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OZET

GENCER, Ozlem. Yabanci Dil olarak Ingilizce Baglaminda Otomatik Yazi Yazma
Degerlendirmesinin kullanimi: Paragraf yazimindan kompozisyon yazimina,

Yiksek Lisans Tezi, Ankara, 2019.

Yazili Ingilizce dil grenen bir kisinin akademik basarisinin énemli bir parcasidir
ancak bazi geleneksel Ogretim yontemleriyle yazma becerisini 6grenmek ve
gelistirmek oldukca zordur. Bu nedenle, son zamanlarda Bilgisayar Destekli Dil
Ogreniminin ve yapay zeka teknolojisinin yardimiyla, Otomatik Yazi Yazma
Degerlendirme programlari, dil 6grenen ve Ogretenlere yazi yazma becerisinin

Ogretimi ve 6greniminde yardim etmesi i¢in tasarlanmistir ve gelistirilmistir.

Bu ¢alisma, Otomatik Yazi Yazma Degerlendirme programi (CyWrite)
kullanimmin kisa ve uzun dénemde Yabanci Dil olarak Ingilizce 6grenen
Ogrencilerin yazi yazma becerilerine etkilerini incelemeyi ve bu beceriyi
gelistirmelerinde programin nasil yardimeir oldugunu anlamayir amaclamistir.
Ayrica ogrencilerin 6gretmenlerinden aldiklar1 yazili geribildirim ile sistemden
aldiklar1  otomatik geribildirimler hakkindaki goriislerinin  de alinmasit

amagclanmistir.

Bu ¢alisma, smif temelli bir arastirma olarak yapilmigtir, bu denenle arastirmaci
Otomatik Yazi Yazma Degerlendirme kullanimini yazi yazma ders igerigine
entegre etmistir. Ogrencileri CyWrite kullanarak paragraf ve kompozisyonlarini
yazdiktan sonra arastirmaci, Ogrencilerin yazdiklarim1 gramer ve mekanik
hatalarina gore incelemis ve degerlendirmistir. Bu galismada, karma ydntem
kullanilmistir, bu nedenle hem nicel hem de nitel veriler uygulama oncesi ve
sonrasi testi, uygulama oncesi ve sonrasi 0grenci anketleri ve 6grencilerin yazili
triinleri ile toplanmistir. Bu c¢alismaya, 2016-2017 akademik yilinda Ufuk
Universitesi Hazirlik Okulunda egitim goren 15 adet Ingiliz Dili Egitimi 6grencisi
katilmistir.  Veri analizinde betimleyici istatistik ve iki ornekli t-testi

kullanilmistir.



Sonuglar, bu program tarafindan verilen otomatik geribildirimin kisa dénemde
ogrenciler i¢in ¢ok faydaliyken CyWrite kullaniminin uzun dénemde ¢ok etkili
olmadigin1 gostermistir. Ayrica anketlerin sonuglarina gore, 6grenciler yazma
becerilerini gelistirmede bu programi ¢ok etkili ve yararli bulmuslardir. Sonug
olarak, yazma degerlendirmesi ve bu baglamda teknolojisinin kullanimi
konusunda yeteri kadar ¢alisma olmamasi nedeniyle, bu ¢aligma Tiirkiye’deki

Ingiliz Dili Egitimi alaninda énemli olabilir.

Anahtar Sozciukler

Bilgisayar Destekli Dil Ogrenimi, Otomatik Yazi Yazma Degerlendirmesi,
CyWrite, Hata Duzeltimi, Bicimlendirici Geribildirim, Gramer Hatalari, Mekanik

Hatalar, Kisa donem ve Uzun donem Etki.



ABSTRACT

GENCER, Ozlem. Automated Writing Evaluation Use in an EFL Context: From
Paragraph Writing to Essay Writing, Master’s Thesis, Ankara, 2019.

Written English is an important part of academic success for a language learner,
but it is very difficult to learn and improve writing skill with some traditional
teaching techniques. Therefore, recently, with the help of Computer-Assisted
Language Learning and artificial intelligence technology, Automated Writing
Evaluation (AWE) tools have been designed and improved to assist language

learners and teachers in teaching and learning writing skill.

This study aimed to investigate the effects of the use of an AWE tool (CyWrite)
on English as a Foreign Language students’ writing skills in the short and long
term and find out how it helped them to improve this skill. It also aimed to gain
students’ perception of written feedback given by their teacher and automated

feedback provided by the program.

This study was carried out as a classroom-based research, so the researcher
integrated AWE usage into her writing course syllabus. After her students wrote
their paragraphs and essays by using CyWrite, the researcher analysed and
evaluated their written products in terms of grammatical and mechanical errors. In
this study, mixed method research was used, so both quantitative and qualitative
data were collected through pre- and post-test, pre- and post-implementation
student surveys and students written products. 15 ELT students who studied at
Ufuk University Preparatory School in 2016-2017 academic year participated in
this study. Descriptive statistics and two-sample t-tests were used to analyse the
data.

The findings demonstrated that the use of CyWrite was not very effective in the
long term while automated feedback provided by this tool was very helpful for the
students in the short term. In addition, according to the results of surveys, the
students found this tool very effective and useful to improve their writing skill. In



conclusion, this study may be important in ELT in Turkey because there is not
enough study on writing evaluation and technology use in this concept.

Key Words

Computer-Assisted Language Learning, Automated Writing Evaluation, CyWrite,
Error Correction, Formative Feedback, Grammatical Errors, Mechanical Errors,
Short-term and Long-term Effect.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.0. PRESENTATION

This chapter introduces the study, and it starts with the brief information
about the role of technology in language teaching and learning in terms of its
usage. It presents how computer-based technology is integrated to the EFL writing
lessons. Before mentioning about the use of computer-based technology in EFL
writing courses, the definition of CALL and AWE and their characteristics will be
explained. This chapter also covers background of the study, statement of the
problem, purpose of the study, research questions, significance and the definitions

of the important terms.

1.1. BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

Recently, traditional way of language teaching and learning has been
changed depending on globalization and technological advancements. Since the
use of recent technologies and its influence on education have been increasing
rapidly, educators try to integrate the technology into every part of education,
especially into their classrooms, physically and pedagogically. Therefore,
technology has become an indispensable part of education, and as a technological
tool, computer has played a crucial role in language teaching and learning since
the 1950s. Carney (2009, p. 292) states that “Computer Assisted Language
Learning (CALL) was born with the computer and grew through the initial use of
the Internet”. Therefore, CALL attracts English as a Foreign Language (EFL)
teachers, students and classrooms. CALL is also defined as “the full integration of
technology into language learning with its three elements of theory, pedagogy,
and technology playing an equally important role” (Garrett, 2009 as cited in
Motteram, 2013, p. 92).

Moreover, during the last decade the relationship which is between

language ability and computer use for educational purposes has gained attention.



Thus, there are some research that have been carried on why computer is
important for the students and the teachers. And, some researchers have analysed
how to integrate computers for EFL lesson plans and activities. With the aid of the
Internet and different online tools, EFL learners become more autonomous and
learn how to examine their own learning (Zhong, 2008 as cited in Motteram,
2013). Thanks to the Internet, a collection of tools is presented “for such tasks as
communication, sharing, networking, designing and creating materials, and
publishing, from the very simple to the most sophisticated” (Motteram, 2013, p.
105).

For their academic success, EFL learners should be aware of the
importance of written English. Due to the Internet age and globalization, writing
has become an essential part of language learning and teaching. Therefore,
teaching and assessing this skill have become very hard and crucial parts of
language education. “Writing is an important tool in evaluation where English
proficiency needs to be assessed, but it also allows measurements of many other
skills and subjects” (Rezaei & Lovorn, 2010 as cited in Wang, Shang & Briody,
2013, p. 234).

Moreover, the teachers should be practical and know how to manage
their time effectively during evaluating and giving feedback on their students’
written products. As manual evaluation of writing is time-consuming and
impractical, many researchers have tried to employ technology in this process.
Instead of written feedback, automated evaluation systems and tools have been
designed to make the process more practical and efficient. According to Chen &
Cheng (2008, p. 97), “Automated Writing Evaluation (AWE) programs, ..., are
designed to foster learner autonomy by performing error diagnosis of learner
input, generating individualized feedback, and offering self-access resources such
as dictionaries, thesauri, editing tools, and student portfolios.” For this reason,
many institutions and universities have used AWE tools in EFL writing courses in

recent years.



1.2. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Learning a foreign language is a challenging and prolonged process. For
this reason, traditional teaching techniques would be frustrating and demotivating
for the new generations, especially who were born into computer-based
environment. Therefore, new practices and technologies have been applied to this
process. Since the role of written English has become vital in today’s education
system, using new technologies and tools in writing classes has gained much
attention. Moreover, learning and improving this skill is very challenging for the
learners because it includes several elements such as content, substance, style,
usage, organization, and so on. Not only the learners but also the teachers have
some difficulties related to this process. Foote (1999) and Warden (2000) state as

the following:

Giving feedback is a key element in the process of evaluating
students’ English writing performance, and it is also one of the most
vital sources of information helping students to reconstruct
knowledge, remedy misconception, enhance motivation, and improve
academic performance (as cited in Wang, Shang & Briody, 2013, p.
235).
It seems clearly that giving and receiving feedback is a very essential issue for the
writing classes, so there must be several improvements to help the learners and the

teachers.

In Turkey, in English Language Teaching (ELT), there is not an adequate
number of studies on the interaction between the AWE tools and writing courses.
Therefore, this study aims to fill the gap in the literature by investigating and
exploring the efficiency of the use of an AWE tool to teach second language (L2)
writing skills. The researcher will apply an AWE tool to a writing class as a

writing instructor at a university.

1.3. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study was to investigate the role of the use of an
AWE tool (CyWrite) on students’ writing ability and how it helps the students to

improve this ability. Also, it aimed to evaluate the short-term and the long-term
3



effect of automated feedback on students’ writing ability. Improvement in writing
by analysing students’ written products was examined. Both quantitative and
qualitative research methods helped the researcher to observe how integration of
the technology affects the students’ performance. In this study, the data was
collected from the ELT students who studied at Ufuk University Preparatory
School.

1.4, RESEARCH QUESTIONS

This study investigated how automated evaluation is effective on learning
and teaching writing skills. To do so, following questions were designed:

1.  Does immediate automated feedback result in more grammatically
and mechanically in the short term?

2.  Does immediate automated feedback result in more grammatically
and mechanically in the long term?

3. What are the learners’ opinions towards the writing course and
written feedback before the study?

4. How can technology facilitate the teaching and learning of writing
skill?

5. What are the learners’ opinions towards the writing course,

automated feedback and the use of an AWE tool after the study?

1.5. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

Digital tools and technology have increasingly become an important part
of language teaching and EFL environment. Therefore, there are several studies
which have been carried out on the use of CALL in terms of teachers’ and
students’ perspectives; however, the studies on teaching skills by using a digital
tool are very limited in Turkey. Also, Turkish instructors and learners are very
demotivated when they teach or learn a productive skill, especially writing skill,

since it is a long and difficult process.



