, especially the
errors in grammar, usage, and mechanics, was exceedingly sufficient, two instructors
expressed concerns as to whether the quantity of feedback was too loaded. Nonetheless,
as stated earlier, the majority pointed out that they also prefer to provide unfocused
feedback and prefer students to see all their errors in writing. Additionally, almost all the
teachers highlighted that while viewing the AWE tool and comparing the AWE feedback
and their own feedback given to the same essays, they noticed that the AWE tool detected
some errors which were overlooked by them. For instance, some instructors noted that
they overlooked some errors in mechanics category. Regarding the unseen errors, the
teachers stated that a number of factors affect their performance while giving feedback
and some errors may go unnoticed. Furthermore, the teachers added that AWE feedback
is advantageous as it can identify the overlooked errors in particular categories and allow
learners to correct them as students are expected to improve writing accuracy based on
the feedback they receive and being able to detect and providing corrective feedback on
errors is of great importance for the revision stage. The excerpts below exemplify how

the teachers feel about this issue:

T1: “The system can give detailed feedback on so many things, especially it showed all the
mechanical ones, and even some things I missed myself. It looks like the system did not miss
what I missed, mechanically, grammatically and, in terms of usage.”

T4: “Due to fatigue, we can overlook some mechanical errors or some errors such as the use
of a/an/ the or spelling mistakes. I think it's helpful to see them, so it's nice that the feedback
provided by the system is abundant.”

T6: “The system can detect an error you missed. Sometimes we don't notice when reading
the first draft. We notice it while reading the second draft. We need to mark that we forgot
this or there was a typo here. In this case, I feel bad on my behalf. Rightly, I do not lower the
grade of the student because when something like this happens, I find the student right, so I

think it's an advantage to detect all the mechanical errors.”

As seen in the excerpts above, the instructors noticed that the system found the error
that was overlooked by them. When the teachers were asked about how they feel about
the fact that the system found some errors that weren’t identified by them, they added
positive remarks stating that it is advantageous to detect as many errors as possible since
providing corrective feedback affects students’ improvement positively. The following

excerpt is an example of the instructor's views on this issue.

T2: “It actually makes a difference because for example the 'am / is / are' use or 'a/ an/ the'

use are actually important issues because students have difficulties using these at any level,
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and we always complain about it. Maybe, we overlook functional words because we do not
pay much attention to them, ignore them, and we do not correct it, but it can cause confusion

in some sentences. Hence, it is important to prevent this problem by providing feedback.”

In addition to their views on the quality and the quantity of AWE feedback, the
instructors also expressed that the AWE system has some technical advantages (n=26)
that can facilitate the teaching and learning to write in L2. Some of the technical
advantages highlighted by the instructors were the user-friendly interface, the practicality
of using such a tool, and the availability of the system. Therefore, it can be inferred from
the instructors’ statements that using such tools as AWE can facilitate the writing-to-learn
process, especially for the learners. The excerpt below exemplifies the views regarding

the technological advantages of using the AWE tool in L2 writing:
T5: “As the tool we viewed is a technological system, and the new generation can adapt better
to technological systems, it becomes a very practical method to practice writing. They can
use it in every sphere of life. For example, it can even be used while on the bus. It can actually
be used everywhere. Then they won’t have issues they experience when they write on paper,
S0 in my opinion, it's a practical tool.”

Another subcategory emerging from the instructors' statements was that the AWE
tool appeals to learners’ preferences (n= 12) in certain ways. Stating the generational gap
between the teachers and the learners, it was noted that learners’ preferences might differ
from those of the teachers or the previous generations. It was also noted that the learners’
preferences might vary within a group of students, and technological tools, such as AWE
might help to acknowledge individual differences assist students in improving their
writing ability by allowing them to come up with individual learning strategies. The

following excerpts are examples of the instructors’ views on this issue:

T3: “I think, especially some students will benefit from this. For example, I have students
with ailments such as migraine, and others who have a lot of trouble in writing in a classroom
environment, or writing a second draft seems like torture to some. However, I had students
who were much more comfortable in the computer environment. I think those students would
rather write on such a platform.”

T4: “Students would want to use this type of tool individually and instead of handwriting
because they are not as used to handwriting as we do because they are a different generation.

Such a platform might be more beneficial for some of them.”

Furthermore, the instructors expressed that using some tools similar to the AWE
tool can lessen teachers’ burden (n=28). As mentioned earlier, the challenges that the
instructors face during the writing stages were a recurrent issue brought to researchers’

attention throughout the semi-structured interviews. With regard to the challenges they
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frequently face while teaching writing, the instructors suggested that using such tools or

the AWE tool can lessen their burden. The following excerpts are some examples:

T1: “I think using such systems can reduce teachers' burden.”
T2: “I think it could be a very good system to ease the burden on teacher.”
T3: “Using the system can actually speed up the feedback process.”

The final sub-category related to the advantages of using the AWE tool was to help
students gain autonomy (n=35). Throughout the semi-structured interviews, it was
highlighted that students are not really autonomous as they mainly depend on teachers’
feedback to improve their writing ability. Accordingly, it was also pointed out by the
instructors that encouraging students to use the AWE tool can help them to gain autonomy
and be more involved in their learning process.

The instructors noted that the system can be useful for students to gain autonomy
as it allows students to practice more often and with less limitation. Additionally, the
instructors stated that the AWE tool can be used by the students who lack guidance and
feedback provided by teachers. Moreover, some teachers stated that the AWE tool might
motivate students to practice more often, and it might increase students’ learning efforts
to improve their writing abilities as the type of feedback provided by the system may be
conducive for students to increase their learning efforts. The following excerpts

exemplify the instructors’ statements:

T2: “As students are provided with 10 rights to correct their errors, they can be actually more
responsible for their own progress, and since the system does not give direct feedback,
students need to think, study and find their errors in every chance they receive feedback. That
is why the students are required to improve both their English knowledge and writing ability.
It can also positively affect the willingness to work because it is much more effective to
search for information as they can learn different things.”

T5: “I think students can use the system. As a result, I think it will be beneficial because as
far as | see the system is very suitable for individual work. Moreover,, I think it would be a
great resource for a student who does not take a course in any school, and the students who

do not have the opportunity to work with a teacher.”

4.5.3. Disadvantages of the AWE tool

The qualitative data analysis revealed that in addition to the advantages of using the
AWE tool, there were certain disadvantages of the AWE tool (n=63) which was also a
main category emerging from the instructors’ statements. Furthermore, two sub-

categories were found in relation to the disadvantages of the AWE tool. The sub-
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categories were the feedback-related issues (n=42) and the system-related issues (n=21).
The subcategories related to the disadvantages of the AWE tool can be seen below in

Table 4.24.

Table 4.24. The sub-categories related to disadvantages of the AWE tool

Disadvantages of the AWE tool Explanatory statements N*
Disadvantages of the AWE feedback are

feedback-related issues It would be better if it provided more personalized 42
feedback on organization

system-related issues Students may not understand some words on the 21
system

Total 63
N*: number of codes

Related to the first sub-category, feedback-related issues (n=42), the instructors
brought to the researcher’s attention that the AWE system did not provide feedback on
tense errors and singular/ plural noun errors. They also pointed out that the feedback
provided for certain aspects of writing might be insufficient. As stated earlier in the
method and the results chapters, the AWE tool doesn’t provide feedback on singular and
plural noun errors and tense errors.

The lack of corrective feedback provided for these particular error types was also
noticed by the instructors and it was viewed as a disadvantage and the necessity of
incorporating feedback on these error types was a common view among the interviewees.
Furthermore, the AWE feedback provided for the organization and development of
writing was found insufficient and too general.

The instructors stated that for students to benefit from formative feedback provided
for the organization of writing should be more specific and personalized. Finally, the lack
of feedback provided on content was another drawback of the AWE tool according to the
instructors. Correspondingly, the teachers noted that the importance of providing
feedback on content should not be overlooked and it should be regarded as important as
corrective feedback provided to improve writing accuracy. The following excerpts

exemplify the instructors' views concerning this issue:

T1: “I think the feedback given for other categories is enough, it has explained the problems
very well but the system is also weak in terms of providing feedback on content, but I don't

think it can do that since it is a machine. Human intelligence is needed to do that.”
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T5: “It would be better to see some feedback on meaning and ideas, I think it should be added
to the system if possible.”
T7: “It gives the same feedback for all of them in the organization and development part. The

student cannot understand much from there. In other words, when directed there, it gives
general feedback in terms of essay structure, not the errors.”

As can be seen in the excerpts, the feedback provided by the system on content and
organization needs to be elaborated, and human intervention and guidance might be
needed concerning these issues.

In addition to instructors' concerns regarding the lack of feedback on certain areas,
it was also stated that there are some system-related issues (n=21) that should be improved
or adapted to be more suitable for EFL learners. Concerning the system-related issues,
the instructors stated that the language used by the system may be difficult for all students
to understand as there might be unfamiliar words if students’ level of proficiency is low.
Moreover, two of the instructors added that a rubric with a wider range might be more
useful to be used in writing evaluation, and it may help students to better understand their
level of writing proficiency. The excerpt below is an example of the instructors’

statements related to the system-related issues:

T6: “There are some terminological words. Thus, the student using the system must be at the
minimum intermediate level. If possible, it should be upper because I think the students may
either get lazy to read them, or they will not be able to fully understand them. For example,
words such as neglect, misinterpret are some difficult words in the system, so I think it would

be better to simplify the language in feedback for our students”

As can be understood from the excerpt above and the instructors’ views, it can be
inferred some adaptation to the system might be needed for EFL learners to benefit from
the AWE tool even more. Hence, students’ level of proficiency and the context that an

AWE tool can determine how an AWE tool can be used.

4.5.4. Comparison of AWE assessment and teachers’ assessment of writing in L2

Another main category found as a result of qualitative analysis was the comparison
of AWE feedback and teachers’ feedback (n=95). With regard to the comparison of these
two feedback types, the similarities between the two types of feedbacks (n=51) and the
difference between the two types of feedbacks (n=44) were identified as two sub-
categories. The sub-categories and the number of codes belonging to those two sub-

categories can be seen in Table 4.25.
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Table 4.25. The sub-categories related to comparison of AWE assessment and teachers’ assessment

Comparison of AWE and teachers’ assessment Explanatory statements N*
When the AWE and teachers’ feedback are compared
there are...
similarities It doesn 't correct the errors but 51
identifies them just like we do
44
differences There are more subcategories on the
system for the error types
Total 95

N*: number of codes

According to the instructors, the similarities (n=51) between their assessment of L2
writing and AWE assessment of writing were mainly related to the feedback and the
scores obtained by the AWE system and the instructors. As reported earlier in the results
of the first question, the qualitative analysis of the instructors’ opinions about the scores
given for the essays which were also evaluated by them showed that the instructors found
the scores given by the system similar to the scores they gave to the same essays. In
addition, some instructors noted that the explanations given by the system regarding the
scores resemble the explanations attached to intervals on the holistic rubric used by them.
In terms of feedback, although it was stated that the feedback found to be similar to the
feedback given in categories other than content and organization, the instructors pointed
out that both AWE feedback and the corrective feedback provided by the instructors were
found to be similar in terms of error types which feedback was given for, and the

appearance of feedback. The excerpt below exemplifies the instructors’ views:
T2: “I think we found the same errors and gave similar feedback. For example, I also show
students’ word level or grammatical errors in the text and write comments to their ideas or
other things separately above. I saw similar comments on the system apart from the corrective
feedback.”

With regard to the differences (n=44) between the AWE assessment and instructors'
assessment of writing, some of the differences mentioned by the teachers were that on the
AWE system, there are more error types specified within the categories. Therefore, more
specific feedback was given in some categories. To illustrate, teachers were able to
identify the error with the symbols used by identifying the general category of some
errors, while AWE was also able to indicate additional error types within the error
categories identified by the teachers. In addition, it was stated by the teachers that there
was a difference in feedback types. It was stated by some teachers that AWE feedback

appears to be more like corrective feedback, but teachers can add explanations in terms
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of idea development in addition to corrective feedback, and they use motivational
symbols or expressions. Regarding this point, it was expressed that the teachers build
rapport with the students and the feedback given was more subjective as the instructors
were affected by this situation. The following excerpts are examples of the instructors’

views on differences:

T1: “The system gave more feedback and found more grammar and mechanics errors. This
was nice for me to see. As I said in terms of content, there are differences. There are
differences in terms of punctuation because I did not pay too much attention to punctuation
and I did not give specific feedback. On the other hand, the system gave so much feedback
on punctuation.”

T3: “I can make more detailed or directive touches about the content. In a simpler way, I can
direct students regarding what to do, or if the student does not understand, they have the
opportunity to speak with me. In short, the feedback differs in terms of the ability to give
ideas”

T7:“There is a difference with the feedback we give because we give a lot of motivational
feedback. We write motivational comments, sentences to encourage the student for the

better.”

4.5.5. Implementing the AWE tool in EFL writing

The final main category emerging from the instructors' viewpoints was the ways of
implementing AWE in EFL writing (n=83). In relation to the ways of implementing the
AWE tool in writing, two sub-categories were found. The first subcategory was the use
of the AWE tool in the classroom (n=54), and the second sub-category was the use of the
AWE tool outside the classroom (n=29). Table 4.26 displays the subcategories and the

number of codes found in relation to implementing AWE in EFL writing.

Table 4.26. The subcategories related to implementing AWE in EFL writing

Implementing AWE in EFL writing Explanatory statements N*
The AWE feedback can be used...

AWE can focus on errors and we can focus on
in the classroom content 54

We can assign homework to be submitted on
outside the classroom AWE 29
Total 83
N*: number of codes

In relation to implementing the AWE tool in teaching and learning writing in L2,
teachers pointed out that the AWE tool can be used in the classroom (n=54) during

various stages of process writing, such as pre-writing, while writing, and revision stages.
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Nonetheless, the instructors agreed that using AWE alone in the classroom setting would
not be sufficient and that a mix of both AWE and teacher’s presence was the ideal way
to include AWE in teaching writing. Regarding utilizing the AWE tool to feedback and
revision processes, the instructors noted that using AWE to give corrective feedback and
providing teacher’s feedback by adding comments in terms of organization or content
will both increase the effectiveness of the feedback received by students, and it can speed
up and facilitate the provision of the feedback process. Furthermore, two teachers stated
that in addition to the provision of individual feedback, AWE feedback can be used while
giving whole class feedback as the interface of the system allows teachers to access the
essays written by the students and detect the common errors to address the needs of the
students with ease. Thus, it was a common view amongst the instructors that a mixed-use
of two types of feedback, that is, to combine AWE corrective feedback with teacher’s
feedback provided on certain aspects of writing would be beneficial for the students. The

following excerpts from the interviews emphasize this:
T1: “If T used it, I would use it like this; I would like the students to correct all their
mechanical errors on the tool, but I also wish they could forward them to me as well.
Maybe, first, they would upload it here, they would see the mechanical errors and change
them, then they would send it to me. I would review the remaining errors and review the
essay in terms of content.”
T4: “The teacher can only be expected to give feedback on the organization and ideas after
the system finds errors. For example, I could have a general look at the first draft, and if
there is not a major problem with ideas, I would wait for the students to correct errors using
the system, and then I could give feedback about the organization if there is a situation that

I really deem necessary.”

With regard to the use of the AWE tool outside the classroom (n=29), the instructors
stated that AWE can be used individually by students who want to gain autonomy outside
of the classroom. In addition, teachers stated that the AWE system can be used to assign
students more homework and increase the opportunity for students to practice outside the
classroom. The excerpts below show how the instructors would use the AWE feedback

outside the classroom:
T2: “For writing, we write essays or paragraphs, and we give them homework or write it in
class. Instead of printing it on paper, we can ask students to write them directly on the system
and correct their mistakes on it, or I can first show the students how the system works and

tell them how they can improve themselves and make them write more paragraphs or essays.”
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T3: “If I could implement the process writing process, for example, if I consider our own
process, I would definitely like to read a paper from the students, but if we had such a system,

students would have more chance to write, more writing could be assigned.”

As can be understood from the excerpts above, the instructors stated that besides
supporting the use of AWE in the classroom, the use of AWE outside the classroom will
also support students’ effort of developing writing skills and it will enable teachers to
make students practice outside the classroom. Hence, the instructors would want to use
the AWE system to make students submit and revise assigned homework outside the
classroom.

In conclusion, the results of the research revealed that teachers face many problems
and limitations while teaching writing. Considering the process writing process, teachers
stated what are the advantages and disadvantages that AWE will provide to EFL students
when writing in L2. In addition, based on their observations, teachers compared AWE
and teachers' assessment in terms of assessment and revealed the similarities and
differences between them. Finally, as a result of their observations, teachers expressed
their willingness to use AWE and stated that they would like to use AWE in the classroom
and outside the classroom in a supportive way, although not alone, in process writing

stages.
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5. DISCUSSION

5.1. The Correlation between the Holistic Scores Given for EFL Students’ Essays
by the Instructors, and the Correlation between the Instructors Scores and the

AWE Scores

The first question asked if there was a correlation among the scores given for EFL
students' essays by the writing instructors, the AWE system, and the external rater. The
findings revealed that the correlation coefficient between AWE scores and instructors'
scores was significantly and positively high (r= .862, p < .05). That is, when the AWE
scores increase, the instructors’ scores increase as well, or when the scores of one variable
decreases, the scores of other variable decreases too. It was also found that the correlation
coefficient between instructors' scores and the external rater was significantly and
positively high (r =.804, p <.05) which means that the instructors' scores and the external
rater’s scores increase and decrease together. Moreover, the correlation between the AWE
scores and the external rater score was significantly and positively high (r=.876, p <.05).
In other words, the AWE scores and the external rater’s scores tended to increase and
decrease together as well. Taking all together, it can be suggested that the agreement
between AWE scores and the instructors’ scores can reach a similar rate of agreement
between an instructor and another external rater. Additionally, the fact that AWE scores
may agree well with instructors supports the idea that AWE scores and human scores
show similarities when both are given on rubrics with criteria (Xi, 2010). Hence, the
similar agreement rates among AWE scores, instructors scores, and the external rater’s
scores can be explained by the fact that both the instructors working in the study context
and the AWE system evaluate essays using a holistic rubric. As holistic rubrics are mainly
concerned with overall writing performance rather than assessing the components of
writing separately and adding up points in different sections to score essays, the AWE
assessment and instructors’ assessment might have shown similarities.

In addition, when the correlation coefficient between each instructors' scores and
AWE scores were compared with the correlation coefficient between instructors' scores
and the external rater’s scores, the results indicate that in some cases, the correlation
between the AWE scores and the instructors' scores were higher compared to the
correlation between instructors' scores and external rater’s scores. In other words, it can

be assumed that AWE scores might not only be were positively and significantly
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correlated with instructors’ scores but also the correlation between AWE scores and
instructors’ scores can be higher than the correlation between two instructors. This
substantiates previous findings in the literature showing that both human rater scores and
AWE scores can be positively and significantly correlated with other raters, and in some
cases, the correlation between AWE scores and other raters can be higher (Attali &
Burstein, 2006, Burstein & Chodorow, 1999, Ramineni et al., 2012, Shermis et al., 2002).
Nonetheless, it should be noted that despite the numeric differences in the correlations,
both the AWE scores and the external rater’s scores were positively and significantly
correlated with the instructors' scores in the same intervals except for two comparisons.
That is, when the correlation between an instructor and the AWE scores were
significantly and positively high, the correlation between the instructor’s and the external
rater’s scores were significantly and positively high as well in most cases. Additionally,
when the correlation values were in different intervals, the correlation between the
instructors’ scores and the AWE scores was higher. Thus, it can be assumed that the AWE
tool used in this study was consistent in correlating well with the instructors' scores. The
current study, therefore, contributes to a growing body of evidence indicating that AWE
scores may show consistency in correlating well with instructors’ scores in classroom-
based L2 writing assessment environments.

Despite the fact that the results concur well with the previous studies, the findings
differ from some previous results in the literature which reported weak or moderate
correlations found between human rater scores and AWE scores (Li et al., 2014; Wilson
& Roscoe, 2020) since this study revealed a high correlation between instructors' mean
scores and AWE scores. This may have occurred due to contextual differences as the
majority of the previous studies were conducted in high-stakes environments in which
students are evaluated by the use of standardized tests, such as TOEFL and GRE tests
rather than classroom assessment environments. Another explanation why higher
correlation values were found in this study compared to the findings in some previous
studies can be that, as also reported by the instructors taking part in this study, the rubric
used in the study context and the rubric used by the AWE system share some surface
similarities, and the scores given by the system and the instructors were reported to be in
the same or similar intervals. Moreover, the instructors pointed out that the explanations
provided by the system resembled the explanations attached to the intervals. In other

words, because the rubric used by teachers in the study context was similar to the rubric
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used by AWE, teachers were familiar with using a rubric as AWE uses and that might be
the reason why there was not much difference between AWE’s and instructors’ evaluation
of the essays. Another reason why there was a significant and positively high correlation
between AWE scores and instructors’ scores might be that although AWE scores can be
given on many different scales such as four-point or six-point scoring scales, in this study
AWE holistic scores were given on a six-point scale while the instructors used a holistic
rubric had seven intervals with the first interval being zero as in “no answer”. Therefore,
there were six main intervals in the instructors’ scoring rubric as well. On the other hand,
in some of the studies finding a weak or moderate correlation between the AWE scores
and the human scores, there were notable differences between the AWE holistic rubric
and the rubric they used those studies. To illustrate, the instructors participating in Wilson
and Roscoe’s study (2020) used an analytical rubric with scores ranging from 0 to 11 and
an AWE tool scoring essays out of 6 to investigate the correlation between instructors’
scores and the AWE scores. As a result, the type and format of the rubric/scale used and
the instructors’ familiarity may affect the correlation in scoring.

In addition to the studies conducted in NES and EFL contexts, the findings
regarding the correlation between the instructors’ scores and the AWE scores are in
contradiction with a previous study conducted in the Turkish EFL context as much higher
values for correlation coefficient were found between the instructors in the present study
compared to those reported by Dogan (2013). To the researcher's best knowledge, this is
also the only study that investigated the correlation between instructors’ scores and AWE
scores in a Turkish EFL. The study conducted by Dogan (2013) revealed that correlations
among the three instructors were moderate ranging from .58 to .65, whereas the
correlation between the mean scores of instructors and the e-rater was reported as high (r
=.89). As indicated by Dogan (2013), the low agreement among instructors' scores may
point to a need for a training period taking place prior to assessment. In this respect, in
the current study, it was ensured that the instructors were experienced in assessing essays
with the rubric used in this study context and a standardization session was held prior to
the assessment. Hence, training sessions provided by the testing unit and a standardization
session held before the assessment may have contributed to the agreement values. These
sessions might have helped the instructors become familiar with the assessment tool,
clarify what was expected in each band of the rubric, and achieve a standard evaluation

by adjusting themselves to the statements in the rubric. Taking all together,
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standardization sessions, training, and experience are important to achieve inter-rater
reliability between human raters. As the findings in the literature suggest, the correlation
between human scores might be lower than the correlation between human scores and
AWE scores. As the AWE tools have been used as a second-rater in high-stake testing
environments (Hegelheimer & Lee, 2012), it can be assumed that AWE tools can be used
to resolve discrepancies between instructors. Furthermore, they can be used as a second-
rater in EFL contexts as the findings conducted in EFL contexts suggest that a higher
agreement can be achieved when AWE scores complement a human score rather than
another human score (Dogan, 2013; Ebyary & Windeatt, 2010).

To put it in a nutshell, it can be indicated that the findings regarding the correlations
among instructors’ scores, AWE scores, and the external rater’s scores compare well with
most studies in the literature and a previous study conducted in the Turkish EFL context.
Although the findings are based on limited data collected in a single context, the results
point to the likelihood that AWE scores can be consistent with the scores provided by
instructors, and an AWE tool might be used to score essays in the EFL classroom
assessment context. It is worth mentioning that the studies which examined the agreement
between AWE tools and human raters in the Turkish EFL context are rather scarce.
Therefore, the results of this study provide considerable insight into the use of AWE tools
for assessing students' writing performance in a higher education context. Using such
automated tools can help teachers deal with students’ writing performances in crowded
classes, save time and energy for improving writing performance in a busy and tight
schedule, and create opportunities to work on issues such as error correction, feedback,
and material preparation in the time spared (Li et al., 2015; Zupanc & Bosnic, 2016). That
said, although utilizing an AWE tool to score essays would most likely ease teachers'
burden, using an AWE tool in isolation to evaluate writing performance requires much
consideration as a summative assessment is a crucial component of the decision-making
process which has a direct impact on students, teachers’ insight, and the curriculum.
Therefore, in addition to accurate and consistent scoring performances, teachers’
judgment and insights should be involved in summative assessment leading up to a
decision-making process. Nonetheless, using AWE as a second evaluator is becoming
more common, especially in a high-stakes testing environment as the studies show that
AWE scores are in good agreement with human raters (Attali & Burstein, 2006; Burstein

& Chodorow, 1999; Ramineni et al., 2012; Shermis et al., 2002). Considering the fact
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that usually two raters are involved in the evaluation of writing performance and mean
scores of two raters are taken into consideration in ESL and EFL contexts, AWE can be
used as a second-rater, or it can be utilized to resolve discrepancies between instructors.
In this respect, AWE appears as a practical and feasible tool to be used in EFL/ESL
contexts to enhance scoring of students’ writing performances, save time and energy, and
support teachers in writing classes. Especially in EFL contexts, such as the one in this
study, in which instructors have various writing classes with too many students, AWE
tools may lessen the burden of the instructors and help them spare more time for
enhancing teaching. To conclude, AWE scores might be utilized in summative
assessment in order to ensure consistency in scoring, and it might also be used to inform
students about their performances and to encourage them to increase their efforts in L2

writing.