The significance of this study arises from the fact that various types of
digital tools have been used in language teaching field in the world, but Turkish
educators and learners are not aware of the benefits of this advancement. Since
giving feedback is very tiring and time-consuming for teachers, this study also
aims to investigate effectiveness of AWE and the impact of AWE usage on
Turkish EFL students’ writing development. ELT students who took the writing
course by using CyWrite as an AWE tool were at the center of this study, so the

researcher would get useful feedback about the usage.

The results of this study will be beneficial for EFL learners and teachers
by showing them how they can use technology as a core part of their courses and
how they can improve their students’ writing performance. This study will also

raise awareness about web-based learning context.

1.6. DEFINITION OF THE TERMS

Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL): CALL is generally defined as
“the search for and study of applications of the computer in language teaching and

learning” (Levy, 1997, p. 1).

Computer-based Technology: It can be described as a technology which
includes computer hardware or software, and teachers and students use it as an

instructional program.

Automated Writing Evaluation (AWE): Shermis & Burstein (2003, p.xiii)
defined it as “the ability of computer technology to evaluate and score written
prose” (as cited in Cotos, 2014, p. 40).

English as a Foreign Language (EFL): It refers to learners who learn or study

English in a country where English is a foreign language.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.0. INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, formative assessment and written corrective feedback are
explained. After that, a brief definition of CALL and how it is integrated to
language teaching will be given. After providing the definition of AWE, some
examples of AWE programs used in EFL and ESL writing lessons will be
explained. Finally, the effectiveness of AWE use for EFL and ESL learners, how
helpful of AWE tools for learners to improve their writing performance and the

drawbacks of AWE tools will be discussed in detail.

2.1. FORMATIVE ASSESSMENT

In our global world, the role of written English has been increasing in
recent years, so it has been a crucial resource for global communication and
academic field. Moreover, writing is very essential component of students’
academic lives for their success and development. As it is a long and difficult
process, teaching and learning writing skill in L2 require a considerable amount of
time and effort for both teachers and learners. Therefore, this process should be
carefully considered to find out proper assessment methods to improve students’

performance.

The main aim of the assessment should be to facilitate learning and help
students understand how they can improve their writing performance. Therefore,
several researchers have studied on formative assessment, and their studies have
demonstrated that it is the right one to give an effective feedback. Formative
feedback is used to provide learners in-process support, so they learn how to
revise their writing while they are writing (Black & Wiliam, 1998; Hyland, 2003;
Ranalli, Link, & Chukharev-Hudilainen, 2016).

If the main focus of the writing process is on the end product, summative

feedback becomes the main assessment method. However, summative feedback is

6



not as efficient as formative feedback in improving writing (Beach & Friedrich,
2006). Although formative assessment is useful for writing improvement, it is
very time-consuming and impractical for teachers to provide continuous feedback
through the long process of writing (Beach & Friedrich, 2006). Burstein et al.
(2003) claim that automated feedback systems provide formative individual
feedback to students through the writing process, so it becomes less painful and
difficult process for teachers. In addition to this, when an AWE system provides
specific diagnostic feedback on sentence structure, word usage and organizational
structure, students can revise their essays by looking at this feedback. As a result,
they will be the part of a cycle; write, feedback and revision (Burstein, Chodorow,
& Leacock, 2003).

2.1.1. Written Corrective Feedback

Some research on second language (L2) writing courses has shown that
written corrective feedback has negative and positive effects on L2 writing
instruction (Ferris, 2010). Ferris et al. (2011) claim that providing written
corrective feedback can discourage L2 learners since teachers give repetitive
feedback. In addition to this, teachers found this type of feedback very difficult
and tiring (Ferris, 2010).

Due to the technological advancement, traditional way of teaching should
be changed, and some technological tools should be integrated into teaching and
assessment process. Teachers have difficulty giving feedback quickly to student
writing assignments because of their limited time. When students do not get
immediate feedback, they may lose their interest in the teachers’ feedback and
their assignments. Li, Link and Hegelheimer (2015) examine how effective
corrective feedback can be given to L2 writers because they believe that writing
and language are important in L2 writing classes (p. 3).

Hartshorn et al. (2010) compared the characteristics of AWE corrective
feedback and effective written corrective feedback to show AWE corrective
feedback can be more useful than written corrective feedback for ESL (English as
a Second Language) writers. Hartshorn et al. (2010) studied on the time
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management of writing process by using a technique called “dynamic written
corrective feedback”. In this technique, in about one day, students can write their
assignments, receive feedback on their errors and use feedback to correct them.
For 15 weeks, they tested the effects of dynamic written corrective feedback on
advanced ESL learners. In their study, treatment group wrote for 10 minutes every
day, and they received dynamic written corrective feedback. Error codes were
used to give feedback on all of the students’ errors. The following day students
received their assignments to revise and correct their errors until there were not
any errors in their writing assignments. At the end of the study, the dynamic
written corrective group revealed improvement in accuracy while a control group
which is used traditional process writing methods did not improve their accuracy
in writing. The authors claimed that feedback timing had an utmost importance
for learners (Hartshorn et al., 2010). Since it is always possible to receive
feedback on their writing, students have a chance to write in every writing class.

Hartshorn et al., 2010) insist that corrective feedback should be
achievable for teachers and learners. Teachers should manage their time to give
quality feedback, and learners should know how to apply their teachers’ feedback
to correct their errors and hand in their revised drafts on time.

While written corrective feedback can be difficult and demotivating for
the students, AWE corrective feedback encourages them to practice their writing
(Li, Link and Hegelheimer, 2015). Several studies have demonstrated that
immediate feedback can make learning more efficient and interesting for learners
since receiving individualized feedback from their teachers generally takes a long
time (e.g. Wang, 2013; Wang, Shang & Briody, 2013).

2.2. CALL (Computer Assisted Language Learning)

When it is compared with traditional language instruction, Computer-
Assisted Language Learning (CALL) is more beneficial due to its immediate and
individualized feedback (Heift, 2001). However, CALL is criticised on the
grounds that it still provides traditional grammar exercises to the learners despite
technological improvements (Heift, 2001). Heift (2001) also suggests that learners
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want to get feedback on their individual errors and be part of a learner-computer
interaction, so CALL programs should provide significant services to the learners.

Recently, Natural Language Processing (NLP) systems have changed the
perspective on the efficiency of CALL, so researcher has started to compare
different CALL programs. A fair number of studies have analysed different CALL
environments in terms of metalinguistic and traditional feedback, and they have
demonstrated that metalinguistic feedback is more helpful and gives better results
than traditional feedback (e.g. Nagata, 1995, 1996; Nagata & Swisher, 1995;
Carroll & Swain, 1993; Brandl, 1995 as cited in Heift, 2001, p. 100). Moreover,
several studies on CALL have showed that it becomes easier to give accurate
grammatical feedback to learners with the development and use of AWE tools
since Natural Language Processing (NLP) and machine-learning technologies

support these tools (Feng, Saricaoglu, & Chukharev-Hudilainen, 2016).

Van der Linden (1993) analysed CALL programs to compare the
interaction between learners and levels of feedback and claimed that students did
not correct their errors without feedback. Moreover, the author stated that long
feedback messages related to the metalinguistic ones were not read by the
students, and one feedback per correction was more helpful and easier for the

students.

Lavolette, Polio and Kahng (2015) analysed the previous research on
intelligent computer-assisted language learning (ICALL). ICALL systems have
been designed to help language learners to improve their writing skills by giving
automated feedback on writing. ICALL systems are also called as Automated

Writing Evaluation (AWE) systems.

2.3. AWE (Automated Writing Evaluation)

Automated writing evaluation (AWE) is defined as a software which “is
designed to provide instant computer-generated scores for a submitted essay along
with diagnostic feedback™ (Chen & Cheng, 2008, p. 94). Researchers have tried to
develop this software which is also referred to as automated essay scoring (AES)
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since the 1960s. Since grading a great number of students’ essays is a laborious
process, this technology was originally designed to find out some solutions.
Therefore, a fair number of studies have been carried out to examine how AWE
tools are accurate while detecting language errors and scoring essays (e.g. Chen &
Cheng, 2008; Grimes & Warschauer, 2006). When technological improvements
are considered, two sets of software tools that do not use artificial intelligence can
be included in AWE systems. Limited forms of a learning management system
(LMS) and an online writing lab (OWL) have similar features for writing courses
(Grimes & Warschauer, 2010).

The results of numerous studies have showed that learners improve their
grammatical and mechanical accuracy in their second language (L2) writing after
they use AWE programs (e.g. Grimes & Warschauer, 2010; Chen & Cheng, 2008;
Rock, 2007). As these programs generally provide feedback on formal aspects of
writing, it is claimed that they are useful only for the form development (Grimes
& Warschauer, 2006; Yang, 2004).

However, in terms of the evaluation of meaning, AWE programs are not
effective, and they cannot help leaners to improve their discourse. Therefore,
some studies have carried out to search how AWE tools can be effective in
discourse evaluation. Automated Causal Discourse Evaluation Tool (ACDET)
was developed to evaluate learners’ causal discourse development (Saricaoglu,
2015). Saricaoglu (2018) claims that this recently developed tool is used to
“analyse a wide range of causal language forms and provides formative feedback
on causal explanations” (p. 3). In her study, Saricaoglu (2018) tried to examine
“what extent automated formative feedback provided by ACDET led to
improvement of ESL learners’ written causal explanations (a) within essays and
(b) across pre- and post-tests” (p. 12). ACDET was used to address genre-oriented
aspects of writing, and the results of the study revealed that learners had difficulty
while modifying their causal explanations by using grammatical metaphor
(Saricaoglu, 2018, p. 12).

Moreover, nowadays some AWE tools have become web-based and have
been used as an essay assessment and a writing assistance tool after some online

writing resources, such as thesauri and word banks, and some editing features,
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such as grammar, spelling, and style checkers, are included in the tools. With
these new functions, students can “write and revise their essays in a self-regulated
learning environment” (Chen & Cheng 2008, p. 94). According to Liao (2015),
AWE tools diagnose errors and provide various practical electronic sources, such
as pop-up notes, a writer’s handbook including example sentences, and AWE
system also includes the e-portfolio that makes learners follow their progress.
Ranalli, Link, and Chukharev-Hudilainen (2016) claim that “natural-language
processing, machine-learning, or other computational methods” are operated to
analyse a text in an AWE tool, and it “can provide both scores on writing quality
as well as qualitative feedback on aspects of grammar, mechanics, style,

discourse, and organization” (p. 3).

There have been some AWE programs, such as MY Access! and
Criterion, which have been used in classrooms and integrated into course
syllabus. Several studies have been done to examine the influence of these
automated educational tools on student achievement and how AWE feedback is
accurate and effective on students writing improvement (e.g. Lavolette, Polio &
Kahng, 2015; Liao, 2015; Li, Feng, & Saricaoglu, 2017).