5.2. The Change in EFL Students' Writing Accuracy after the Provision of AWE

Formative Feedback and Teachers' Formative Feedback

The findings of the study point to the effectiveness of both AWE feedback and
teacher feedback in improving writing accuracy as the results emerging from the data
gathered from the experimental and the control groups revealed that the difference
between pre-feedback and post-feedback error counts were significant in both groups. In
other words, both teacher's feedback and AWE feedback led to a significant decrease in
writing errors. This concurs well with the previous studies in the literature suggesting that
using AWE formative feedback result in positive changes in writing performance by
reducing errors (Attali, 2004; Li et al., 2015; Long, 2013; Polermo & Thomson, 2018;
Ranalli et al., 2017; Warschauer & Grimes, 2008). In addition, the findings are consistent
with two earlier studies conducted in the Turkish EFL context. In one of those studies,
Bulut (2019) found that although both AWE feedback provided to the experimental group
and the teacher feedback provided to the control group were effective in improving
writing accuracy significantly, AWE feedback led the students in the experimental group
to receive better scores in the post-feedback assessment of essays. Likewise, Genger
(2019) found that AWE feedback has positive feedback on students’ L2 writing
performances both in the short-term and long-term. Similarly, the results of this study
contribute to a growing body of findings suggesting that AWE feedback can be used in

formative assessment of L2 writing and help learners to improve their writing
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performances. Therefore, the findings of the current study regarding the effectiveness of
AWE feedback on improving writing accuracy support the notion that AWE has great
potential in not only guiding students toward improving their writing performances but
also reducing teachers’ burden of correcting errors on each student’s essay on a regular
basis and facilitating the assessment process.

Besides the general improvement in writing accuracy, the error reduction in 11
categories was examined. Accordingly, it was ascertained that although both teacher
feedback and AWE feedback led to a significant decrease in error counts, the comparison
of the experimental and the control groups revealed that there was a significant difference
between the two groups in three categories which are ill-formed verbs, articles, and
punctuation categories. In other words, it was revealed that the AWE feedback was more
effective in correcting ill-formed verbs, articles, and punctuation error types compared to
teacher feedback. Furthermore, it was seen that there was no significant difference
between the groups regarding the error decrease in the ill-formed verbs category when
the changes in the second and the third essay drafts were examined. Hence, the AWE
feedback was consistently more effective than teacher feedback in correcting article,
punctuation errors and correcting ill-formed verb errors, albeit the AWE feedback was
more effective in correcting the errors made in those three categories, especially in articles
and punctuation categories, there was no significant difference between the effectiveness
of teacher feedback and AWE feedback on correcting the errors in the other eight
categories (fragment, run-on sentence, sentence structure errors, subject-verb agreement
errors (SVA), wrong word choice, preposition, spelling, and capitalization). Therefore,
the findings regarding the difference between the experimental and the control groups in
terms of the error reduction in certain error categories substantiate other previous findings
in the literature. To exemplify, both studies conducted by Khoii and Doroudian (2013),
and Wang et al. (2013) reported significant findings in favor of AWE feedback as in both
studies the experimental groups significantly outperformed the control groups in writing
accuracy. Additionally, a study conducted by Long (2013) found that AWE feedback was
more effective in correcting errors in mechanics category compared to other main
categories. In a similar vein, the results of the present study put forward that although the
control group was not outperformed by the experimental group in all the error categories,
the significant difference found in the three categories was in favor of the effectiveness

of AWE feedback, especially in mechanics and usage aspects of writing.
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A possible explanation for these results might be that as illustrated in Table 4.7, a
striking difference can be noticed between the AWE feedback and teacher feedback
provided for these errors. To illustrate, while teachers use codes, such as ‘*’ for ‘article’
and ‘P’ for ‘punctuation’ to address errors, the AWE tool used in this study specified
these errors in more detail. That is, the system provided students with explanations and
clues especially for the errors under mechanics category, such as article and punctuation
errors. Hence, it can be assumed that although error codes are frequently used to give
indirect corrective feedback and preferred by teachers to save time, students may not
understand how to correct these errors and they may need further explanations (Lee,
2003). To conclude, although both teacher feedback and the AWE feedback used in this
study were indirect feedback types, the AWE feedback might have assisted the students
better to correct the ill-formed verb errors, article errors, and punctuation errors with the
help of the clarifications the system provides. This finding has important implications for
L2 writing assessment as it shows that AWE feedback is time-saving and it may also
provide guidance and effective feedback.

With regard to the error types that AWE was more successful in correcting, the
finding of this study correlates favorably with Ranalli et al.’s study (2017) as the current
study revealed that AWE feedback led to a significant reduction in certain error categories
such as wrong word, punctuation, subject-verb agreement, and articles. Hence, the
findings of the current study further support the idea suggested by Ranalli et al. (2017)
that AWE feedback can be more useful to improve form-based aspects of writing.
Likewise, a comparative study conducted by Long (2013) showed that AWE feedback
was more effective in correcting errors, such as punctuation, spelling, short sentence, and
confused words. What is more, AWE feedback was found to be more focused on
linguistic and stylistic features of writing, whereas teacher feedback was more focused
on meaning. Furthermore, Warshauer and Grimes (2008) and Li et al. (2015) reported
that the AWE feedback was more effective on word-level errors and most of the
improvement was mainly on grammar and mechanics aspects of writing.

As indicated by the previous studies in the literature, the findings of the current
study provide further evidence for the effectiveness of AWE feedback on word-level
errors. It was found that the AWE feedback was more effective in improving the
mechanics aspect of writing as it was more effective in reducing errors in punctuation and

article categories. Hence, similar to the findings of other studies (Long, 2013; Ranalli et
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al., 2017; Warschauer & Grimes, 2008), the evidence found in this study points to the
effectiveness of AWE feedback on form-based aspects of writing. That said, the present
findings are significant in at least three major respects. To begin with, the results indicate
that AWE feedback can be as effective as teacher feedback in improving writing accuracy
and, therefore integrating AWE into the formative assessment of classroom-based writing
might result in positive results as EFL and ESL students attach great importance to
accuracy in writing and receiving regular formative corrective feedback (Lee, 2003).
Moreover, considering the fact that punctuation, article, and the ill-formed verbs were
among the most frequent errors the students made in the study context, the results may
indicate that using AWE in formative assessment can save a great amount of time for the
teachers as the more frequent the errors are the more time teachers need to spend
indicating those errors. Furthermore, as the results suggest that AWE feedback might be
more effective than teacher feedback in correcting these error types, AWE feedback can
lead to reducing the occurrence of these frequent errors significantly in the long term.
Finally, although this study did not focus on the effectiveness of AWE on discourse-level
writing performance, the findings might point to the usefulness of AWE feedback on
word-level and sentence-level improvement. Thus, the findings may suggest that AWE
feedback can be used to provide formative corrective feedback on errors, and it can be
combined with teacher feedback to ease teachers’ burden by allowing them to focus only

on the aspects of writing which AWE might disregard or does not provide feedback on.

5.3. EFL Students' Views on the Use of AWE in Learning and Assessment of
Writing in L2

The results of the present study point to overall satisfaction with the AWE tool and
the AWE feedback. When the students participating in this study were asked to reflect on
their experiences utilizing AWE feedback to improve writing accuracy in L2, the students
expressed that they were satisfied with the quantity of the feedback provided by the
system as the feedback given on errors was abundant. They were also pleased with the
quality of the feedback they received as the feedback was reported to be clear and
explanatory. In addition to the AWE feedback, the features of the system and advantages
of using an online automated writing assessment tool, such as its availability and
practicality were pointed out. Taken together, the findings highlight that the students were
satisfied with the AWE tool and the AWE feedback. Hence, the results lend support to
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previous findings in the literature regarding the students’ positive attitudes towards AWE.
To illustrate, when El Ebyary and Windeatt (2010) conducted a study examining ELT
trainees’ attitudes towards AWE with pre-treatment and post-treatment questionnaires, it
was revealed that over the course of the study, the participants' attitudes changed
positively. Even though the participants expected to be dissatisfied with the AWE
feedback, according to the post-treatment questionnaire analysis, the ELT trainees were
pleased with the feedback. It shows that when learners are given an opportunity to receive
feedback from AWE tools, they can get used to such feedback in time and may receive
long-term benefits. In the current study, students’ general satisfaction with the feedback
they receive in a short treatment period may suggest the use of such tools for language
learning on learners’ behalf.

On the other hand, AWE tools have not always received positive reactions but are
perceived negatively by some students in the early studies as well. To illustrate, Chen and
Cheng (2008) conducted a study aiming to explore EFL university students' attitudes
towards the use of AWE in L2 writing, and some students and the course instructors held
negative reactions against the system. Nevertheless, when Cheng (2017) conducted
another similar study on perceptions of EFL university students towards AWE, it was
found that the AWE feedback wasn't only effective in improving students' writing
performance, but it was also perceived positively by the students. Likewise, many other
recent studies (Li et al., 2015; Parra, 2019; Zhang, 2020) revealed that the students were
satisfied with their experiences with AWE and they showed positive attitudes. Taken
together, these differences between early studies and the recent studies can be accounted
for in part by the time the studies were conducted and the features of the AWE tool
utilized in these studies. In other words, as suggested by Wang, Chen and Fang (2011)
students' perception towards to use of technology in education is parallel with their
familiarity with it. As stated by one of the instructors participating in the present study,
the current generation of students may not feel as comfortable as the previous generation
in the traditional pen and paper approach to writing assessment and they may prefer to
utilize technological tools for both instruction and assessment purposes. Hence, the
results point to the likelihood that depending on their level of familiarity with computer
technologies and the AWE tools, in particular, students can be willing to use AWE tools
in writing instruction and assessment, or their attitudes may change positively once they

get familiarized with such tools. In this respect, the findings of the previous studies and
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the current study support looking for new alternatives in writing assessment like the
implementation of AWE tools and familiarize students with these digital tools. Without
the presence of the teacher, learners can benefit from such tools outside the physical
borders of the classrooms.

It is also worth noting that students found the AWE tool trustworthy by addressing
the fact that teacher's fatigue and illegibility of handwriting may affect teacher's
assessment; and thus, some errors may be overlooked. Therefore, the automated feedback
was perceived as trustworthy by the students. This aligns with the previous findings
suggesting that AWE tools are found trustworthy by students (Grimes & Warschauer,
2010; Li et al., 2014). Trust in automated tools stems from the information gained about
user’s performance through the system, how a system process, and the purpose of the
system used (Roscoe, Allen, Johnson & McNamara, 2018). Hence, a reasonable
explanation of why the students who participated in the current study found the AWE tool
trustworthy may be that students were able to understand how the automated tool works.
Moreover, the students were already familiar with the formative assessment process and
receiving corrective feedback, and therefore they were informed about the purpose and
expected outcomes of using this tool. Additionally, the students were provided with
tutorials and materials explaining how the AWE tool works. Thus, they were informed
about how the AWE tool used in this study process and provide information. Furthermore,
the feedback AWE provides was found clear, understandable, quite objective and it was
outlined neatly and this may contribute to the information the students gained about their
performance through the system. That is to say, once the students are familiar with the
format of the feedback the system generates, the purpose of the feedback given, and the
information given on their performance, they can track their errors and benefit from the
feedback more. As a result, these factors may contribute to the students' positive attitude
towards such automated writing systems.

In addition, many advantageous features of the system were reported by the
students, including its being easily accessible, practicality, providing instant feedback,
and its allowance to receive explanatory and abundant feedback. These factors may have
also contributed to students’ writing performance as it was also revealed that students
believe the AWE feedback helped them to reduce their writing errors, increased their
attention to avoid common errors, and led to learning through formative feedback. Hence,

it can be concluded that students found AWE feedback helpful in terms of improving
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writing accuracy, increasing their awareness, and promoting learning from errors. This
concurs well with previous findings in the literature (Li et al., 2015; Palermo & Wilson,
2020; Parra, 2019; Warschauer & Grimes, 2008) including two studies conducted in the
Turkish EFL context (Bulut, 2019; Genger, 2019) which found similar findings in favor
of AWE feedback for improving L2 writing. To exemplify, Genger (2019) found that
according to the EFL students at a university, the AWE tool was helpful and the majority
of the students were satisfied with their experiences of automated feedback especially in
terms of grammar and mechanics. In the current study, learner satisfaction may have
stemmed from their positive attitudes towards the system.

It is also noteworthy that the AWE feedback can lead to a mediated learning
experience (MLE). According to Feuerstein, Klein, and Tannenbaum (1991), for an
assessment type to be considered as MLE, the assessment type should serve a formative
purpose. In other words, the feedback should be given intentionally, the information
should be transferred to future situations, and the experience should be perceived as
meaningful and appreciated by the participant. As suggested by Li et al., (2014) the AWE
tools can meet three fundamental criteria of MLE, which are intentionality,
transcendence, and meaningfulness. Therefore, the main reason why the students of the
current study reported that their interaction with AWE led to learning might be that the
information gathered through revision was transferred to similar situations in the
following revisions. Hence, it can be assumed that that the knowledge, resulted from
AWE feedback, might possess the quality of being transcendent, and the feedback may
lead to an MLE. Concurrently, AWE feedback can help students to realize what they need
to do to improve their writing ability. Moreover, since AWE feedback can be received
both outside and inside of a classroom, it can also be assumed that AWE feedback could
be a tool resulting in mediated learning experience both in and out of the classroom.

Another noteworthy finding resulting from the students' statements was that the
AWE feedback had positive effects on gaining autonomy. It was expressed by the
students that using AWE feedback raised their awareness of their strengths and
weaknesses which ultimately increased their learning efforts. As the AWE tool utilized
in this study provided trait feedback analysis which shows the common errors made under
main categories and the error types within each category, it helped to diagnose
weaknesses and strengths of students in L2 writing. Thus, the students noted that being

able to diagnose their weaknesses easily helped them to detect the areas of improvement
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and it led them to put effort to focus on improving those areas in particular. Therefore, it
can be interpreted that the AWE feedback may have raised students' metalinguistic and
metastrategic awareness. That is, students were able to detect the writing problems
occurring in their essays and they were able to come up with tactics or build up personal
strategies to tackle these problems. Both metalinguistic awareness and metastrategic
awareness are significant types of metacognitive awareness that are crucial for a revision
stage to be meaningful since detecting errors or flaws in writing and developing strategies
improve writing ability (Cotos, 2014). According to Horning and Robertson (2006),
attaining different types of metacognitive awareness are often acquired by expert writers
compared to inexperienced writers. Hence, thanks to the opportunity to receive feedback
on multiple drafts, the students may have raised metacognitive awareness which led them
to gain autonomy and put more effort into overcoming their weaknesses. In addition, the
relationship between writing experience and raising metacognitive awareness brings the
question of whether receiving AWE feedback led to metalinguistic and metastrategic
awareness since students were in intermediate level, and whether the same effect would
be observed in lower-levels. Therefore, future studies examining the effect of AWE
feedback on gaining metalinguistic and metastrategic awareness in different levels of
English proficiency can shed light on this question.

Moreover, with regard to gaining autonomy through AWE, it was put forward by
the students that using the AWE feedback fostered independence from the teacher as they
were able to use the AWE feedback outside the school and they were also able to use
AWE feedback for many different purposes in addition to the assignments. To illustrate,
the students expressed their willingness to use AWE feedback for online and offline
writing activities, such as story or blog writing. Furthermore, almost all the students
expressed their willingness to use the AWE feedback when they continue their studies in
their faculties for many different purposes, such as getting ready for presentations,
checking language accuracy before handing in their assignments, and writing research
papers in English. That is to say, the findings emerging from students’ statements
highlighted the importance of being able to access an automated writing evaluation tool.
Although students receive formative feedback on a regular basis when they are in
preparatory programs, they won't be able to receive traditional feedback from teachers

regarding their writing errors in the following years.
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Similar to many other EFL contexts, in Turkey, English-medium higher education
programs are established in most universities, and English is prioritized as a foreign
language (Kirkgdz, 2019). Nonetheless, writing in L2 is one of the most challenging areas
for students studying in English-medium programs in the Turkish EFL context (Kamasak,
Sahan & Rose, 2021). A study conducted by Gurel (2010) examining the challenges
Turkish students face in academic writing in English revealed that university students
face many challenges, such as linguistic difficulties, not being able to express ideas in
English, interlanguage errors, and lack of writing. Moreover, some advisors who
participated in the study stated that they correct errors as a last resort and urge students to
improve their writing ability through their individual efforts since providing detailed
feedback concerning all the errors can be too demanding (Gurel, 2010). Therefore, it can
clearly be seen that, especially in higher education, although students reach a certain level
of proficiency before they continue their studies in their departments, they need guidance
and formative feedback regarding their ability to write in L2. In this respect, the assistance
they can receive from their lecturers and advisors concerning writing accuracy and
fluency can be quite limited. Hence, it is abundantly clear that throughout their university
education, Turkish students may need to receive help, guidance, and formative feedback
regarding their writing accuracy and fluency. As pointed out by the students in this study,
an implication of the findings might be that the AWE tools can be utilized to promote
autonomy, self-regulated learning, and it can be used for various purposes stated above.

Another notable finding in relation to gaining autonomy was that the AWE tool
increased students’ motivation to write more and receive more feedback. In other words,
the findings indicate that AWE may have changed students' revising behavior positively
by motivating them. The findings regarding the relationship between using AWE and
motivation are consistent with previous results suggesting that AWE tools increase
students’ motivation to write in L2 and help them revise their writing (Bulut, 2019; Li et
al., 2015; Warschauer & Grimes, 2008; Wilson & Czik, 2016; Wilson & Roscoe, 2020).
Given that intrinsic motivation is believed to be essential to initiate self-regulated learning
and promoting learning effort (Pintrich, 1999; Stone, 2017), without sufficient intrinsic
motivation, students wouldn't use the feedback outside the classroom for the sake of self-
improvement. As the students in the current study expressed their willingness to use AWE
feedback outside the classroom for self-improvement, the students might have become

more motivated as their revisions were more learning-oriented, and they were motivated
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to improve their L2 writing abilities rather than for the solemn purpose of submitting
assignments. All in all, the students used feedback provided by the AWE system to
enhance their own learning in L2 writing and become motivated to progress in L2 writing.

According to Cotos (2014), the type of AWE feedback has a direct impact on
students' experiences and perceptions, and the results concerning students’ preferences
were in favor of color-coded feedback. Likewise, in the current study, the students noted
that as the errors were highlighted and colored, they attracted attention, and since the
explanations appeared on the highlighted errors, they found the AWE feedback clear.
Thus, the AWE feedback utilized by the students in the present study may have led to
positive learning experiences owing to the quality and quantity of feedback given by the
system. In the study conducted by Cotos (2014) it was found that feeling accomplishment,
proof of improvement, and previous disappointment with traditional feedback were the
main reasons why the students felt excited and motivated by the feedback received by the
system. Therefore, it can be presumed that the students who participated in the current
study may have felt motivated to practice writing as the system allows them to revise an
essay 10 times and provides feedback for each revision. Thus, students are able to see the
proof of improvement gradually and feel accomplished seeing the reduction in each error.
It can also be presumed that viewing the number of errors in categories clearly and
realizing that the number of errors decreases after each revision may have boosted the
feeling of accomplishment.

Emerging from the students' reflection on their experiences with the traditional
feedback and the AWE feedback, it was revealed that there are some similarities and
differences between the traditional feedback and AWE feedback. Some of the similarities
reported by the students were the types of error categories and error types for which
feedback was provided, the usefulness of both feedback types, and the guidance received
by the feedback received from the system and the teacher. Likewise, in a study conducted
by Calvo and Ellis (2010), the students stated that both feedback types were similar in
terms of writing fulfillment and feedback gains. The reason why the AWE feedback was
found similar to teachers’ feedback might be that both feedback types can be considered
as indirect feedback types since both do not entirely correct the errors, but they clarify the
type of error made. In this respect, both feedback types drive learners’ attention to their
errors and create space and opportunity for them to gain awareness of their own errors for

self-correction. Moreover, both feedback types can be considered as formative corrective
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feedback as the students are expected to improve writing accuracy by utilizing the
feedback they receive. As a result, AWE feedback was compatible with traditional
feedback in leading learners to work on their own errors.

In addition to the similarities, some differences between the two feedback types
were also reported by the students. Among the differences favoring the use of AWE, it
was mentioned by the students that AWE feedback was more available compared to
teacher feedback. The reason might be that prior to the introduction of AWE feedback,
the students in the study were heavily dependent on teachers' feedback which can be only
received at school. While receiving only teachers' feedback, students may face some
challenges, such as time constraints and limited feedback depending on teachers' burden.
Instead, they can access an AWE tool whenever they need to. Additionally, the nature of
feedback was reported to be different from teachers' feedback since AWE feedback was
more explanatory compared to teachers' feedback. This may have occurred due to the fact
that the corrective formative feedback is provided through correction symbols whereas
the AWE feedback specifies the full name of the error made by the students in addition
to explanations appearing on errors. Hence the AWE feedback may have perceived as
more straightforward compared to traditional correction symbols.

In terms of the scope of feedback, although AWE feedback was found abundant
regarding certain categories, such as grammar, usage, and mechanics, the lack of feedback
in some aspects of writing such as organization and content was also pointed out by the
participants. This is in a similar vein with Zhang and Hyland (2018) who found out that
the focus of the two feedback types was different as AWE feedback was rather form-
focused whereas the teacher's feedback focused more on content and organization. This
contradicts with Warschauer and Grimes’ study (2008) which revealed that the AWE
feedback had a positive influence on students' performance in terms of content. Another
drawback pointed out by the students of this study was that they experienced difficulty in
correcting certain errors such as short sentences and repetition of words. Therefore, when
asked what type of feedback they would prefer to receive, the majority of the students
expressed their willingness to receive a combination of both feedback types. Although
the students were satisfied with AWE formative corrective feedback given on errors,
some expressed willingness to receive teacher feedback concerning meaning and
organization. It can therefore be assumed that AWE feedback may allow learners to

receive formative corrective feedback through the system at all times and may ease the
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burden of teachers by allowing them to focus only on the organization and meaning of
the written text.

Taking all these points into consideration, it can be indicated that both teacher
feedback and AWE feedback have advantages and disadvantages. Hence, no single
feedback type meets all students' needs. However, as mentioned by the students, a
combination of both feedback types may cater to students' needs and provide them with
more opportunities to receive feedback in addition to increasing the quality of feedback.
In fact, the study by Wilson and Czik (2016) which investigated the effects of combining
teacher feedback with AWE feedback on students’ writing motivation revealed that the
students who received a combination of AWE feedback and teacher feedback were more
motivated to revise and improve their writing compared to the teacher-feedback-only
group. Additionally, another study conducted by Palermo and Thomson (2018) revealed
that when an AWE tool is combined with conventional writing instruction, students were
able to compose essays in higher quality compared to the group receiving solely
conventional feedback. Likewise, when Mohsen and Abdulaziz (2019) combined two
feedback types in comparison to an AWE feedback-only condition, it was found that a
hybrid mode led to a significant improvement in L2 writing

Since the number of studies investigating the effectiveness of the combination of
AWE feedback and teacher feedback is rather small, more studies would be required to
further explore the effectiveness of combining feedback types rather than using only
teacher feedback or AWE feedback. Nonetheless, both the students' statements in the
current study and the previous findings in the literature put forward that combining AWE
feedback with a different type of feedback (i.e. traditional teacher feedback) that could
focus on different aspects of writing such as the organization and content could increase
the quality of feedback and boost students’ L2 writing performance. Hence, future studies
are needed to better determine whether a hybrid mode would be ideal for both students

and teachers since such claims are beyond the scope of the current study.

5.4. EFL Instructors' Views on the Use of AWE in Teaching and Assessment of
Writing in L2
Even though revealing the challenges in L2 writing was not one of the purposes
of the study, when teachers were asked to reflect on AWE tool, one of the themes

emerging from the interviews was the challenges faced by the teachers in teaching L2
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writing. It was highlighted many times during the interviews that providing feedback to
a classroom full of students in a short time is a quite demanding task, and the teachers
admitted having difficulties during the practice stage and revision stages of writing due
to time constraints and teachers' burden. Besides, providing quality feedback is a time-
consuming task and teachers often feel tiresome when they give feedback on multiple
drafts on many students. Furthermore, the challenges faced in teaching and revising
written texts can also affect students' achievement negatively as the quality of feedback

can decrease and some errors might be overlooked due to the factors mentioned earlier.

On the other hand, reflecting on their experiences of the AWE tool and AWE
feedback and their impression of them, the teachers stated that they were satisfied with
the quality and quantity of AWE feedback as they were impressed with the AWE tool's
ability to detect errors, especially in grammar, usage, and mechanics categories.
Moreover, the type of indirect, explanatory and unfocused feedback provided by the
system was found favorable. Furthermore, when the teachers compared the feedback they
gave to essays and the feedback provided by the AWE system, most of them realized that
some errors went unnoticed within their evaluation which provides further evidence that
some problems pertaining to the adequacy and quality of teacher feedback may occur due
to time constraints in classroom settings (Gorgogeta & Vlachos, 2019). Regarding the
importance of detecting errors and the scope of corrective feedback, the instructors stated
that it is advantageous to detect as many errors as possible since providing corrective
feedback affects students' improvement positively. Likewise, in many studies EFL
learners prefer teachers to correct all of their errors and inform them about different
aspects of their writing performance (Amrhein & Nassaji, 2010; Ustiinbas & Cimen,
2016).

Instructors reported some major advantages of utilizing AWE feedback as the
availability of the system, its providing instant feedback, matching some students'
preferences, and helping learners gain autonomy. Taking all these points into
consideration, it can be presumed that AWE can be used as a form of assessment that
holds the potential for decreasing students’ dependence on classroom assessment and
promoting self-regulated learning while allowing teachers to improve writing instruction.
That is, the active involvement of both students and teachers is crucial for the revision
stage of writing, and an increase in students' involvement can facilitate teachers'

assessment practices. In fact, to reduce teachers' burden, some AWE programs which are
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designed for classroom use are currently offered to students free of charge in some
countries (Lee, 2008; Matsumoto & Akahori, 2008; Palermo & Thomson, 2019). Li et al.
(2015) reported that the implementation of AWE changed the way the teachers responded
to papers positively. Since they saved a considerable amount of time by not providing
feedback on some areas, such as grammar and mechanics, they had more time to focus
on content and organization aspects of writing. To conclude, AWE feedback may hold
the potential to help learners become more autonomous and decrease teachers' burden.
Although many advantages of using AWE were highlighted by the instructors, it
was also noted that using AWE feedback has some disadvantages, such as lack of
feedback on certain errors and lack of assessment of certain aspects of writing. Likewise,
the teachers in the study conducted by Li et al. (2015) pointed out that AWE feedback
needs to be improved in terms of its response to content and organization. The reason
might be that even though AWE tools can provide diagnostic feedback on content and
organization (Schultz, 2013), the feedback provided in these categories may have been
found insufficient and general. It can be assumed that individualized feedback on these

categories could be preferred by both students and the teachers.