2.3.1. Some Examples of AWE Programs and Evaluation of Their

Characteristics

Page (2003) stated that “early AWE programs, such as Project Essay
Grade (PEG), employed simple style analyses of surface linguistic features of a
text to evaluate writing quality” (as cited in Chen & Cheng 2008, p. 94).
However, thanks to the remarkable improvements in artificial intelligence
technology, new AWE programs, such as Criterion and MY Access!, were
developed and included in the syllabus of EFL writing lessons. AWE programs
have become pedagogically and instructionally effective after Criterion and MY
Access! were developed. According to Chen & Cheng (2008), these two tools
“provide immediate scores along with diagnostic feedback in various aspects of

writing and can be used for both formative and summative assessment purposes”
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(p. 94). Therefore, students can revise their writing and correct their mistakes after
they get immediate and computer-generated feedback.

MY Access! (MA) is a web-based AWE program using the IntelliMetric
automated essay scoring system developed by Vantage Learning, Inc. When it is
used as a formative assessment tool, it provides diagnostic feedback and analytic
assessment results. This process results in multiple revisions and editing which are
very useful for students. When it is used for summative assessment, this tool only
“provides a single submission with an overall assessment result” (Chen & Cheng,
2008, p. 99). While in MY Access! “focus, organization, development, language
use, and mechanics and conventions” are important variables, in Criterion “four
analytic categories: grammar, usage, mechanics, and style” and “one higher-level
category: organization and development” are emphasized (Grimes & Warschauer,
2010, p. 6).

Grimes and Warschauer (2010) analysed previous studies on MY Access!
and Criterion and found out that these gquantitative and qualitative studies were
done to investigate how mechanical revision and the use of AWE tools affect
students’ writing development. The results of these studies showed that there have
been some negative and positive effects of these AWE tools. They can be listed as

the following:

e Students were motivated to revise their writing and improve their papers
by correcting their errors.

e The number of errors in writing mechanics decreased.

e Choice of right AWE tool and its implementation were very important.

e Some of the students recommended using AWE tools in the writing

classes.

In their study on MY Access!, Grimes and Warschauer (2010) looked for
the effects of using AWE on classroom management and students’ motivation.
Teachers’ and students’ attitudes toward AWE and instructional and writing
practices with AWE were also investigated in the study. They collected data
through classroom observations, interviews, and surveys which were carried out

in eight middle schools in the two districts (Farrington and Sunrise) of Southern
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California over a three-year period. Collection of sample essays and reports of MY
Access! use were also included. This is the first field study that has a large-scale
implementation of AWE and a large and high research grant. Interviews of
teachers and classroom observations indicated that students were motivated to
write and revise more while using MY Access!. Interviews of administrators
provided a strong recommendation of using of MY Access!. Interviews and
classroom observations showed that teaching became easier and more enjoyable
after teachers included MY Access! into their instructional plans (Grimes and
Warschauer, 2010). Even though different types of student groups were included
in the research, all students were much more motivated when writing with AWE
tool. Their positive attitudes confirmed that MY Access! helped them improve
their writing skills. The results of the survey also demonstrated that 30 out of 40
teachers agreed that their students were more motivated when they write with MY
Access!. Furthermore, when teachers gave more time to their students for writing
assignments, students revised more when writing with MY Access! and this helped

them develop their autonomy.

In another study on MY Access!, Chen and Cheng (2008) indicated that
automated written feedback can help students to revise their papers. Moreover,
students who participated in the study recommended using of AWE programs in
the early stages of learning. According to Chen and Cheng (2008), teachers should
also be given adequate training in the use of AWE tools. Without learning how to
get benefit from the tool, teachers cannot use it effectively in their teaching

process.

Wang, Shang, and Briody (2013) examined another AWE tool,
CorrectEnglish, provided by Vantage Learning. CorrectEnglish helped EFL
learners to check their grammar, style, and word usage in their essays and
provided holistic score and immediate feedback on content, focus, organization,
style and overall performance for the learners. Therefore, they can improve their
critical writing and revision skills (Wang, Shang, and Briody, 2013, p. 239).
Wang et al. (2013) concluded that this AWE tool was very beneficial to improve

grammatical accuracy in L2 learners’ essays.
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Criterion is a web-based AWE system developed by Educational Testing
Service (ETS). It is very beneficial for learners when it is used as an instructional
tool because of its instant holistic scores and diagnostic feedback on essays
submitted online. Rock (2007) illustrated the positive effects of AWE programs
on learners’ writing improvement. Rock (2007) tried to examine how Criterion
was effective in improving students’ writing skill when it was used as an
additional instructional tool in ninth grade English classes over a 4-week period
(p. 1). Data was collected through student essays (n=5088), student surveys
(n=1312), and teacher surveys (n=25). There were two randomly selected
participant groups; treatment and comparison groups. While learners in the
treatment group used Criterion, those in the comparison group did not use
Criterion. Students in the treatment group received automated feedback on the
essays while those in the comparison group received the typical written feedback
from their teachers (Rock, 2007). Persuasive essay was chosen as a genre because
it was the final exam task at school. At the end of the study, Rock (2007)
compared holistic and analytic scores that were given to essays written by the
learners in these two groups. As a result of the study, even though there were not
significant differences in the holistic scores between these two groups, analytic
scores were different in the groups. At the end of the study period, analytic scores
on the essays that were written by the students in the treatment group were higher
than those in the comparison group. The impact of using Criterion was discovered
by analysing the mechanical aspects of student essays, and grammar, usage, and
mechanics were the bases of analytic scores on the essays. However, the holistic

score analysed the overall quality of the essay (Rock, 2007).

In another study on Criterion, Lavolette, Polio and Kahng (2015)
examined the accuracy of feedback from Criterion and students’ responses to it.
Four factors investigated in this study were type of error code, correctness of error
code, experience with the software, and feedback timing. During a semester,
Criterion gives feedback on 4 essays to thirty-two students. While 16 students
received immediate feedback, other 16 students received feedback several days
after they wrote their essays. Data collection included screenshots taken from
Criterion, students’ essays, the corresponding feedback produced by the system,

and students’ responses to feedback. Feedback was focused on the usage,
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grammar and mechanics, and a holistic score generated by Criterion was given to
the students (Lavolette et al. 2015, p. 55). TOEFL essay prompts integrated into
Criterion were given as writing prompts to the students. Lavolette et al. (2015)
demonstrated that 75% of the error codes were correct although Criterion missed
several language errors (at least 46%). During the semester, 73% of the time
correct error codes were applied by the students. However, students’ response
frequency and their accuracy on the first draft were not influenced by the types of
feedback; delayed or immediate feedback. Lavolette et al. (2015) clarify that
immediate feedback is given at the end of a writing task while delayed feedback is
provided at a time later than the end of the writing task (p. 52). The authors
concluded that students need to get correct training of Criterion, so they can use it
effectively to correct their errors (Lavolette, Polio & Kahng, 2015). In addition to
this, in the study participants changed structures that were written correctly when
the system miscoded the errors since they were not sure about the correct
structure. Lavolette et al. (2015) note that Criterion highlights an error without
any correction and gives feedback indirectly, and all error corrections are
metalinguistic. The authors claimed that Criterion “was much better at identifying
missing articles (78% correct) than wrong articles (43% correct)” (p. 60). They
also indicated that system did not work well while identifying preposition error

codes.

As Criterion is one of the most common AWE tools that is used in Asian
L2 classroom, Liao (2015) preferred to use it as a writing and assessment tool in
her study. Liao (2015) investigated whether Criterion is effective to reduce
grammatical errors in L2 writing or not. 66 Taiwanese university students
participated in the study, and data was collected through their English essay
writing by analysing the primary English grammatical error types. The feedback
reports taken from Criterion were analysed to identify how using AWE in a
process-writing approach was efficient in reducing grammatical errors during
revisions and new text composition (Liao, 2015). Four-step writing process was
designed, and the final step for the students was to submit the original-draft essays
to Criterion. The author concluded that students improved their accuracy in all

four error types; fragments, subject-verb disagreement, run-on sentences, and ill-
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formed verbs when revising texts and forming new texts by the end of the nine-
week pedagogical programme (Liao, 2015).

Criterion was also examined how its feedback was effective in enhancing
ESL students’ grammatical accuracy in short and long term (Li, Feng, and
Saricaoglu, 2017). Li et al. (2017) analysed students’ drafts within one paper
(short-term) and across papers in one semester (long-term) in terms of
grammatical errors. Students’ perceptions of Criterion feedback were also
investigated by interviewing with the participants. 135 participants from
intermediate-high level (63 participants) and advanced-low level (72 participants)
ESL first-year academic writing classes used Criterion in one semester.
Moreover, a process-writing approach was preferred. They concluded that
automated feedback from Criterion was helpful for ESL students to reduce error
rates in eight out of nine error categories in their revisions of the same paper (Li,
Feng, and Saricaoglu, 2017). Automated feedback is very useful to reduce error in
the short term while it is very limited for error deduction in the long term. The
findings from interviews showed that participants found automated feedback very

useful for editing their essays (Li et al., 2017, p. 369).

Li, Link and Hegelheimer (2015) analysed Criterion in terms of its
influence on writing instruction and performance by using mixed methods. In this
study, Criterion has been integrated into an ESL writing curriculum to examine
the role of AWE corrective feedback in writing courses. Data collection included
individual interviews with the instructors and students and AWE error reports of
three papers written by lower level students and of four papers written by higher
level students. The findings from the research showed that Criterion provided
revision and corrective feedback for the learners (Li, Link and Hegelheimer,
2015). This helped learners improve their grammatical accuracy from the first to
the final drafts. The instructors participated in the research said in the interview
that AWE system brought considerable benefits for their students. Although the
instructors had some concerns about the quality of the feedback, they believed
that corrective feedback received from Criterion helped students with grammar
and mechanics. Students also shared their instructors’ view about the corrective
feedback (Li, Link and Hegelheimer, 2015, p. 10).
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Ranalli, Link, and Chukharev-Hudilainen (2016) tried to make inferences
about evaluation and utilisation of an AWE tool, Criterion. They analysed how
Criterion gave accurate feedback and how this feedback was useful to ESL
learners in deciding how to revise their papers. They conducted two studies at
lowa State University, and data was collected from two college-level ESL writing
courses that Criterion was integrated into as a formative assessment tool. Ranalli,
Link, and Chukharev-Hudilainen (2016) analysed Criterion feedback in its two
types: generic and facilitative (e.g., You may be using the wrong preposition) or
specific and directive (e.g., You have used quiet in this sentence. You may need to
use quite instead) (p. 12). While generic feedback gives a clue about the error
without empathizing it specifically, specific feedback focuses on a particular error
to recommend a specific word or highlights a textual feature (e.g., You may need
to remove this comma) (p. 12). Criterion provides generic or specific feedback
according to type of error. Ranalli, Link, and Chukharev-Hudilainen (2016)
concluded that error types are important factors to change accuracy and students
need to know how to use AWE feedback to correct their errors. Moreover, they
claim that Criterion provides accurate feedback to the students by addressing
significant areas for revision, improvement, and learning (p. 24). In terms of the
utilisation inference, Ranalli, Link, and Chukharev-Hudilainen (2016) state that
“Criterion’s diagnostic feedback on academic writing is useful for students to

make decisions about revisions” (p. 26).