When the instructors were asked to compare the scores and the feedback they
provided for essays with the ones provided by the system, they noted the similarity
between their own scores and AWE scores. In addition, they highlighted the advantage
of the explanations provided along with the scores given by the system. Conversely, the
findings of the study conducted by Li et al. (2014) showed that the instructors agreed with
the low grades given by AWE; however, they disagreed with the high grades stating that
AWE scored some papers higher than they would. This may have occurred since the
rubric used in the study conducted by Li et al. (2014) was an analytical rubric. On the
other hand, in the current study both the system and the teachers in the study context used
holistic rubrics to score the essays. Moreover, the resemblance of the explanations
included on the rubric used in the study context and the rubric on the system were found
compatible by the teachers. As both quantitative and qualitative findings regarding the
correlation between the scores given by the instructors and the AWE system indicate
similarity, AWE scores can be utilized by the teachers or the students if needed. However,
given that our findings are based on limited data, the results concerning the results may

not be generalizable to other settings.
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In addition to the similarities observed by the instructors, some differences
between the two feedback types were also identified. These were the additional error
types detected by the system and the nature of the feedback type provided by the system.
To put it differently, the instructors expressed that while they use one correction symbol
to identify a general category, the AWE tool identifies many other error types under a
broad category. To illustrate, while the teachers mark the punctuation errors with the letter
"p", the system identifies sub-categories, such as missing comma, extra comma, and
missing apostrophes. Although this difference was perceived positively by the instructors,
it was also stated that teachers' feedback can be more personalized as teachers can add
motivational comments, suggestions, and other remarks. Likewise, Zhang and Hyland
(2018) pointed out that AWE feedback lacks some characteristics of teacher feedback

such as motivational comments and recommendations for further practice.

Taking all these points into consideration, when asked about their opinion of the
use of AWE in process writing stages and their preferences regarding the implementation
of such tools, the instructors expressed their willingness to use AWE. They stated that
they would like students to utilize AWE feedback outside the classroom in a supportive
way. Additionally, they noted that they might consider implementing AWE feedback in
different stages of process writing or they would utilize the AWE feedback to lessen their
workload. In other words, although the teachers expressed that the AWE feedback has
many advantages and offers a similar type of feedback, there were some drawbacks of
the system. Hence, their preference of the implementation of AWE was more of a hybrid
mode of feedback which combines both AWE feedback and teacher feedback. Although
the teachers in this study did not use AWE feedback in their classrooms for long periods
of time, the findings in the literature (Li et al., 2015; Link et al., 2014; Warschauer &
Grimes, 2008) point to the likelihood of the instructors' presumptions to be correct. To
illustrate, Link et al. (2014) found that five teachers who implemented AWE in their
writing lessons for a year and an AWE in writing instruction and various stages of writing,
such as pre-writing, peer review, and revision expressed that the system was competent
in finding and dealing with grammatical and mechanical issues of writings. Moreover,
the instructors mentioned that they found AWE programs useful for boosting learners’
metalinguistic ability, reducing teachers’ workload, and providing feedback on sentence-
level. The findings of the current study and the previous studies regarding the teachers’

perceptions towards AWE are crucial since teachers are the ones who can implement
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innovative tools in a classroom setting, and how teachers perceive the use of innovative
technologies will impact their classroom practices. Thus, for students to benefit from
innovative tools, such as AWE tools, teachers need to acknowledge the potential benefits
of implementing such tools and their attitude towards these tools should be positive as

well as the students’ attitudes.
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6. CONCLUSION

6.1. Summary of the Findings

The aim of this research was to develop an understanding of the role AWE might
play in the Turkish EFL context in terms of assessment of L2 writing. Therefore, the
current study was designed to investigate 1) the correlation between AWE scores and
instructors’ holistic scores given to students’ essays, 2) the impact of AWE formative
feedback on writing accuracy, 3) the instructors’ views on AWE scores, and the use AWE
feedback in L2 writing and 4) the students’ views on the use of AWE for formative
assessment of L2 writing. In an effort to examine the effectiveness of using AWE in L2
writing, an AWE tool was implemented in the classroom assessment to provide feedback
to the 18 students in the experimental group, whereas 20 students in the control group
were provided with teacher’s feedback during the revision stage of process writing. In
order to determine the effectiveness of both feedback types in reducing errors and whether
there was a significant difference between the feedback types regarding their effect on
improving writing accuracy, the change in accuracy from first drafts to second drafts of
each essay were compared within groups with the Wilcoxon signed-rank test and between
groups with Mann- Whitney U test. Furthermore, in an effort to examine the students’
views on using AWE feedback in L2 writing assessment and utilizing AWE feedback to
improve writing accuracy, written reflection reports were collected every week and semi-
structured interviews were conducted with the students. Both written reflection reports
and the semi-structured interviews were analyzed by using the Constant Comparison
Method.

In addition to the use of AWE by students, seven instructors were trained in the use
of AWE in writing assessment. Following the training, essays that were assessed by
teachers were uploaded to the AWE system to determine the correlation coefficient
between the scores given by the teachers and the AWE tool for the same papers. For this
purpose, the Spearman correlation coefficient was used for statistical analysis. Moreover,
for teachers to reveal their views on the use of AWE in L2 writing and to reflect on the
AWE scores and AWE feedback and compare them to the scores and feedback they gave
students on their writing semi-structured interviews were conducted. The qualitative data
gathered through semi-structured interviews with teachers were analyzed by using the

Constant Comparison Method.
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The results showed that the correlation coefficient between the scores of AWE and
instructors' scores was significant and positively high (= .862, p < .05), meaning the
scores of two variables increased and decreased together. It was also found that the
correlation coefficient between the instructors' scores and the external rater, who was the
eighth instructor participating only in the scoring process, was significantly and positively
high (r = .804, p < .05) which means that two variables increased and decreased
simultaneously. Furthermore, when the correlation coefficients between the scores given
by each instructor and AWE were compared to the correlation coefficients between the
scores given by the instructors and the external rater, the results indicate that in some
cases the correlation between the scores given by AWE and the scores given by the
instructors was higher than the correlation between the instructors’ scores and the external
rater’s scores given to students essays. In addition to the quantitative data analysis, the
qualitative data analysis of the semi-structured interviews revealed that the instructors’
perceptions regarding the AWE scores were positive as the AWE scores, intervals and
the accompanying explanations on the holistic criteria were found similar to the scores
they gave for the essays and the holistic rubric used in the study context. Taken together,
the results suggest that in addition to the agreement between the external rater and the
instructors, there was an agreement between the AWE scores and the scores given by the
instructors. In addition, there are similarities observed by the teachers in terms of the
similarity of the scores, the score intervals, and the rationales for the scores in each
interval as well as the points taken into consideration when scoring.

With regard to the efficiency of teacher’s feedback and the AWE feedback on
reducing errors in 11 error types and improving writing accuracy, the change in writing
accuracy from the first draft to second drafts of three different essays written by the
experimental group and the control group were compared both between and within
groups. To begin with, the results of Wilcoxon signed-rank tests show that both the
feedback that was given by the AWE system and the traditional feedback given by the
teachers were effective in reducing all of the 11 error types included in the analysis.
Moreover, the results of the Mann- Whitney U tests revealed that although the AWE
feedback was more effective in correcting three error types which are ill-formed verbs,
punctuation, and article errors according to the first within-group analysis, the next two
withing group analyses revealed that AWE was more effective in correcting only

punctuation and article errors. Therefore, it can be concluded that AWE feedback was
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more effective in correcting errors in the mechanics and usage categories than teacher
feedback.

In addition to the statistical analyses of quantitative data, the students were asked
to reflect on their views on using AWE to revise their essays and improve writing
accuracy by using AWE. The qualitative data were collected through weekly reflection
reports and semi-structured interviews and it was found that the supplementary qualitative
data analyses support the results of the quantitative data analysis as the results of the
qualitative data analyses showed that the AWE feedback was not only effective in
reducing errors in the categories of grammar, usage, and mechanics, but it was also more
effective in correcting certain the errors in the mechanics and usage categories, such as
article and punctuation errors than other types of errors according to the students. All in
all, both the quantitative and qualitative data that were collected to explore the
effectiveness of AWE feedback in correcting errors in L2 writing show that both AWE
feedback and teacher feedback were effective in significantly reducing the 11 error types
included in this study. Nonetheless, the AWE feedback was more effective in reducing
mechanics errors compared to the teachers’ formative corrective feedback and according
to the students, although the AWE feedback addressed a variety of error types, most of
the errors they believed they were able to correct were in the mechanics and usage
categories.

Along with the use of AWE to reduce errors, the students were asked to reflect on
their experience with the AWE tool and the AWE feedback as well as the teacher
feedback. The student's views on the use of AWE feedback were overwhelmingly
positive, and the students were generally satisfied with the use of AWE feedback to
improve writing accuracy. The results showed that according to the students, there are
beneficial features of the AWE tool that make this tool attractive and convenient to be
used in the stages of process writing in L2. To illustrate, most students found the AWE
tool useful, convenient, and easy to access, and they were satisfied with the features
included in the system. In addition to the beneficial features, students expressed that AWE
was also beneficial in helping them improve their writing skills. In other words, students
believed that the feedback from AWE leads to an improvement in their writing accuracy
and reduces the mistakes they make in L2 writing.

Moreover, the students' statements indicated that they found AWE helpful in

gaining autonomy. In other words, it was put forward by the students that the diagnostic
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feedback from AWE and the accompanying analysis of the feature feedback has increased
their awareness of their strengths and weaknesses. The ease of access to the system and
the numerous opportunities it provides for students to practice writing and receive
feedback outside the school without the supervision of a teacher allowed them to gain
independence and increased their learning efforts, in addition to increasing their
motivation to improve their writing accuracy. When comparing the implementation of
AWE and their previous experiences with teacher feedback, students also emphasized
that there were some similarities and differences between the AWE assessment and
teacher assessment. They pointed out that AWE feedback was similar to teacher feedback
in that both types of feedback include formative, corrective feedback and both contribute
to writing accuracy. It also became clear that although AWE feedback could be more
explanatory in terms of formative corrective feedback, the feedback given on content and
organization needs to be more directive and personalized. Therefore, some students
expressed their willingness to receive a mixture of both types of feedback or to be
assessed on the content and organizational aspects of their writing. Therefore, despite the
advantages of using AWE in L2 writing and the similarities between the two types of
assessment, some disadvantages and concerns were also mentioned.

The final research question asked how the instructors view the use of AWE in L2
writing and the teachers were asked to reflect on their own impressions of the AWE
system based on their experiences of using the system for three weeks. The main purpose
of the three weeks the teachers spent familiarizing themselves with the system was to help
them reach a deeper understanding of the potential of using such tools in summative and
formative assessment of L2 writing. The study showed that teachers face many challenges
and shortcomings while assessing students’ writing. Regarding the writing process,
teachers discussed the benefits and drawbacks that AWE would bring to L2 writing
classes. Furthermore, based on their findings, teachers compared AWE and teachers'
assessments in terms of assessment, revealing similarities and distinctions. Finally, as a
result of this comparison, teachers demonstrated a desire to use AWE and indicated that
they would like to use AWE in the classroom and outside of the classroom in a

complementary manner, if not exclusively, in writing assessment.
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6.2. Conclusion

The value of feedback in helping L2 learners become proficient writers and improve
their writing accuracy cannot be overstated (Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Parr & Timperley,
2010). Given that L2 learners make more word-level and sentence-level errors than L1
learners (Ranalli et al., 2017; Silva, 1993), it is widely agreed that corrective feedback
can be particularly useful in improving the writing performance of L2 learners. It is also
argued that the immediacy of feedback is another factor contributing to the effectiveness
of the feedback provided to the learners (Dihoff et al., 2004). Moreover, in EFL writing
context, students are largely dependent on teachers to receive formative corrective
feedback. However, for teachers to provide formative corrective feedback to a large
number of students is a time-consuming and labor-intensive part of classroom-based
assessment. Hence, integrating innovative forms of assessment into L2 writing classes
which can facilitate self-assessment and provide instant feedback is of utmost importance.
In this regard, the potential of AWE tools to promote learning and teaching L2 writing by
providing immediate formative feedback has gained considerable attention.

It has been suggested by many researchers (Lee, 2017; Page, 2003; Shermis &
Burstein, 2013; Warschauer & Ware, 2006) that the AWE tools, which can score essays
and provide immediate feedback on written compositions, may reduce teachers’ burden
while helping learners become more autonomous, allow them to improve writing
accuracy and generate scores compatible to teachers’ scores. The previous literature on
the use of AWE in writing assessment has yielded favorable results in terms of correlation
between AWE scores and human-rater scores (Attali & Burstein, 2006; El Ebyary &
Windeatt, 2010; Ramineni, 2013; Shermis et al., 2002), the effectiveness of AWE
feedback in improving writing accuracy (Bulut, 2019; Genger, 2019; Li et al., 2015;
Mohsen & Abdulaziz, 2019; Palermo & Thomson, 2018; Waschauer & Grimes, 2008),
students views on the use of AWE ( Li et al., 2014; Wilson & Czik, 2016) and teachers’
views on the use of AWE (Lietal., 2015; Link et al.,2014). In a similar vein, the findings
of the present study were consistent with the previous literature.

While most of the previous literature has focused on the use of AWE for testing and
scoring purposes in both L1 and L2 contexts, studies exploring the use of AWE for
formative assessment purposes, especially in EFL context still remains scarce. Therefore,
this study contributes to the existing literature on the use of AWE in EFL context. Since

the findings of the previous literature and the current study showed that AWE feedback
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was effective in reducing errors in grammar, usage and mechanics, it can be expected that
the use of AWE tools might become more common in classroom-based writing
assessment and the interest in using AWE for providing feedback on errors may increase.

Furthermore, as the findings of this study put forward that the AWE scores were in
agreement with the instructors’ scores participating in the study, and both AWE feedback
and teacher feedback helped learners reduce errors, it can be concluded that AWE appears
to be a tool which can be utilized in L2 writing assessment. Thus, the results indicate that
integrating AWE tools into the summative and formative assessment of L2 writing can
reduce teachers’ workload while allowing learners to assess their writing performance
and monitor their L2 writing development by promoting learner autonomy. Considering
the fact that L2 learners would benefit from immediate formative feedback and plentiful
opportunities for practicing writing and revising their written compositions, using AWE
tools can promote learning.

In addition to the quantitative results, the qualitative results of the study put forward
that some of the advantages of using the AWE tool were motivating the students,
facilitating self-study and self-assessment, promoting learning, and gaining autonomy.
Therefore, the results of this study support that tools such as AWE can be used in EFL
environments in a detailed and comprehensive manner. In other words, such tools can be
used not only in the classroom environment but also outside the classroom. Although
some issues with AWE feedback were pointed out by the students and teachers, the
participants’ views on the AWE use were mainly positive. Hence, the results indicated
that even though AWE feedback may not replace the teacher feedback altogether, it can
complement teacher feedback in a way that enables teachers to focus on global issues of
writing, such as content and organization. Such use of AWE can allow teachers to save
time while giving feedback and provide more effective feedback on other aspects of
writing while AWE feedback is utilized to provide feedback on errors.

In conclusion, the importance of finding useful and effective tools that provide
formative and summative assessment cannot be denied in the new era of digitalization
that has entered our lives with the recent developments and gained momentum due to the
current pandemic process. Considering the importance of students getting feedback from
reliable sources when they are on their own, it is important to use effective tools. In this
respect, students can work autonomously, and they can support this process by using tools

such as AWE. Therefore, in order to acknowledge the potential of innovative technologies
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and use the necessary tools in writing, introducing tools such as AWE is of great
importance, especially in EFL writing. Apart from that, encouraging students to use
AWE-like tools outside the classroom can allow learners to become autonomous and have
more opportunities to assess themselves and receive feedback on their writing. The Table

6.1 below summarized the conclusion of the current study.

Table 6.1. The conclusion of the study

Conclusion

Research questions

1) Is there a relationship
between AWE holistic
scores and instructors’
holistic scores given to
students’ essays?

2) Is there a significant
difference in terms of
writing accuracy between
a group of students
receiving AWE formative
feedback with a group of
students receiving teacher
feedback?

3) How do EFL students
view the use of AWE in
L2 writing?

4) How do EFL
instructors view the use
of AWE in L2 writing?

The correlation between the AWE tool and instructors was
similar to the correlation between an instructor and the external
rater

In some cases, the correlation between AWE scores and
instructors scores were higher than the correlation between two
instructors

The AWE tools, which can score essays, may reduce teachers’
burden by generating scores compatible with teachers’ scores

The most common errors were mainly in usage and mechanics
categories

Both AWE feedback and teacher feedback helped learners reduce
errors in grammar, usage and mechanics

The AWE feedback was more effective in using certain errors in
usage and mechanics categories which were among the most
common errors

AWE appears to be a tool that can be utilized in formative
assessment of L2 writing and it can reduce teachers’ workload by
providing effective feedback on common errors

There were some of the advantageous features of the AWE tool
making it appealing to the students

According to the students the AWE tool facilitated self-study and
self-assessment, promoted learning, and allowed them to gain
autonomy.

The tool helped learners improve writing accuracy and monitor
their L2 writing development by promoting learner autonomy.
Such tools can be used not only in the classroom environment but
also outside the classroom

Even though AWE feedback may not replace the teacher feedback
altogether, it can complement teacher feedback in a way that
enables teachers to focus on global issues of writing, such as
content and organization

AWE can allow teachers to save time while giving feedback and
they provide more effective feedback on other aspects of writing
while AWE feedback is utilized to provide feedback on errors
Teachers can utilize the AWE feedback not only for classroom-
based assessment but also for allowing learners to assess
themselves outside the classroom
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6.3. Implications

Drawn from the aforementioned findings of the current study, some pedagogical
implications for students, teachers, school administrators, teacher educators, curriculum
designers, and tool developers might be suggested. To begin with, in Turkey, where
English is taught as a foreign language, although students start learning English starting
from primary school, little attention is paid to productive skills as speaking and writing
skills are mostly excluded in high-stake exams and students’ main motive to learn English
is to pass exams (Eryilmaz & Yesilyurt, 2020). Therefore, Turkish students have little
experience in writing in English let alone academic writing, and writing in L2 might be
significantly more difficult for EFL students compared to ESL and NES students. That
said, EFL students practice writing in L2 mostly when they attend an English preparatory
program of universities. Even though students practice writing and receive formative
feedback regularly throughout the year spent in such programs, the assistance and
guidance they receive regarding their writing are ability is restricted to the time they spend
at school and the main or the only source of formative feedback is the instructors. Hence,
a one-year program may not be sufficient to improve EFL students’ writing proficiency
significantly without additional support or guidance. Moreover, the challenges EFL
students face while writing in L2 might continue throughout their academic education. In
this respect, since the findings show that AWE is compatible with teacher feedback in
correcting errors and can be effective in reducing the types of errors made quite often by
students, students can use AWE's feedback to learn about the errors they make frequently.
Moreover, AWE feedback can be utilized to realize weaknesses and strengths thanks to
trait feedback analysis and diagnostic feedback. In addition, because AWE is easily
accessible and suitable to be used outside the classroom, students can use this system for
additional practice and multiple revisions. Additionally, AWE can be used by students
while continuing their studies at the faculty to check and correct errors and improve
linguistic accuracy in written texts, such as assignments and research papers. With all
these possibilities, AWE can help students gain autonomy and engage in self-
improvement activities without depending on teachers.

Moreover, it was revealed that before this study took place, none of the teachers
were fully aware of AWE tools and their capabilities. Nevertheless, shortly after this study
was conducted, the COVID-19 pandemic has required most instructors to move writing

instruction, practice, and assessment online and adapt the processes of teaching writing
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to online education by implementing technology to enhance the efficacy of writing
lessons at promoting learning. Although new challenges have emerged due to this rapid
and radical transformation, this experience provided us with an opportunity to explore the
potential of integrating technology in EFL writing. Thus, it is more clear now than ever
that educational technology needs to be used more pervasively and effectively in writing
lessons. One of the implications of this study regarding teachers is that teachers may
receive great benefits when assistive technology such as AWE tools are integrated into
the summative and formative assessment of L2 writing. By doing so, teachers can reduce
their workload significantly. Moreover, teachers can use the trait feedback analysis
provided by the AWE tools to identify students’ weaknesses and strengths to adapt their
approaches to students’ needs accordingly. In addition to students’ needs, teachers can
acknowledge students' preferences regarding feedback by employing AWE tools as an
automated and easily accessible tool that might improve students’ self-regulated learning
effort by motivating them. Regarding the use of AWE formative feedback, teachers can
use AWE to provide corrective feedback during in-class writing stages, and thus they can
save a lot of time by giving individual or corrective feedback to students on other aspects
of writing, such as meaning and organization. In addition, teachers can encourage
students to use AWE outside the classroom by assigning writing tasks, as the
opportunities for practice and revision in the classroom are limited due to the crowd of
the classes and the intensity of the curriculum. Additionally, the possibilities that such
systems can provide for writing instruction and peer-feedback can be explored and
integrated into different writing stages. In addition to formative assessment, AWE scores
on summative assessment can be used to ensure inter-rater agreement and resolve
discrepancies between teachers if needed.

The study also suggests implications for school administrators. To begin with,
although almost all AWE systems are paid today, such systems can become free of charge
if the use of these systems becomes widespread in the future. Taking this into account,
teachers should be familiarized with the use of such tools with the help of subsequent
training programs. Considering the potential benefits of these systems for teachers and
students and the likelihood of popularization of such tools, the gradual integration of such
tools into writing instruction, practice, and assessment administrators to integrate such
systems into formative assessment will provide great convenience to all users in the

future. In addition, although these systems are paid, they can be used for a more affordable
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fee within the school-wide usage plans. Moreover, informative resources and technical
support should be provided. In this regard, school administrators have a great
responsibility for the widespread use of these systems both inside and outside of the
classroom, considering the benefits of these systems for teachers and students. In order
to facilitate the integration of AWE tools in classroom-based L2 writing, school
administrators can equip schools with computer laboratories to allow students to access
such tools at schools.

As mentioned earlier, the teachers who participated in this study were unaware of
AWE tools and what they can offer. Although most of the teachers graduated from
English language teaching departments and can be considered as experienced instructors,
their lack of knowledge considering the existence of such assistive tools puts forward that
teacher educators might consider implementing pre-service and in-service training
programs for teacher candidates and teachers to equip them with knowledge and skills to
integrate such tools in L2 writing lessons. Moreover, as a part of professional
development, teacher educators need to mentor and support in-service teachers in
applying technology standards and integrate technology-mediated instruction and
assessment into writing classes.

Moreover, to support in-service teachers to effectively integrate AWE tools into
writing classes, curriculum designers should acknowledge the potential of using such
tools while designing syllabi and curriculum suitable for transforming educational
practices. In other words, given that flexible educational settings and online learning
environments have become an essential component of higher education programs,
curriculum developers should design online writing tasks by integrating AWE tools in L2
writing stages, such as pre-writing, planning, practice, and revision stages. By doing so,
curricula can be modified in light of the emerging needs of the students.

Implications drawn from this study suggest that tool developers can add features
that better address the needs of EFL students. As the AWE tools are commonly used by
NES and ESL context, potential difficulties that EFL students with lower-level language
proficiency might face should be acknowledged and the terms and explanations on such
tools should be simplified so that these tools can be utilized by lower-level EFL students
as well. Furthermore, multiple scoring rubrics can be offered in order to allow users to
choose the most suitable rubric concerning their settings and expectations. The Table 6.2

below summarized the implications of the current study.
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Table 6.2. The implications of the study

Implications

Students

Teachers

o

—
0006

School
Administrators

(—
[ )

Teacher Educators

N e

+
\‘\ ,‘4

<+

LA

Curriculum
Designers

Tool developers

Increasing awareness of their strengths and weaknesses through AWE
feedback

Utilizing AWE feedback to reduce errors in L2 writing

Using AWE tools outside the classroom for self-assessment and self-
improvement purposes

Receiving assistance from AWE tools throughout their academic
education

Combining AWE scores with instructors scores to ensure inter-rater
agreement or resolve discrepancies

Trying out using such tools in writing instruction, practice and
assessment

Acknowledging students’ preferences regarding the type of formative
feedback

Encouraging students to use AWE feedback outside the school
Combining AWE feedback with teacher feedback inside the school

Designing subsequent training programs

Integrating such tools into education gradually
Purchasing school-wide usage plans

Providing informative resources and technical support
Equipping schools with computer laboratories

Equipping pre-service and in-service teachers with knowledge and skills
to integrate such tools in L2 writing lessons

Designing pre-service and in-service training programs for teacher
candidates and teachers

Mentoring and supporting in-service teachers in applying technology
standards

Acknowledging the potential of using such tools while designing syllabi
and curriculum

Designing online writing tasks by integrating AWE tools in L2 writing
stages, such as pre-writing, planning, practice and revision stages

Simplifying the terms and explanations on such tools for lower-level
EFL students
Integrating multiple scoring rubrics to provide more options
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6.4. Suggestions for Further Research

The findings of the current study provide an insight into the use of AWE tools in
the EFL context. Nevertheless, as the research investigating the use of AWE tools in the
Turkish EFL context remains limited, future studies could explore this issue further. In
future studies, exploring the differences between receiving a combination of AWE and
teacher feedback, and utilizing either one of these feedback types in isolation might prove
important. Investigating the effectiveness of a hybrid feedback mode and views of both
students and teachers on combining teacher feedback with AWE feedback might be
explored. Correspondingly, further research may reveal whether there is a significant
difference between the effectiveness of using these two types of feedback in L2 writing
assessment, and the effect of integrating both feedback types on writing improvement can
fill the gap in the Turkish EFL context.