Dikli and Bleyle (2014) also analysed feedback received from Criterion
and teachers on grammar, usage, and mechanics for the essays. They carried out
their study with an ESL instructor in an English for Academic Purposes (EAP)
class in a university in the south eastern U.S. Participants were 14 advanced
students, and data was collected through students’ essays and opinion surveys.
These two feedback types were compared to illustrate that teachers gave better
quality feedback than Criterion (Dikli and Bleyle, 2014). Therefore, AWE
feedback is preferred for revision while instructors’ feedback is received for the
final drafts. By examining opinion surveys, Dikli and Bleyle (2014) concluded
that students trusted Criterion feedback but accepted its weaknesses. It is also
claimed that there are some problems with the categorization of error types in
Criterion (Dikli and Bleyle, 2014).
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Feng, Saricaoglu, & Chukharev-Hudilainen (2016) studied on a new
AWE tool, CyWrite, and compared it with a well-known AWE tool, Criterion.
The authors tried to test these two AWE tools’ performances in terms of four
grammatical errors: quantifiers, subject-verb agreement, articles, and run-on
sentences. ESL undergraduate students were the participants, and their essays
were analysed on its corpus to examine the performance of CyWrite. Moreover,
Feng, Saricaoglu, & Chukharev-Hudilainen (2016) claim that ESL learners and
teachers need to use better performing AWE tools in academic writing courses.
Therefore, the authors developed this ‘“customizable AWE system called
CyWrite” (p. 51). They concluded that CyWrite has better performance at

detecting these four grammatical errors.

There are also some studies that have been carried out to analyse the
effect of automated feedback in writing in other languages. Heift (2001) carried
out a study on how a Web-based Intelligent Language Tutoring System (ILTS) is
effective in writing in German. The author analysed students’ reaction to
metalinguistic feedback and learners’ strategies in error correction in ILTS. 33
students from two beginner German classes participated in the study and used the
ILTS for grammar. Data was collected through student sentences (n=4405). The
results of the study showed that students corrected 79,5% sentences with system
feedback. The author examined the interaction between learner and computer in
terms of error correction process. In her study, Heift (2001) described the German
Tutor as a Web-based application. In the system, words are given, and students
are expected to build a sentence. Students receive one feedback for each error
specifically. Students need to submit the sentence until they find the right answer.
In addition to this, the German Tutor gives individual feedback by analysing
students’ levels. While it provides direct and detailed feedback to the beginner
learners, little hints about errors with more technical terminologies are given to

the intermediate and advanced learners (Heift, 2001).

2.3.2. Benefits and Drawbacks of AWE

Proponents claim that time effectiveness, ease of access, the

enhancement of the grammatical accuracy, assistance of writing development, and
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the improvement of learner autonomy are the benefits of AWE use. As Liao
(2015) stated in her study, Criterion gave feedback indirectly on grammatical
errors, so students could engage in critical learning process and develop their
autonomy. Some prior studies have also showed that AWE feedback affects
students’ writing development positively (e.g. Wang, 2013; Wang, Shang, &
Briody, 2013).

Literature on second language acquisition (SLA) has focused on the
effectiveness of immediate feedback rather than delayed feedback. Researchers
accept immediate feedback as impractical; however, computer-assisted feedback
provides instant feedback which makes writing assessment easy for teachers.
There is no research that illustrate that Criterion’s immediate feedback is better
than delayed feedback. However, Educational Testing Service (ETS) (2012)
claimed that Criterion’s immediate feedback is one of the crucial parts accepted
helpful by the learners. Students receive immediate feedback on their writing
while they are writing, so they can revise their essays and correct their errors
immediately. Moreover, they feel motivated and independent because of working

online (Educational Testing Service, 2012).

There have been several studies on AWE to find out how it is valid and
how it is effective in writing classes as a pedagogical tool. In addition, the results
of several studies indicate that there has been a strong correlation between the
scores of AWE systems and human raters (Dikli, 2006; Keith, 2003 & Phillips,
2007 as cited in Chen & Cheng 2008, p. 95).

The results of most of the previous studies show that students, especially
lower level ones, feel free and focus on only writing and getting instant feedback
when they do not need to worry about their scores (e.g. Grimes and Warschauer,
2010). Moreover, AWE tools are found very useful at feedback and revision
stage. Therefore, evaluating and grading the second and revised draft would

increase students’ writing motivation and success.

Using AWE software is a collaborative process which includes students,
teachers and administrators. When they trust and support each other, AWE tools
like MY Access! use is encouraged (Grimes and Warschauer, 2010). Some
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classroom-based studies of AWE have showed that students found AWE tools
helpful while they preferred their teachers’ feedback (e.g. Dikli and Bleyle, 2014).
If teachers use AWE tools to increase their students’ motivation for writing and
revising low-level errors, the high-level feedback on ideas and style will be a
major concern for the teachers. In addition to this, AWE tools will be very
beneficial for students (Grimes and Warschauer, 2010).

Without getting any feedback from their teachers, learners can direct
their own learning process because they have opportunity to get instant feedback
and assistance while writing their papers thanks to AWE tools. Although learners
develop autonomy while revising their writing by means of computer-generated
feedback, their attitudes toward the use of AWE tools may cause some
uncertainty. Therefore, it is suggested that AWE should be investigated to find out
“the interaction between use and outcome” and Warschauer and Ware (2006)
analysed the research into three categories: “product, process and
process/product” (p. 10).

In their study, Warschauer and Ware (2006) investigated MY Access! and
Criterion and found two benefits of using AWE. They claimed that after the
students used AWE tools, their motivation to practice writing increased due to the
instant feedback, and classroom management became easier for teachers when
they used AWE for revision. Grimes and Warschauer (2010) also got the same
results in their study on MY Access!. Liao (2015) also claims that L2 writers can
use various Internet resources to get some information on language usage and idea
development when they use an AWE system. As a result of this process, this

online AWE system helps L2 writers develop autonomy.

In another study on Criterion, Burstein et al. (2004) show that it provides
additional opportunities for students, so they can practice writing and improve
their writing skills by getting immediate individualized feedback and revising
their essays. Moreover, Criterion is specially designed to give both holistic and
diagnostic feedback while AWE systems are generally designed to give only
diagnostic feedback. There are two ETS developed applications, e-rater using an

application of natural language processing (NLP) to provide a holistic score on
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essays and, Critique that provides diagnostic feedback (Rock, 2007). When
Saricaoglu (2015) developed ACDET, NLP approach was also used as a model.

Chen and Cheng (2008) claim that automated assessment and human
assessment should be integrated for formative learning to make students realize
how they can benefit from AWE tools. According to Grimes and Warschauer
(2010), when teachers are aware of their position as a guide, they know how to
explain an automatic scoring can judge their students’ writing differently than a
human grader. They also need to evaluate and score their students’ writing after
students revise their first draft by getting some automated feedback. Thus,

students focus on revising and improving their writing.

While some researchers, especially AWE developers, claim that AWE
can provide some benefits for the students and enhance their writing skills, others
doubt about its effectiveness. They believe that the use of AWE results in some
negative effects on students’ writing performance. In addition, AWE developers
insist that their programs can function as human readers in terms of assessing and
responding to student’s writing, but some critics believe that AWE products
cannot “read texts and evaluate the quality of writing” in the way human readers
do (as cited in Chen & Cheng 2008, p. 94-95). When the reliability of human and
automated scoring is measured and compared, human scoring will be more

reliable (Grimes and Warschauer, 2010).

As Grimes and Warschauer (2010) indicate in their study on MY Access!,
“the low-level feedback (on spelling, punctuation, grammar and word choice)” is
used more often than “the high-level feedback (on organization and development)
in the revision process (p. 7). This study also demonstrated the similar result that

teachers preferred MY Access! for teaching mechanistic writing skills.

Moreover, learners should consider two important points related to the
writing since it requires linguistic ability and meaning negotiation. Therefore,
“writing needs to take into account both internal language processing and
contextual factors that affect how texts are composed and read” (Flower, 1994;
Grabe & Kaplan, 1996; Hyland, 2003 as cited in Chen & Cheng 2008, p. 96). Liao
(2015) also found AWE systems ineffective when addressing some language
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concerns, such as meaning and idea development, so the author declared that
AWE should be integrated into the teaching process as a supplementary tool, and

teachers should be the part of the process.

Numerous studies have been conducted on the validity of AWE
programs, and they indicated that there are some disagreements about its
assessments. Therefore, instead of using AWE programs for classroom
assessments, writing instructors should evaluate and assess student essays in terms
of the content and meaning (Keith, 2003). It is pointed out that form is much more
emphasized than meaning and content in AWE tools and scoring systems, and it is
assessed successfully by the tools. Grimes and Warschauer (2010) claim that
natural language understanding (or NLU) has been a main challenge for AWE
developers. The software “converts English to a formal symbolic representation”,
and it cannot “build a structured representation of meaning”, S0 “computational
semantics” (NLU) is limited to assess content and organization (p. 31-32).
Developers of MY Access! accept that they used developed NLU techniques, but
this software “cannot evaluate and assess the meaning of a text as well as a human
reader” (p. 32).

As it is proven by some prior studies, the main goal of writing can be
changed from communication to getting higher score. Since this is a serious
concern, internal motivators, such as satisfaction from learning should be
encouraged than external motivators, such as grades in writing classes. Therefore,
AWE tools should be used to get quick feedback and revise writing drafts by
learners (e.g. Grimes and Warschauer, 2010; Burstein, Chodorow, & Leacock,
2003). Automated scores can be sometimes frustrating for learners, so teachers
should guide their students when students edit their writing while using AWE
systems. As it is clearly stated, Criterion and MY Access! are two useful AWE
tools that “allow teachers to insert comments in students’ papers (Grimes and
Warschauer, 2010, p. 17). Li, Link and Hegelheimer (2015) emphasize that it is
impossible to deny teachers’ role as a guide because learners may not know how

to use the feedback received from AWE tools (p. 4).

Although some classroom-based research has showed that Criterion

affects teaching L2 grammar positively, there has been some issues concerning
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the accuracy of formative feedback, usefulness and performance of AWE system,
and teachers’ and students’ doubts about AWE scoring (Li, Link & Hegelheimer,
2015; Li, Feng, &Saricaoglu, 2017). Therefore, for better learning and teaching
practices, it is clear to improve current AWE tools because they have some

weaknesses (Feng, Saricaoglu, & Chukharev-Hudilainen, 2016).

2.4. CONCLUSION

Due to the increasing demand for technology use in language teaching
and learning, there will be a numerous of study on AWE like tools. As there are
some arguments about the validity of AWE scoring systems, researchers and
AWE developers have put in a great deal of effort to make these technological
advancements better. Computer-assisted feedback is preferred due to its
usefulness in terms of the immediacy of feedback when it is compared with
human feedback.