In addition to assessment in L2 writing lessons of AWE tools, the instructional use
of these systems and their effectiveness on teaching and learning writing in L2 should be
investigated. That said, teachers can be provided with the opportunity to integrate these
tools into classroom use in different ways, and teachers' opinions about their preferences
and different ways of using these systems can be investigated.

Further studies may also explore the use of AWE by students outside the classroom,
as well as the effect of using it in a physical classroom setting on improving. By doing
so, the relationship between AWE tools and the factors that have great effects on learning

such as autonomy and motivation can be examined.
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Appendix A — Students’ Consent Form

Ogrenciler icin Goniillii Katilim Formu

Bu calisma,” Otomatik Yazma Becerisi Degerlendirme Sisteminin Ogrencilerin Yazma
Performans1 Uzerindeki Etkisi ve Ogretmenler ile Ogrencilerin Bu Sistem Hakkindaki
Goriisleri” baglikli bir arastirma ¢aligmasi olup Otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme
sistemlerinin yabana dil olarak Ingilizce 6gretimi baglaminda kullanimina uygunlugunu
ortaya cikarma amacini tagimaktadir. Caligma, Hilal YILDIZ tarafindan yiiriitilmekte ve
sonuglar1 ile ogretmenlerin ve oOgrencilerin otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme
sistemlerinin  kullamm hakkinda goriislerine ve bu sistemlerden saglanan
degerlendirmenin etkinligine 151k tutulacaktir.

e Bu ¢aligmaya katiliminiz goniilliiliikk esasina dayanmaktadir.

e (Calismanin amaci dogrultusunda, otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sistemleri
kullanimi hakkinda kisa bir egitim alacaksiniz ve haftalik yansitma raporu ile goriigmeler
yapilarak sizden veriler toplanacaktir. Sekiz hafta boyunca bu sistemleri kullanarak
yazacaginiz denemeler incelenerek elde edilen veri arastirmaya dahil edilecektir.

e Isminizi yazmak ya da kimliginizi a¢iga c¢ikaracak bir bilgi vermek zorunda
degilsiniz/aragtirmada katilimcilarin isimleri gizli tutulacaktir.

e Arastirma kapsaminda toplanan veriler, sadece bilimsel amaglar dogrultusunda
kullanilacak, arastirmanin amaci disinda ya da bir bagka arastirmada kullanilmayacak ve
gerekmesi halinde, sizin (yazili) izniniz olmadan baskalariyla paylasilmayacaktir.

e Istemeniz halinde sizden toplanan verileri inceleme hakkiniz bulunmaktadir.

e Sizden toplanan veriler arastirma sonunca kadar korunacak ve arastirma bitiminde
arsivlenecek veya imha edilecektir.

e Veri toplama siirecinde/siireglerinde size rahatsizlik verebilecek herhangi bir soru/talep
olmayacaktir. Yine de katiliminmiz sirasinda herhangi bir sebepten rahatsizlik
hissederseniz ¢alismadan istediginiz zamanda ayrilabileceksiniz. Calismadan ayrilmaniz
durumunda sizden toplanan veriler ¢aligmadan ¢ikarilacak ve imha edilecektir.

Goniillii katilm formunu okumak ve degerlendirmek {izere ayirdiginiz zaman igin tesekkiir
ederim. Calisma hakkindaki sorularmizi Antalya Bilim Universitesi Yabanci Diller
Yiiksekokulu’ndan Hilal Yildiz’a yoneltebilirsiniz.

Aragtirmact Adi: Hilal Yildiz
Adres :

E-posta adresi

Bu calismaya tamamen Kendi rizamla, istedigim takdirde calismadan ayrilabilecegimi
bilerek verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amaclarla kullanilmasim1 kabul ediyorum.
(Liitfen bu formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra veri toplayan kisiye veriniz.)

Katilime1 Ad ve Soyadi:
Imza:

Tarth:



Appendix B — Instructors’ Consent Form

Ogretmenler i¢in Géniillii Katilim Formu

Bu calisma, “Otomatik Yazma Becerisi Degerlendirme Sisteminin Ogrencilerin Yazma
Performans1 Uzerindeki Etkisi ve Ogretmenler ile Ogrencilerin Bu Sistem Hakkindaki
Goriisleri” baglikli bir arastirma olup Otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sistemlerinin
yabana dil olarak Ingilizce 6gretimi baglaminda kullanimina uygunlugunu ortaya ¢ikarma
amacinindadir. Calisma, Hilal YILDIZ tarafindan yiiriitilmekte ve sonuglari ile 6gretmenlerin
ve Ogrencilerin otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sistemlerinin kullanimi hakkinda
goriislerine ve bu sistemlerden saglanan degerlendirmenin etkinligine 151k tutulacaktir.

e Bu ¢aligmaya katiliminiz goniilliiliikk esasina dayanmaktadir.

e (Calismanin amaci dogrultusunda, otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sistemleri
kullanim1 hakkinda kisa bir egitim alacaksiniz ve bu sistemlerin sagladigi degerlendirme
ile 6gretmenlerin sagladig1 degerlendirme arasindaki benzerlik ve farkliliklar1 gérebilmek
adia degerlendirmeniz istenecektir. Sonrasinda kendi degerlendirmeniz ve sistem
degerlendirmesi hakkinda goriislerinizi 6grenebilmek igin yansitma sorularma sozlii
cevap vermeniz istenecek ve goriisme yapilacaktir. Kaydedilen goriismeden ve yaptiginiz
degerlendirmeden elde edilen veriler arastirmaya dahil edilecektir.

e Isminizi yazmak ya da kimliginizi agiga cikaracak bir bilgi vermek zorunda
degilsiniz/arastirmada katilimcilarin isimleri gizli tutulacaktir.

e Arastirma kapsaminda toplanan veriler, sadece bilimsel amaglar dogrultusunda
kullanilacak, arastirmanin amaci disinda ya da bir bagka arastirmada kullanilmayacak ve
gerekmesi halinde, sizin (yazili) izniniz olmadan baskalariyla paylasilmayacaktir.

e Istemeniz halinde sizden toplanan verileri inceleme hakkiniz bulunmaktadir.

e Sizden toplanan veriler arastirma sonunca kadar korunacak ve arastirma bitiminde
arsivlenecek veya imha edilecektir.

e Veri toplama siirecinde/slireglerinde size rahatsizlik verebilecek herhangi bir soru/talep
olmayacaktir. Yine de katilimimiz sirasinda herhangi bir sebepten rahatsizlik
hissederseniz ¢alismadan istediginiz zamanda ayrilabileceksiniz. Calismadan ayrilmaniz
durumunda sizden toplanan veriler caligmadan ¢ikarilacak ve imha edilecektir.

Gonillii katilim formunu okumak ve degerlendirmek {izere ayirdiginiz zaman igin tesekkiir
ederim. Calisma hakkindaki sorularmizi  Antalya Bilim Universitesi Yabanci Diller
Yiiksekokulu’ndan Hilal Y1ldiz’a yoneltebilirsiniz.

Arastirmact Adi: Hilal Yildiz
Adres :
E-mail adresi

Bu caliyjmaya tamamen kendi rizamla, istedigim takdirde calismadan ayrilabilecegimi
bilerek verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amaclarla kullanilmasim1 kabul ediyorum.
(Liitfen bu formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra veri toplayan kigiye veriniz.)

Katilime1 Ad ve Soyadi:
Imza:
Tarih:



Appendix C- Holistic Writing Criteria of ABU SOFL

- Content fulfills the requirements of the task
- Ideas are totally relevant, well-developed, supported with relevant examples
- Effective organisation of ideas / effective use of cohesive devices
18-20 - Minor grammatical errors - Wide range of appropriate sentence structures
- Minor capitalization / punctuation errors
- Very effective use of target vocabulary — Wide range

- Minor spelling mistakes

- Content fulfills the requirements of the task

- Ideas are relevant and usually well-developed or supported

- Good organisation of ideas / good use of cohesive devices
117 - Few grammatical errors - Good range

- Very few capitalization / punctuation errors

- Effective use of target vocabulary - Good range

- Very few spelling mistakes

- Content shows some attempt to fulfill the requirements of the task
- Most of the ideas are relevant and there is some support
- Ideas are adequately organised - Adequate use of cohesive devices
121 - Some grammatical errors which do not obscure meaning - Adequate range
- Few capitalization / punctuation errors

- Adequate use of target vocabulary - Adequate range

- Few spelling mistakes

- Content shows limited attempt to fulfill the requirements of the task

- Some ideas are relevant but there is inadequate support and development

- Some ideas are not organised effectively -Inadequate use of cohesive devices
> - Some grammatical errors which sometimes obscure meaning —Limited range

- Some capitalization / punctuation errors

- Inadequate use of target vocabulary — Limited range

- Some spelling mistakes




- Content shows very limited attempt to fulfill the requirements of the task

- Ideas are somewhat relevant but poorly developed or supported

- Ideas are not organised effectively - Poor use of cohesive devices

- Frequent grammatical errors which sometimes obscure meaning — Very limited range
- Frequent capitalization / punctuation errors

- Lexical mistakes often obscure meaning— Very limited range

- Frequent spelling mistakes

- Content shows almost no attempt to fulfill the requirements of the task

- Ideas are often irrelevant and not developed or supported

- Almost no organisation of ideas — Very poor use of cohesive devices

- Frequent grammatical errors which often obscure meaning — Almost no range
- Very frequent capitalization / punctuation errors

- Lexical mistakes obscure meaning — Almost no range

- Very frequent spelling mistakes

0-2 - No response or totally irrelevant




Appendix D- Criterion Six-Point Holistic Rubric

ETS Criterion Score Guide

Score =16

Score=5

Score = 4

Score = 3

Score=2

Score =1

6|5]4]3]2]1
Excellent

Develops ideas well and uses many specific, relevant details throughout the essay.
Iz well organized with clear fransitions: maintains focus.

Sustains varied sentence structure.

Exhibits many specific word choices.

Contains little or no emrers in grammar and conventions; ermorz do not interfere with
understanding.

Persuasive mode

= Clearly states the position and effectively persuades the reader of validity of argument.

Skillful

« Develops ideas with some specific, relevant details.

= |5 clearly organized; information iz presented in an ordedy way, but essay may lack
transitions.

» Exhibiis some vanety in sentence structure.

= Displays some specific word choices.

= May contain some emors in grammar and conventions; ermors do not interfere with
understanding.

Persuasive mode

« Clearly states the posifion and persuades the reader.
Sufficient

= Provides clear ideas, but sparsely developed; may have few details.

= Provides a clear sequence of information; provides pieces of informaticn that are
generally related to each other.

» (Zenerally has simple sentences; may exhibit uneven control over sentence structure.

= Consists mainly of simple word choices, but may contain some specific word choices.

» Contains errors in grammar and conventions that generally do not inferfere with
understanding.

Persuasive mode

= 3tates a position and adequately attempis to persuade the reader.

Uneven

« Provides limited or incomplete information; may be list-like or have the quality of an
outiine.

|s disorganized or provides a disjointed sequence of information.

Exhibits uneven control over sentence siructure.

May have some inaccurate word choices.

Contains errors in grammar and conventions that sometimes interfere with
understanding.

Persuasive mode

« While a posifion is stated, either it is unclear or undeveloped.

Insufficient

« Provides lifile information and makes little attempt at development.

« |z very disorganized or too brief to detect organization.

« Exhibits little confral over sentence structurs.

« Contains inaccurate word choices in much of the essay.

« |z characterized by misspellings, missing words, and incomrect word order, emers in
grammar and conventions are severe enough to make undersianding very difficult in
much of the essay.

Persuasive mode

« Either a position is not clearly given or little attempt is made at persuasion.

Unsatisfactory

« Attempis a response, but may only paraphrase the prompt or be exiremely brief.

« Exhibits no control over organization.

s Exhibits no control over sentence structure.

« Confains inaccurate word choices throughout most of the essay.

« |z characterized by misspellings, missing words, and incomect word order; emors in
grammar and conventions severely impede understanding throughout the essay.

Persuasive mode

« Little effort is made to persuade, either because there is ne position taken or no
support is given.



Appendix E- Error Codes

CORRECTION SYMBOLS

THE SYMBOL WHAT THE SYMBOL MEANS EXAMPLE
FALSE CORRECT

A missing word It iginteresting book. It is an interesting book.

S/P Singular / plural mistake | really hate insect. | really hate insects.
5IP
i Tense mistake | go to school yesterday morning. | went to school yesterday morning.
A
? | do not understand this | school very go good fine.
!
SV Subject and verb do not agree. My brother and | am interested in technology. My brother and | are interested in technology.
sV
c/uc Countable / uncountable mistake | There are many kinds of coffees. There are many kinds of coffee.
cfuc
IR Irrelevant information Weather in Scotland at this fime of the year is Weather in Scotland at this time of the year is
chilly. We always wear shorts when we work chilly.
outdoors. IR
WO Word order mistake Usually you do go to the cinema? Do you usually go to the cinema?
WO
Ww Wrong word Jane’s 1m 80 cm, which is very long for a woman. | Jane's 1m 80cm, which is very tall for a woman.
WW
WF Wrong word form Could you find the solve of this problem? Could you find the solution of this problem?
WF
Sp. Spelling mistake | don't like my neighbourhood because it's so 1 don't like my neighbourhood because it's so

nosy.