As Li, Link and Hegelheimer (2015) stated in their study on Criterion, by
providing sufficient AWE training to the instructors and students and improving
the interaction between instructors and students, “AWE has a better chance of
producing feedback that is meaningful, a characteristic of dynamic written
corrective feedback, giving students more opportunities to learn why errors occur

and how to make corrections and enhance cognitive development” (p.14).
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

3.0. INTRODUCTION

This chapter includes the method of the study, the research questions, the
participants of the study and some information about data collection instruments

and procedure and analysis of the data.

3.1. RESEARCH QUESTIONS

This study sought to find out the answers of following questions:

1.  Does immediate automated feedback result in more grammatically
and mechanically in the short term?

2. Does immediate automated feedback result in more grammatically
and mechanically in the long term?

3. What are the learners’ opinions towards the writing course and
written feedback before the study?

4.  How can technology facilitate the teaching and learning of writing
skill?

5. What are the learners’ opinions towards the writing course,

automated feedback and the use of an AWE tool after the study?

3.2. RESEARCH DESING

This study was conducted in an EFL writing classroom context in a
university in Turkey. One writing class, for preparatory year English majors, was
taught by an instructor who was all experienced EFL writing teacher. An AWE
program, CyWrite, was implemented in the writing class for one semester. The
main purpose for the use of AWE tool was to investigate whether it facilitates
students’ writing development and reduces the writing instructors’ workload or

not. Before the writing course started, the researcher explained and showed
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students how to use AWE tool. This study focused only on language feedback, so
feedback was given on grammar and mechanics by CyWrite.

In the recent study, a mixed method research has been employed since
“quantitative and qualitative inquiry can support and inform each other” (Miles &
Huberman, 1994, p. 310). Qualitative research was used to study each student’s
individual point of view without manipulating and controlling their natural
settings and ideas. For the qualitative data, a survey was administered to find out
the participants’ individual interests. For the quantitative data, the researcher

analysed students’ papers and CyWrite writing reports.

Both qualitative and quantitative data were collected and analysed to
respond the research questions. In addition to this, they were combined to
understand the problem better. Creswell (2009) claimed that a researcher needs to
learn how to combine and integrate these two data to make the study more
scientific. As the researcher used different sources to gather data, the research
design of this case study can be referred to as triangulation (O’Connor & Gibson,
2003). O’Connor and Gibson (2003) claim that there are different types of
triangulation in terms of sources, methods and researchers, and they defined
triangulation from different methods as “looking at the same questions/topics but
trying to answer them using different research methods, such as surveys, focus
groups and individual interviews” (p. 74). Therefore, the researcher combined her

data to have more reliable findings.

The researcher carried out this study in the spring term, and it took nearly

eleven weeks. Table 1 below shows the summary of data collection.

Table 1. Summary of data collection

Implementation Data sets n
Pre-test essay drafts - An Opinion Paragraph 15
Pre-
Pre-implementation Student Survey 15
CyWrite recordings on the written drafts of a descriptive paragraph 15
CyWrite recordings on the written drafts of a narrative paragraph 15
While- CyWrite recordings on the written drafts of a comparison / contrast 15
paragraph
CyWrite recordings on the written drafts of a persuasive paragraph 15
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CyWrite recordings on the written drafts of a comparison & contrast

essay 15
CyWrite recordings on the written drafts of a cause & effect essay 14
CyWrite recordings on the written drafts of a for & against essay 14
CyWrite recordings on the written drafts of a problem solution essay 14
Screen-capturing recordings of students' interaction with CyWrite
Post-implementation Student Survey 15
Post: Post-test essay drafts - An Opinion Essay 15

Note. The number in each data set is different due to the students who did not write the draft.

3.3. PARTICIPANTS AND SETTING

Participants of this study were 15 preparatory school students at Ufuk
University Preparatory School EFL Program, in Ankara, Turkey. 11 female and 4
male students participated in the study, and their ages ranged from 18 to 22. Their
department was English Language and Teaching (ELT), and they were prep-
school students who took writing course as a must. The researcher defined

English language learner as students whose first language was not English.

The writing lesson was an undergraduate-level English class for non-
native speakers of English. In the current study, an AWE program, CyWrite, was
integrated in the writing class for the spring term in 2016-2017 academic year.
The researcher was the instructor who had taught English writing for 12 years. In
the first term, students learned how to write a basic sentence and how to organize

a paragraph in the writing course.

In this writing class, students were required to write four paragraphs: a
descriptive paragraph, a narrative paragraph, a comparison or contrast paragraph,
and a persuasive paragraph, and four essays: a comparison and contrast essay, a
cause-and-effect essay, a for and against essay and a problem solution essay. For
each writing task, the instructor first taught how to write and showed and analysed
some sample writing tasks. Then students wrote their drafts by using CyWrite
outside the classroom and received automated feedback while writing. Finally, the
instructor gave written feedback and scored their drafts. While evaluating

students’ papers, the researcher used an evaluation rubric that was updated
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according to the type of writing. Different rubric samples for each type of writing
were given in Appendix 1 to show how they were modified and used.

3.4. DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS

This study was carried out in three stages; pre-implementation, while-
implementation, and post-implementation (see Table 1 for a summary of data
collection). The data consisted of pre-tests and post-tests, CyWrite feedback
reports, 8 assignments drafts, screen-capturing recordings of students’ interaction
with CyWrite, and surveys. The surveys were used to analyse the students’ ideas
about technology use in language teaching and learning and its effects on their
writing improvement. Its main focus was to find out their ideas about automated
feedback and writing assistance features. The surveys contained both multiple-
choice questions using a Likert scale and open-ended questions. In total 15
students responded to the surveys. One of the students did not participate the

study because of her personal and psychological problems.

The researcher used the online platform Linguatorium which was
designed as smart language systems because CyWrite was implemented as an
AWE tool in this system. Linguatorium is a project of the Andrey A. Hudyakov
Center for Linguistic Research (see Figure 1). The researcher first explained how
students used this platform and details about their accounts. Then the researcher
assigned the writing task and explained related details such as deadline or word
limit on Linguatorium, and students were supposed to use the platform to write
their drafts. The students used this platform at their homes, computer labs, or
dormitories. While they were writing their drafts by using CyWrite, they had

chance to receive automated and immediate feedback to revise their errors.

A screenshot showing the online platform, Linguatorium, is given in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. A screenshot from online platform, Linguatorium.

3.4.1. Pre-tests

In pre-implementation stage, students were asked to write an opinion
paragraph around 150-200 words. The researcher collected their paragraphs as
pre-test drafts in order to compare their explanations in the pre-test with those in
the post-test (see Appendix 2 for one sample paper of the pre-test and one sample
paper of the post-test). The pre-test was written in class, and 40 minutes were
given to the students. The topic for the pre-test was as follows: “Write an opinion
paragraph about positive and negative sides of being a university student”. After
15 pre-test drafts were collected, the researcher gave feedback but did not grade
the drafts. The draft of the student who did not write post-test draft was excluded
from the data analysis. An opinion paragraph was chosen as a type due to the
course syllabus. This stage was completed before the use of CyWrite to find out
how this AWE tool help students improve their writing skills. Then students were
informed how to use CyWrite, and four paragraphs and four essays were assigned
on the online platform Linguatorium which was used for CyWrite tool. This study
assessed students’ writing improvement after they used an AWE tool and received

automated and immediate feedback.
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3.4.2. CyWrite feedback reports

CyWrite is an AWE tool that is developed by considering SLA theories,
and the main aim of the program developers is to help ESL learners in higher
education. This tool is designed to give effective formative feedback to the
learners, so they can become autonomous and improve their writing skills (Feng,
Saricaoglu, & Chukharev-Hudilainen, 2016, p. 49). Chukharev-Hudilainen and
Saricaoglu (2016) claimed that “CyWrite was built to support not only testing but
also the teaching and learning of L2 writing and research” (as cited in Feng,
Saricaoglu, & Chukharev-Hudilainen, 2016, p. 51). In CyWrite, NLP framework
is used to identify different “word-, sentence-, paragraph-, and text-level features,
such as spelling errors, problematic stylistic choices, certain discourse patterns”
(Chukharev-Hudilainen and Saricaoglu, 2016) and “grammatical errors” (Feng,
Saricaoglu, & Chukharev-Hudilainen, 2016, p. 51).

Students used CyWrite to write four paragraphs and four essays. They
wrote their drafts on CyWrite outside the classroom without receiving any written
feedback from their teacher. When they used CyWrite outside the class, they
received instant feedback on each writing task to revise and correct their mistakes.
They had one or two days to write and submit their drafts. After they submitted
their drafts, teacher downloaded them to score and give written feedback
especially on content and meaning. While in paragraph writing students were
asked to write a paragraph of 150-200 words, in essay writing they needed to
write an essay of 200-250 words. Different types of writing styles were assigned
because of the course syllabus (see Appendix 3 for the sample papers for each

type of writing styles).

Topics and types of writing were as follows: “Write a descriptive
paragraph about your hometown”; “Write a narrative paragraph about a special
memory from your childhood”; “Write a comparison or contrast paragraph about
social media and face-to-face communication”; “Write a persuasive paragraph on
the topic: Everyone should go to university”. For essay writing, two, three or four
different topics were given to the students, and they chose one of them and wrote
about it. Topics given for a comparison and contrast essay were as follows: “a big

university campus and a small university campus” or “an online class and a
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traditional class.” For a cause and effect essay, three following topics were given:
“causes and effects of air pollution”; “effects of social media on young people”;
“effects of stress on health.” For a for and against essay, two following topics
were given: “using credit cards” and “using public transportation.” Four different
topics given for a problem solution essay were as follows: “Overpopulation in
many major cities in Turkey is a major problem. What are the causes of this? How
can this problem be solved?”; “An increasing number of professionals, such as
doctors and teachers, are leaving their own countries to work in developed
countries. What problem does this cause? What solutions can you suggest dealing
with this situation?”; “In many developing countries, there is a problem with
declining quality of air and water from both industry and construction. What
measures could be taken to prevent this?”’; “How can university students handle

problems with roommates?”’.

Formative sentence-level feedback provided some correct usage related
to the language. During the composition process, CyWrite detected errors and
generated some feedback “in the form of a red squiggly line, for spelling errors, or
comments on the margin, for grammatical errors” (Feng, Saricaoglu, &
Chukharev-Hudilainen, 2016, p. 51). CyWrite also underlines the sentence part if
there is a mechanical error and an article error to draw students’ attention (See
Figure 2). When students click on the underlined sentence part or word, they get
sentence-level feedback that is presented in a box in the left margin (see Figure 3).
CyWrite provides some suggestions or examples for revision. By looking at the
comments and suggestions in the box, students can correct their errors
immediately when they receive this feedback, or they can correct them before they
submit their drafts. The sentence-level feedback reports generated by CyWrite for
each draft were also analysed to understand whether learners gain maximum

benefit from the system in terms of immediate automated feedback.
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Figure 3. Sentence-level feedback by CyWrite.
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3.4.3. Screen-capturing recordings

Screen recordings of participants’ use of CyWrite outside the class were
also collected to analyse their reactions towards the tool and how they revise their
written explanations during the interaction with the tool. For screen-capturing
pictures, a special program, Paint-net, was used. The researcher collected 8
sample screen-capturing pictures for each writing task.