5p-

noisy.




Capitalization mistake

| don't have classes on tuesdays.

| don’t have classes on Tuesdays.

/\A This is one word g:m%&_ﬂﬂm housewife
]
/ Separate these words Bm\%om | post office
P Punctuation Do you want some coffee. Do you want some coffee?
m |
SF Sentence fragment Because | don't like spinach. _
SF _
|
RO Run-on sentence | did shopping, ate lunch. | 1 did shopping and ate lunch.
RO |
» i
X Remove this word English _mgm is an important language. | English is an important language.
PP Wrong preposition Qur parents are interested with our problems. Qur parents are interested in our problems.
PP
Tr. Transition signal Pat was sick. He stayed at home. Pat was sick, so he stayed at home.

Tr.

These words must change place

| easily can draw a cat.
ATDOA

| can easily draw a cat.

Move this word

| doylike Marynot,

| do not like Mary.




Appendix F- Weekly Written Reflection Questions
HAFTALIK YAZILI YANSITMA SORULARI

1. Otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sisteminin Ingilizce yazma becerisine

sagladig diizeltici geri bildirim hakkinda ne diisiiniiyorsun?

2. Bu hafta otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sistemini kullanirken herhangi

bir sorunla karsilastin m1? Karsilastiysan, sorunun ne oldugunu agiklar misin?

3. Otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sistemini kullanarak ne tiir hatalarini

diizeltebildin? Ornekleyebilir misin?

4. Otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sisteminin sagladigi diizeltici geri

bildirim ile diizeltemedigin hatalar oldu mu? Olduysa bu hatalar nelerdir?



Appendix G- Semi- structured Interview Questions for Students

10.

11.

12.

OGRENCILER iCiN GORUSME SORULARI

Bu aragtirmadan 6nce otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sistemini kullanmis
miydin?

Otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sisteminin Ingilizce yazma becerisine
sagladigi geri bildirim hakkinda ne diisiiniiyorsun?

Bu sistemin sagladig1 geri bildirim dogrultusunda Ingilizce yazarken yaptigin
hatalarini diizeltmek hakkinda ne diisiiniiyorsun?

Bu sistemin sagladig: diizeltici geri

bildirim dogrultusunda tiim hatalarin1 diizeltebildin mi? Eger tiim hatalarini
diizeltemediysen ne tiir hatalar1 diizeltemedigini diistiniiyorsun?

Otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sisteminin sagladigi diizeltici geri
bildirimin yazma becerini gelistirmendeki rolii nedir?

Otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sistemini kullanirken herhangi bir
sorunla karilastin m1? Eger karsilastiysan, bu sorunlar nelerdir?

Otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sisteminin gii¢lii ve zayif yanlar
nelerdir?

Otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sisteminin sagladigi geri bildirim ile
Ogretmenlerin yazma becerisi i¢in sagladig1 geri bildirim arasinda benzerlikler var
mi1? Varsa nelerdir?

Otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sisteminin sagladigi geri bildirim ile
Ogretmenlerin yazma becerisi i¢in sagladigi geri bildirim arasinda farkliliklar var
mi1? Varsa nelerdir?

Yazma becerini gelistirmek icin otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme
sisteminin sagladig1 geri bildirimi mi yoksa 6gretmenlerin sagladig: diizeltici geri
bildirimi mi tercih edersin? Neden?

Otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sistemini gelecekte yazma becerini

gelistirmek ve hatalarini diizeltmek i¢in kullanmak ister misin? Neden?



Appendix H- Semi-structured Interview Questions for Teachers

1)
2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

OGRETMENLER ICIN GORUSME SORULARI

Daha 6nce hi¢ otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sistemi kullandiniz mi1?
Otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sistemini kullanirken herhangi bir
sorunla karsilastiniz m1? Eger karsilastiysan, ne tiir sorunlarla karsilastigini
aciklar misiniz?

Otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sisteminin sagladigi geri bildirim
hakkinda ne diisiiniiyorsunuz?

Bir akademik yazma becerisi 6gretmeni olarak sizin sagladiginiz diizeltici geri
bildirim ve otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sisteminin sagladigi geri
bildirim arasinda benzerlikler var m1? Varsa nelerdir?

Bir akademik yazma becerisi 6gretmeni olarak sizin sagladiginiz diizeltici geri
bildirim ve otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sisteminin sagladigi geri
bildirim arasinda farkliliklar var mi1? Varsa nelerdir?

Otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sisteminin sagladigi diizeltici geri
bildirimin siire¢-odakli yazma asamalarindaki yeterliligi hakkinda ne
diisiiniiyorsunuz?

Ogrencilerin yazma becerilerini gelistirmek igin otomatik yazma becerisi
degerlendirme sistemini kullanmalar1 hakkinda ne diistiniiyorsunuz?

Yazma becerisi derslerinde otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sistemi
kullanmay1 diisliniir miisiin? Eger kullansaydin, bu sistemi ne sekilde
kullanirdiniz?

Otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sisteminin sagladig1 yazma becerisi

degerlendirme puanlari hakkinda ne diisiiniiyorsunuz?

10) Otomatik yazma becerisi degerlendirme sisteminin herhangi bir degisiklige

ya da gelisime ihtiyact oldugunu diisiiniiyor musunuz? Eger ihtiyaci varsa, ne

tiir bir degisiklik veya gelisime ihtiyaci oldugunu aciklar misiniz?
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Appendix J — Sample Materials Used in the Trainining Session of Students
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Begin an assignment
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4mmm Click Save when your plan is complete.

View your completed plan

Export |
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Craft your response

Click the plan
tab to toggle
between mmmmmp -
your plan -
and the

response. e — Review the
Copy and s e . " instructions.

paste from
your plan.

Leadership  Atempt# 1

™ T v B s R = E RdDes Pt e

Type your essay directly into this box, or copy and
4mmmm paste your response from a word processing
document.

De— — o]

Remember to Save frequently as you type. Click Submit when the essay is ready for evaluation.

Paste Essay

Copy and Paste an Essay

You may copy and paste
an essay from a word
processing program.
Press Ctrl-V, and a text
box will appear.
Paragraphing may be
stripped out during copy
and paste, so you will
need to check this after
pasting text. To paste the

Please pasie your essay into the text box below Click 0K to confinue.

text into the Criterion

“ m writing screen, click OK.

Before you click Submit [Sue]

Recheck the content of your essay by asking yourself these questions:

1.

2.

Do I have an introductory paragraph that creates interest in the essay, lets the reader
know the general topic and tells the reader the main idea (thesis) of the essay?

Have I used topic sentences to address each of my main ideas and to announce the
idea of each paragraph, tell the reader where the essay is going or to make a bridge
between two paragraphs or main ideas?

Do my supporting ideas help to convince the reader that my main ideas are good ones?
Have I told a story, given examples, reasons, details, or used metaphors or analogies to
help the reader understand my ideas?

Do I have a concluding paragraph that restates my thesis, summarizes my main points
and leaves the reader thinking about my topic?

Did | use transitional words and phrases to take the reader smoothly from one idea to
the next?
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Bars indicate the number of errors in each trait category. Click
the bar to see a breakdown by specific error types.
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When all errors
have been
corrected,
review the
content of your
essay for
further needed
improvements.
Check the
Score Guide for
guidelines.

(&2) == submit your

View error feedback on left and enter your corrections on the right.

Before you click Submit

Recheck the content of your essay by asking yourself these questions:

’

Click here to

revised draft.

Do | have an introductory paragraph that creates interest in the essay, lets the reader

know the general topic and tells the reader the main idea (thesis) of the essay?

Have | used topic sentences to address each of my main ideas and to announce the

idea of each paragraph, tell the reader where the essay is going or to make a bridge

Do my supporting ideas help to convince the reader that my main ideas are good ones?

Have | told a story, given examples, reasons, details, or used metaphors or analogies to

1.
2.
between two paragraphs or main ideas?
3.
help the reader understand my ideas?
4.
and leaves the reader thinking about my topic?
5.

the next?

Review a Peer’s Essay
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Bemgremmr Plan Rnspomse
Inspiring Etar Pian
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st mespanss
amwiceina  SartPan
Fraabman
Lt hae
St
Leadersnip  Star Plan

Pt

Click the name of a member of
your peer review group to

Do | have a concluding paragraph that restates my thesis, summarizes my main points

Did I use transitional words and phrases to take the reader smoothly from one idea to

smuess [

Frint

&=

comment on his or her submitted

essay.



Appendix K — Sample Materials Used in the Trainining Session of Instructors

@ Criterfon. @& Criterion.
Welcome to Criterione Instructor Basics
A New Generation Has Arrived Getting Started with Criterion,
@& Criterion
3 I ———
Quick Index
= Registering as a new user = Adding Yourself as a Student
= Creating a class = Working with Student Portfolios . .
= Creating a Topic Library » Adding Comments and Dialogue Reg|5ter| ng 4as a new user
assignment = Exploring the Student View .
= Creating a CCSS assignment « Viewing Criterion, Feedback Go to: http://criterion.ets.org
- CVE_?W‘M = Creating and Viewing Reports
Assignment
= Creatine an Announcement
- Besistering S
@& Criterion & Criterion
. |
Log In Screen Registering
— & Crterion
pe——rm— =
— s Enter the access code you weere provided.

“  4mmmm  Enteryourtite.

— - T dmmmm Erfter your last name, first name, and middle initial
________ dmmm  Enter and contirm your email address.

4mmmm Enter s user name thet is unigue to your school.

= e A Create B PASTWONL (i pasmed et coviies minkesrsf

— ——— e i o e s b e

s e
e dmm= Enter and answer & se0ity Guestion answer.

= oick Submit.

@& Criterion &! Criterion
|
Success Message Log In Screen
oo =
& Criterion B [ r—
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& Criterion

Home Page

¥
/ under notices.
Viess ~Chak the o b et ot Farr o he e, nd
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[P e p———
Asncenaments - Cenarats  dated and/or et

Conreect — Saarce far an ackftiaral hstruziar from yase
schoal by rems and conmect himher to your dam.

[

& Criterion.

Adding a Class

@& Criterion
Adding a Class
@ Criterfon

& Criterion

Entering a Class Description

1. Select your schol from the Level drop
down.

Entera class name. This maust be unique to
your school.

Select the grade level of the Class.

Select the Writer's Handibook that best
mieets the neecs of the entine class.

Check the appropriste dictionary.

Add an optional Class End Date.
Check your time zone. This should come
through by defaut.

Enter the courtesy names by which students

‘g 7:
@

Bw o

« 5

acdress you.
9. Dlick Save when all information iz compiete.

@& Criterion @& Criterion
CHoosing a Class
& Criterion - """_______,'»
Creating Assignments
: S === o= =
dass.
_
@& Criterion @& Criterion
Adding an Assignment Creating an Assignment
- — & Cericn
1 Click the Aasignments | e E— + Cosoas wbsther or ot b3 seiect an s muntratoe
tab. - — - i — - x_b—h—u—mm
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Enabling Peer Review
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Selecting Feedback and Result Options Creating CCSS (Common Core) Assignments

& Criterion

Enable Criterion Score, and chooss advisory
optians.

Enabie the Trait Feedonck Analysis Chart.
Enable Trait Lewel Scores to show student
proficiency in word choice, conventions, and
organizmtion, developmant and style.

Create = ceadine. [The option to Set
4 Dates hry Student ppe£ars only after

Select trat fesdback categories to - +=)
- Gzpiey for sudents. e ———
—

standard. Choose a prompt from the Criterion, topics

u | win nutomaticaiy fis when you select o promgt by name..

@& Criterion

Creating Instructor Topic Assignments

et o pruseing

== Insert an azsignment
name and type o paste
your promgt into the
o

oR
Copy, paste and edit

prompt from the Topic
Lirary and enter an
— =r i
@& Criterion Copying Assignments
English Periced 1
ACTRITY ASSIGHMENTS ROSTER AEPORTS Check Bssignments to
b= copied to another
Py atw. Azmgrmants wi ciazs or classes. Both
the azsignment ang
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copied to the
socitional cass or
chazses.

SwtarSchaol

BubnLaste

‘Select a leved, enter an assignment
name ang text. Text editar
mssignmenss receive no Critarion,
‘score or Trait leveds and are mare
Tiexibie in farmat. Use the text
editar 2z an independent tool for
students, to create shorter writing
‘mssignments, or for fiexile writing
farmats that con't follow 2 szancard
exzay model.

& Criterion

& Criterion

Entering Announcements

Check the Class name from your home screen, then cick
on the Announcements tab.

[Dated Anncuncement: Enter the text for your
announcement and Begin and Enc cates.

¥ou mey enter Doth 2 default annouRcEment and a
ill appear at the top of the

Student home page.
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Getting the Student Access Code

Adding Yourself as a Student
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& Criterion & Criterion
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