3.4.4. Post-tests

In post-test implementation stage, students wrote an opinion essay of
around 200-250 words, and their essays were collected as post-test drafts. The
post-test was given in class, and they wrote it in 40 minutes without using
CyWrite. The topic for the post-test was: “Do you think television is good for
children? Write an opinion essay and explain your reasons.” An opinion essay
was chosen as a type since this type would be asked in the proficiency exam. 15
post-test drafts were collected, and the instructor evaluated and scored them and
gave written feedback, especially on meaning and content. Students were not
allowed to use CyWrite while writing post-test drafts since the researcher tried to
find out how students improve their writing skill after they use this tool. The
researcher also compared their explanations in the post-tests with those in the pre-
tests (see Appendix 2 for one sample paper of the pre-test and one sample paper

of the post-test).
3.4.5. Pre-survey and post-survey

Pre and post-implementation student surveys were adapted from the
survey developed by the Criterion (the AWE tool developed by the ETS) research
group at lowa State University in 2011. Details were given on the webpage
(http://volkerh.public.iastate.edu/awe/index.html). This Criterion research project
explored the capacity of Criterion as an assessment and instructional tool in ESL
writing classrooms. The survey was used in several studies (e.g. Li, Lee, &
Hegelheimer, 2012; Feng, Park, & Hegelheimer, 2012; Ranalli, Karakaya, Li, &
Yang, 2013).
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The researcher used these surveys to find out students’ opinions towards
the writing course and written feedback and to explore students’ use of technology
in their language learning process. While pre-implementation survey consisted of
11 Yes and No questions, there were 12 questions in post-implementation survey.
The demographic characteristics, such as age, gender, department, major and
level, of students in the study were collected through pre- and post-survey. Each
survey lasted 20-25 minutes, and each participant was given an unidentifiable
record ID such as S1, S2. Since the students’ English proficiency level was not
enough to understand the items in each survey, the items were translated into
Turkish by the researcher (see Appendices 4 and 5 for Pre-implementation student
survey and Appendices 6 and 7 for Post-implementation student survey in English
and Turkish). Moreover, both versions of surveys were examined and checked by
Turkish instructors and foreign language lecturers whether the Turkish version
was equivalent to the English version.

In the post-survey, there were different types of questions: Yes and No
questions, some items consisting of a five-point Likert-scale and four open-ended
questions. Two items of survey were measured on a five-point Likert-type scale
ranging from 1 to 5 (Strongly dissatisfied = 1; dissatisfied = 2; neutral = 3;
satisfied = 4; strongly satisfied = 5). There were four questions related to CyWrite
usage to find out each student’s individual opinion towards this AWE tool. The
researcher tried to learn that what types of CyWrite feedback were found helpful,
what feedback students did not understand, what kind of errors students improved
over the semester using CyWrite feedback, and what errors were easy for the
students to correct after immediate feedback (see Appendices 6 and 7 for Post-

implementation student survey in English and Turkish).
3.5. DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURE

This study was conducted in the spring semester of 20162017 academic
year with 15 preparatory school students at Ufuk University Preparatory School
EFL Program. The study took nearly eleven weeks. At the beginning of the study,
for ethical considerations, students were explained the purpose and scope of the
study and that their real names would not be used. Moreover, this study was

carried out as a classroom-based research, and it was a part of classroom
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applications. Because of close relationship between the researcher and the
participants (the researcher was also the teacher of the participants), the researcher
did not want to influence their decisions about participating in this study.
Therefore, a consent form was given to the participants. The researcher also

informed students about the details of the study.

Data collection was started with the pre-test in the second week. Then the
researcher gave the pre-implementation surveys to get students’ perspectives of
writing course, written feedback and the use of technology in language learning.
In the fourth week, CyWrite was introduced and explained to the students. The
instructor showed a demo by typing in some sentences on CyWrite and explained
automated feedback and the process in detail. Students were asked to type in their
paragraphs into CyWrite outside the class. Automated feedback was activated to
make students revise their paragraphs while writing. Their screens and drafts were
recorded on CyWrite, so the researcher could download and print out their drafts
to evaluate and give written feedback. After the instructor completed the process,
students were asked to keep their drafts in their portfolios because of the course
procedure. In week fifteen, the post-test was administrated in class without using
CyWrite. At the end of the study, the post-implementation survey was given to the
students to get their opinions on the use of CyWrite and its effects on their writing
improvement. All teaching and application processes were conducted by a single
researcher. Moreover, all data collection procedure was carried out by the
researcher herself.

3.6. DATA ANALYSIS

The researcher carried out a classroom-based study and used the
sequential explanatory strategy in mixed-methods study (Creswell, 2009). Pre-test
and post-test were assigned as diagnostic writing. They were written on the same
prompt (genre) with the same time limit. They were paper-based while others
were written online. The instructor did not give any feedback on language while
CyWrite gave automated feedback on language. In order to analyse the data, the
researcher gave each participant an unidentifiable record ID such as S1, S2. Since
it was emphasized that error categorisation in Criterion was not clear, the

researcher limited her analyses to 9 error categories based on Ferris’s (2006)
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study: word choice, verb form, word form, articles, pronoun, run-on sentence,

sentence fragments, sentence structure, and subject-verb agreement.

In this study, quantitative data (the error counts) were collected and
analysed to show how AWE feedback was effective on EFL students’ writing skill
in the short-term and long-term. In addition to this, pre-test drafts (n=15) and
post-test drafts (n=15) were also analysed to find out how immediate automated
feedback affects students writing skills in the long-term. Text length affect raw
error counts across student texts, so it is difficult to compare and count the errors.
Therefore, after the researcher counted the number of grammatical and
mechanical errors in each paper, the error counts were standardized by using the
formula recommended by Chandler (2003): (error count/essay length) x 100. This
normalization allowed the researcher to make comparisons among papers with
different length based on frequencies of errors per 100 words. The researcher
analysed error changes in students’ first drafts in different papers (8 papers) for
the short-term effects and students’ pre-tests and post-tests for the long-term
effects. Moreover, for the long-term effects, students’ first drafts in paper 1 and
paper 8 were analysed and compared to find out if there is reduction in
grammatical and mechanical error rates from paper 1 to paper 8. For the
guantitative analysis, the researcher found CyWrite error counts on grammar and
mechanics categories from these drafts. The data collected were analysed by
statistical procedures by using the SPSS software, and the researcher ran two t-
tests on SPSS to compare accuracy across papers.

As for the qualitative data, pre- and post-implementation student surveys
were applied in order to investigate the participants’ opinion about and experience
with CyWrite feedback in their writing. The results of the surveys were analysed
with descriptive statistics since the questions in the pre- and post-surveys were
different.

3.7. CONCLUSION
In this chapter, the methodology was discussed, and the researcher
explained the research design, the participants, the setting, the data collection

instruments and procedure, and the data analysis in detail.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

4.0. INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, the researcher reported the quantitative findings that
illustrate the effects of automated feedback on EFL students’ error reduction in
the short term (RQ1) and long term (RQ2). Changes of students’ grammatical and
mechanical errors within one paper (short-term effects) and across papers (long-
term effects) throughout the semester were also analysed. As for the qualitative
findings, students’ perceptions of the writing course (RQ3), the role of technology
in teaching and learning of writing skill (RQ4), automated feedback and the use of

CyWrite after the study were examined one by one (RQ5).

4.1. The Effects of AWE Tool in the Short Term

The researcher calculated the descriptive statistical values related to
normalized error counts within each paper to answer the first research question.
The results of the descriptive statistics were also tested for normality using
Anderson-Darling Normality Test by the researcher, and it revealed that T-tests
could be run to compare accuracy across papers. For each paper, a normality test

was applied, and two samples showing the results were given in Figure 4 and 5.

Probability Plot of Paper-1
Normal

Mean 7244
StDev 3283
N 15
Ks 0.124
P-Value =0.150

o 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16
Paper-1

Figure 4. The results of the normality test that shows T-test can be run for Paper 1.
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Probability Plot of Paper-4

Normal
99
Mean 7184
StDev 1525
95 N 15
KS 0.146

P-Value >0.150

Percent
3

Paper-4

Figure 5. The results of the normality test that shows T-test can be run for Paper 4.

4.1.1. Does immediate automated feedback result in more grammatically
and mechanically in the short term?

The short-term effects of CyWrite feedback on improving learners’
writing skills were investigated by analysing each draft grammatically and
mechanically. From Paper 1 (P1) to Paper 8 (P8), each draft were analysed in
terms of 9 grammatical error categories: word choice, verb form, word form,
articles, pronoun, run-on sentence, sentence fragments, sentence structure, and
subject-verb agreement; and 5 mechanical error categories: spelling,
capitalization, punctuation, indent and margin. While normalized error rates of
grammatical and mechanical usage in paragraph writing was calculated, each draft
was analysed from Paper 1 (P1) to Paper 4 (P4). For essay writing, each draft was
analysed from Paper 5 (P5) to Paper 8 (P8).

Both descriptive and T-test findings were given in different tables and
explained in detail to demonstrate the short-term effects of CyWrite feedback. An
example calculation was given in Table 2 to show how a two-sample t-test

calculates t-values.
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Table 2. An example calculation to show how a two-sample t-test calculates t-values

A Two-Sample T-Test and Cl: Paragraph 1, Paragraph 2

Method

wi: mean of Paragraph 1
w2: mean of Paragraph 2

Difference: i - p2

Note. Equal variances are not assumed for this analysis.

Descriptive Statistics

Sample N Mean Std. Dev. SE Mean
Paragraph1 15 7.24 3.28 0.85
Paragraph2 15 5.46 1.83 0.47

Estimation for Difference

95% ClI for
Difference Difference

1.783 (-0.235, 3.800)
Test

Null hypothesis Ho: i - p2=0
Alternative hypothesis  Hi: - p2 #0
T-Value DF P-Value

184 21 0.080

Table 3 summarizes the findings of the descriptive analysis for

normalized grammatical error rates across Papers.

Table 3. Descriptive findings on grammatical accuracy

Descriptive Statistics

Sample N  Mean Std. Dev. SE Mean
P1 15 7.24 3.28 0.85
P2 15 5.46 1.83 0.47
P2 15 5.46 1.83 0.47
P3 15 741 2.53 0.65
P3 15 741 2.53 0.65
P4 15 7.18 1.52 0.39
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P4 15 7.18 1.52 0.39

El 15 8.31 4.97 1.3
El 14 8.60 5.03 1.3
E2 14 5.03 2.06 0.55
E2 14 5.03 2.06 0.55
E3 14 5.84 1.36 0.36
E3 14 5.84 1.36 0.36
E4 14 6.21 3.52 0.94

Note. P = Paragraph; E = Essay; Std. Dev. = Standard
Deviation; SE = Standard Error

Mean scores and standard deviations of the normalized error counts were
computed. The descriptive statistics demonstrated whether there was reduction in
grammatical error rate from each draft of each paper (e.g. from Paper 1 (P1) to
Paper 2 (P2)) or not. The descriptive statistics revealed that there were some
differences between group mean scores and standard deviations of normalized
error rates in some samples (see Table 3). The two-sample t-test mean scores
analysing differences between the drafts of Paragraph 1 (P1) and Paragraph 2 (P2)
revealed that there was a statistically decrease in grammatical error rates from P1
to P2. While group mean of normalized error rate was 7.24 in the drafts of P1, it
was 5.46 in the drafts of P2, and the difference was 1.783 (see Table 3 and 4).
However, there was a statistically increase in grammatical error rates from P2 to
P3. While group mean of normalized error rate was 5.46 in the drafts of P2, it was
7.41 in the drafts of P3, and the difference was -1.947 (see Table 3 and 4). Group
mean scores showed that there was not a significant difference between the drafts
of P3 and P4 (group mean scores: 7.41 and 7.18; difference = 0.224). As it can be
seen clearly in Table 3 and 4 in the fourth test, there was also a statistically
increase in grammatical error rates from Paragraph 4 (P4) to Essay 1 (E1). While
group mean of normalized error rate was 7.18 in the drafts of P4, it was 8.31 in
the drafts of E1, and the difference was -1.12. Group mean scores and standard

deviations of the comparison between Essay 1 (E1) and Essay 2 (E2) illustrated
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that there was a significant reduction in grammatical error rate (from 8.60 to 5.03
and difference = 3.57) from the drafts of E1 to E2. Since one of the participants
did not write her own ideas and copied her writing explanations from different
websites, n (population size) was accepted 14 and would be different from the
previous papers (n = 15) for the rest of the analysis. Moreover, when group means
of normalized error rates in E2 and E3, and E3 and E4 were compared (n = 14),
an increase was seen in each comparison (from E2 (5.03) to E3 (5.84) and
difference = -0.814; from E3 (5.84) to E4 (6.21) and difference = -0.36). It was
clearly shown that there was not reduction in grammatical error rates from P2 to
P3, from P4 to E1, from E2 to E3, and from E3 to E4 while significant reduction
in grammatical error rates was seen in the comparisons used for other Papers (see
Table 3).

The researcher also analysed and compared each draft with the previous
one by using two-sample t-tests. Table 4 shows T-test findings for normalized

grammatical error rates across Papers.

Table 4. T-test findings for normalized grammatical error rates across Papers

Estimation for Difference Test

TEST Sample N Difference 95% CI T-Value DF P-Value
P1 15

P1-P2 1.783 (-0.235, 3.800) 1.84 21 0.08
P2 15
P2 15

P2 -P3 P3 15 -1.947 (-3.608, -0.287) -2.42 25 0.023
P3 15

P3-P4 0.224 (-1.359, 1.807) 0.29 22 0.772
P4 15
P4 15

P4 -E1 -1.12 (-3.97,1.72) -0.84 16 0.415
El 15
El 14

El-E2 3.57 (0.51, 6.64) 2.46 17 0.025
E2 14
E2 14

E2 - E3 -0.814 (-2.183, 0.556) -1.23 22 0.231
E3 14
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E3 14
E3-E4 -0.36 (-2.50, 1.78) -0.36 16 0.723

E4 14

Note. P = Paragraph; E = Essay; Cl = Confidence level; DF = Degrees of Freedom; P =0.05

The researcher accepted Confidence level (CI) as 95 % and significance
level (o) as 0.05 to understand the difference between two samples. Descriptive
statistics were calculated for group findings. When the descriptive statistics were
examined, it was clearly seen that P-Value was not smaller than the significance
level (P > 0.05) that means Ho: u - pu2 = 0 (see Table 4) in five tests. Therefore,
there was not enough evidence to conclude that the difference between the
population means was statistically significant. However, as shown in Table 4, the
results of the two-sample tests between Paragraph 2 (P2) and Paragraph 3 (P3)
(P=0.023 < 0.05 and Ho: w1 - p2 # 0) and Essay 1 (E1) and Essay 2 (E2) (P = 0.025
< 0.05 and Ho: w1 - p2 # 0) were different. Since P-value was smaller than the
significance level (o = 0.05), the difference between the population means was

statistically significant.

As it was mentioned before, the researcher also analysed each paper in
terms of mechanical errors to answer the first research question. Same steps are
followed to analyse and compare each draft with the previous one. Table 5
summarizes the findings of the descriptive analysis for normalized mechanical

error rates across Papers.

Table 5. Descriptive findings on mechanical accuracy

Descriptive Statistics

Sample N Mean Std. Dev. SE Mean
P1 15 8.20 4.80 1.2
P2 15 6.35 5.29 14
P2 15 6.35 5.29 14
P3 15 4.45 4.79 1.2
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P3 15 4.45 4.79 1.2

P4 15 4.70 3.61 0.93
P4 15 4.70 3.61 0.93
El 15 3.27 2.51 0.65
El 14 3.23 2.60 0.69
E2 14 3.25 2.86 0.76
E2 14 3.25 2.86 0.76
E3 14 4.42 3.57 0.95
E3 14 4.42 3.57 0.95
E4 14 3.99 3.70 0.99

Note. P = Paragraph; E = Essay; Std. Dev. = Standard Deviation; SE =
Standard Error

Mean scores and standard deviations of the normalized error counts were
computed. The descriptive statistics demonstrated whether there was reduction in
mechanical error rate from each draft of each paper (e.g. from Paper 1 (P1) to
Paper 2 (P2)) or not. The descriptive statistics showed that there were some
differences between group mean scores and standard deviations of normalized
error rates in some samples (see Table 5). The two-sample t-test mean scores
analysing differences between the drafts of Paragraph 1 (P1) and Paragraph 2 (P2)
revealed that there was a significant reduction in mechanical error rates from P1 to
P2. While group mean of normalized error rate was 8.20 in the drafts of P1, it was
6.35 in the drafts of P2, and the difference was 1.84 (see Table 5 and 6). There
was reduction in mechanical error rate from P2 to P3. While group mean of
normalized error rate was 6.35 in the drafts of P2, it was 4.45 in the drafts of P3,
and the difference was 1.9 (see Table 5 and 6). Group mean scores showed that
there was a statistically increase in mechanical error rates from P3 and P4 (group
mean scores: 4.45 and 4.70; difference = -0.24). As it can be seen clearly in Table
5 and 6 in the fourth test, there was a statistically decrease in mechanical error
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rates from Paragraph 4 (P4) to Essay 1 (E1). While group mean of normalized
error rate was 4.70 in the drafts of P4, it was 3.27 in the drafts of E1, and the
difference was 1.43. Group mean scores and standard deviations of the
comparison between Essay 1 (E1) and Essay 2 (E2) showed that there was not a
significant difference between the drafts of E1 and E2 (from 3.23 to 3.25 and
difference = -0.02). Because of the same participant who did not write her own
ideas and copied her writing explanations from different websites, n (population
size) was accepted 14 and would be different from the previous papers (n = 15)
for the rest of the analysis. However, there was a statistically increase in
mechanical error rates from E2 to E3. While group mean of normalized error rate
was 3.25 in the drafts of E2, it was 4.42 in the drafts of E3, and the difference was
-1.17 (see Table 5 and 6). Moreover, when group means of normalized
mechanical error rates in the drafts of E3 and E4 were compared (n = 14), a
statistically decrease was seen (from E3 (4.42) to E4 (3.99) and difference =
0.43). As it was clearly shown in Table 5, significant reduction in mechanical
error rates was seen from P1 to P2, from P2 to P3, from P4 to E1, from E3 to E4
while there was not reduction in mechanical error rates in the comparisons used

for other Papers.

Each draft was also analysed and compared with the previous one by
using two-sample t-tests. Table 6 depicts T-test findings for normalized

mechanical error rates across Papers.

Table 6. T-test findings for normalized mechanical error rates across Papers

Estimation for Difference Test

TEST Sample N Difference 95% CI T-Value DF P-Value
P1 15

P1-P2 1.84 (-1.94, 5.63) 1.00 27 0.327
P2 15
P2 15

P2 -P3 1.9 (-1.88, 5.68) 1.03 27 0.312
P3 15

P3-P4 P3 15 -0.24 (-3.43, 2.94) -0.16 26 0.876
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P4 15

P4 15

P4 - E1 1.43 (-0.92, 3.77) 1.26 24 0.221
El 15
El 14

El-E2 -0.02 (-2.15, 2.11) -0.02 25 0.985
E2 14
E2 14

E2-E3 -1.17 (-3.69, 1.35) -0.96 24 0.348
E3 14
E3 14

E3-E4 0.43 (-2.40, 3.26) 0.31 25 0.758
E4 14

Note. P = Paragraph; E = Essay; Cl = Confidence level; DF = Degrees of Freedom; P = 0.05

The researcher accepted Confidence level (Cl) as 95 % and significance
level (o) as 0.05 to understand the difference between two samples. Descriptive
statistics were calculated for group findings. When the descriptive statistics were
examined, it was clearly seen that P-Value was not smaller than the significance
level (P > 0.05) that means Ho: wu - p2 = 0 (see Table 6). Therefore, there was not
enough evidence to conclude that the difference between the population means

was statistically significant.

Overall, both descriptive and T-test findings revealed that in the short
term, significant grammatical differences between some papers were observed
when P-value was considered. Moreover, some statistical reduction in the group
means of normalized mechanical and grammatical error rates was observed in
some papers (see Tables 4 and 6). Therefore, it can be stated that automated

feedback affected students’ writing skill positively in the short term.

The researcher also analysed the system and took some screenshots to
examine the interaction between students and CyWrite. The findings showed that
students learnt how to use this AWE tool to revise their drafts and correct their
mechanical or grammatical errors immediately after they used the tool for 8
different types of papers.
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Two examples of screenshots showing how a student revised his paper by
using automated feedback were given in Figures 6 and 7.
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Figure 6. A sample screenshot that shows a student’s interaction with the tool.
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Figure 7. A sample screenshot showing how a student corrects his sentence immediately
by using CyWrite’s feedback.
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4.2. The Effects of AWE Tool in the Long Term

The researcher calculated the descriptive statistical values related to
normalized error counts within the drafts of Paper 1 (P1) and Paper 8 (P8) and
pre- and post-test drafts to answer the second research question. The results of the
descriptive statistics were also tested for normality using Anderson-Darling
Normality Test as it was done for the first research question, so T-tests could be

run to compare accuracy across these drafts.

4.2.1. Does immediate automated feedback result in more grammatically
and mechanically in the long term?

In order to examine the long-term effects of CyWrite as an automated
evaluation tool, pre- and post-test drafts were analysed. The researcher also
compared the drafts of Paper 1 (P1) and Paper 8 (P8) for the long-term effects.
Grammatical and mechanical errors in the drafts of P1 and P8 and in pre- and
post-test drafts were counted for each student. The researcher analysed these
drafts by considering same grammatical and mechanical error categories to find
out how CyWrite feedback is effective on students’ writing skills in the long term.
While P1 and pre-test were analysed for paragraph writing, P 8 and post-test were
analysed for essay writing. The researcher gave and explained descriptive and T-
test findings in different tables to show the long-term effects of CyWrite feedback.
Same calculation techniques were used. Table 7 shows the findings of the
descriptive analysis for normalized grammatical error rates in the first and last

papers and pre- and post-tests.

Table 7. Descriptive findings on grammatical accuracy

Descriptive Statistics

Sample N Mean Std. Dev. SE Mean
P1 14 7.49 3.27 0.87
E4 14 6.21 3.52 0.94

Pre-Test 15 7.84 3.01 0.78
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Post-Test 15 7.88 3.74 0.96

Note. P = Paragraph; E = Essay; Std. Dev. = Standard Deviation; SE = Standard Error

Mean scores and standard deviations of the normalized error counts were
computed. The researcher compared accuracy across the semester, and reduction
in grammatical error rates from the drafts of the first paper (Paragraph 1) to the
drafts of the last paper (Essay 4) and from the pre-test drafts to the post-test drafts
was investigated by using descriptive analysis. As shown in table 7, there were
some differences between group mean scores and standard deviations of
normalized error rates. The two-sample t-test mean scores analysing differences
between the drafts of Paragraph 1 (P1) and Essay 4 (E4) demonstrated that there
was a significant reduction in grammatical error rates (from 7.49 to 6.21 and
difference = 1.28) from the drafts of P1 to E4 (see Table 7 and 8). However,
group mean scores showed that there was not a significant difference between the

pre- and post-test drafts (group mean scores: 7.84 and 7.88; difference = -0.04).

Students’ drafts of the first and last papers and pre- and post-test drafts
were also analysed and compared by using two-sample t-tests. Table 8 provides

T-test findings for normalized grammatical error rates across the semester.

Table 8. T-test findings for normalized grammatical error rates across the semester

Estimation for Difference Test
TEST Sample N Difference 95% CI T-Value DF P-Value
P1 14
P1-E4 1.28 (-1.36, 3.92) 1.00 25 0.328
E4 14
Pre-Test 15
Pre-Test
-0.04 (-2.59, 2.51) -0.03 26 0.974
Post-Test

Post-Test 15

Note. P = Paragraph; E = Essay; Cl = Confidence level; DF = Degrees of Freedom; P = 0.05

The researcher accepted Confidence level (Cl) as 95 % and significance

level (o) as 0.05 to understand the difference between two samples. Descriptive
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statistics were calculated for group findings, and they indicated that P-Value was
not smaller than the significance level (P > 0.05) that means Ho: pi - p2 =0 in the
tests between P1 and E4 (P = 0.328 > 0.05) and between pre-test and post-test (P
= 0.974 > 0.05) (see Table 8). Therefore, there was not enough evidence to
conclude that the difference between the population means was statistically
significant.

In order to answer the second research question, the researcher also
compared the drafts of P1 with the drafts of E4 and pre-test drafts with the post-
test drafts in terms of mechanical errors by following the same steps. Table 9
summarizes the findings of the descriptive analysis for normalized mechanical

error rates across the semester.

Table 9. Descriptive findings on mechanical accuracy across the semester

Descriptive Statistics

Sample N Mean Std. Dev. SE Mean
P1 14 8.45 4.88 1.3
E4 14 3.99 3.70 0.99

Pre-Test 15 4.82 1.87 0.48

Post-Test 15 5.21 2.65 0.69

Note. P = Paragraph; E = Essay; Std. Dev. = Standard Deviation; SE = Standard Error

Mean scores and standard deviations of the normalized error counts were
computed. The researcher tried to find out whether there was reduction in
mechanical error rates from the drafts of the first paper (P1) to the drafts of the
last paper (E4) and from the pre-test drafts to the post-test drafts or not by
analysing descriptive statistics. As shown in table 9, there were some differences
between group mean scores and standard deviations of normalized error rates. The
two-sample t-test mean scores analysing differences between the drafts of
Paragraph 1 (P1) and Essay 4 (E4) showed that there was a significant decrease of
mechanical error rates. While group mean of normalized error rate was 8.45 in the
drafts of P1, it was 3.99 in the drafts of E4, and the difference was 4.45 (see Table

9 and 10). However, there was a significant increase in mechanical error rates
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from the pre-test drafts to the post-test drafts. While group mean of normalized
error rate was 4.82 in the drafts of the pre-test, it was 5.21 in the drafts of the post-
test, and the difference was -0.395 (see Table 9 and 10).

Students’ drafts of the first and last papers and pre- and post-test drafts
were also analysed and compared by using two-sample t-tests. Table 10 shows T-

test findings for normalized mechanical error rates across the semester.

Table 10. T-test findings for normalized mechanical error rates across the semester

Estimation for Difference Test
TEST Sample N  Difference 95% CI T-Value DF P-Value
P1 14
P1-E4 4.45 (1.07, 7.83) 2.72 24 0.012
E4 14
Pre-Test 15
Pre-Test
-0.395 (-2.121, 1.330) -0.47 25 0.641
Post-Test

Post-Test 15

Note. P = Paragraph; E = Essay; Cl = Confidence level; DF = Degrees of Freedom; P = 0.05

The researcher accepted Confidence level (Cl) as 95 % and significance
level (o) as 0.05 to understand the difference between two samples. Descriptive
statistics were calculated for group findings, and they indicated that the results of
the two-sample tests between Paragraph 1 (P1) and Essay 4 (E4) were notable; P
= 0.012 < 0.05 and Ho: i - p2 # 0 (see Table 10). Since P-value was smaller than
the significance level (o = 0.05), the difference between the population means was
statistically significant. However, descriptive statistics showed that P-Value was
not smaller than the significance level (P > 0.05) that means Ho: pi - p2 =0 in the
test between pre-test and post-test (P = 0.641 > 0.05) (see Table 10). Therefore,
there was not enough evidence to conclude that the difference between the

population means was statistically significant.

Overall, when the drafts of first paper and last paper were compared,
significant decrease in the group means of normalized grammatical and

mechanical error rates was seen clearly in the long term. Moreover, in terms of
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mechanical accuracy, the results of the T-test findings were crucial that the
difference between the population was statistically significant because P-value
was smaller than the significance level (a = 0.05). However, there was not any
reduction in the group means of normalized grammatical and mechanical error
rates in the pre- and post-test drafts, and no significant statistical difference was

observed in terms of P-value.

To sum up, the results of the quantitative analysis illustrated that there
were some improvements of grammatical and mechanical accuracy in the short-
term and the long-term in terms of normalized error rates. After the papers were
compared, it could be emphasized that AWE system affected students’ writing
skills positively. CyWrite provided some immediate feedback for the students, so

they could revise and correct their errors immediately while writing their drafts.

4.3. Students’ Perceptions of the Writing Course, Written Feedback and
Using Technology

Before the study, the researcher applied pre-implementation student
survey as a qualitative data in order to examine students’ perceptions of the
writing course and written feedback and to analyse students’ use of technology in
their language learning process. There were 11 yes or no questions in the pre-
implementation survey, and some information related to the demographic
characteristics, such as age, gender, department, major and level, of students in
the study was collected (see Appendices 4 and 5 for Pre-implementation student
survey in English and Turkish). Moreover, the descriptive statistics were used to
analyse the survey. 15 pre-implementation student surveys were given in the
Appendix 8. The results of demographic data are given in Table 11 for both pre-

and post-implementation student surveys.

Table 11. Demographics of the Participants

Gender
N %
Female 11 73,33
Male 4 26,67
Age
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N Mean Std. Dev.

15 19.27 0.85
Note. % = Percentage; Std. Dev. = Standard Deviation

As shown in Table 11, there were 11 (73,33%) female and 4 (26,67%)
male participants. The following are the results of the analysis related to the age
of the participants; N = 15, M = 19.27, SD = 0.85.

4.3.1. What are the learners’ opinions towards the writing course and

written feedback before the study?

Five items in the pre-implementation student survey were asked to find
answers to the third research question. Students’ (n = 15) responses to the survey
items were analysed, and percentages of responses of each item were calculated
(see Table 12).

Table 12. Percentages of students' responses
R N %
vEs 15 100

Q1
NO 0 0
15 100
Q2 YES
NO 0 0
15 100
Q3 YES
NO 0 0
15 100
04 YES

NO 0 0
Note. Q = Question; R = Response; % = Percentage

The first question in the survey asked students whether they think that
they improve their English in their writing course. Table 12 shows that all of the
students chose the Yes option for the first question (n = 15, 100%). Similarly, the
responses of the second question in the survey “When you submit assignments in
your writing courses, do you receive feedback from your instructor on your
language errors?” revealed that all of the students (n = 15, 100%) received
feedback from their instructor on their language errors. All of the students (n = 15,

100%) chose the Yes option for the third question “When you submit assignments
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in your writing courses, is your English graded as part of the assignment? In other
words, is your English language (i.e., accuracy, fluency, academic language,
organization of ideas) is an evaluation criterion for the assignment?”. The fourth
question in the survey asked students whether they think their writing course
instructors are competent enough in English as to evaluate their English and give
them feedback on language errors, and all of the students (n = 15, 100%) said Yes
to the question. Regarding the responses for these questions, it can be understood
that all of the participants believe that they improve their English thanks to the
writing course and written feedback that they get from their instructor. In other
words, learners had positive opinions towards the writing course and written
feedback.

The ninth question in the survey “In what aspect(s) of English language
do you need feedback on the most?” was also related to the feedback, and it had
five options (grammar, mechanics, usage, style, organisation and development)
(see Appendix 4 for Pre-implementation student survey in English). Students may
choose more than one option for this question. Table 13 gives the percentages of

the students’ answers.

Table 13. Percentages of students' responses for the ninth item

ASPECTS %
Q9.1 Grammar 80
Q9.2 Mechanics 33,33
Q9.3 Usage 80
Q9.4 Style 46,67
Q9.5 Organization & development 73,33

Note. Q = Question; % = Percentage

As seen in Table 13, most of the students (80%) chose grammar and
usage, and a very high percentage (80%) claimed that they need feedback on
grammar and usage the most. In addition, 73,33% of the students agreed that they
need feedback on organisation and development the most. Some students
(33,33%) claimed that they need feedback on mechanics the most, and nearly half
of the students (46,67%) claimed that they need feedback on style the most (see
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Table 13). Therefore, grammar and usage are two important aspects which
students need help to improve their writing skills.

4.3.2. How can technology facilitate the teaching and learning of writing
skill?

For the fourth research question, six items in the pre-implementation
student survey were analysed. Students’ (n = 15) responses to the survey items
were analysed, and percentages of responses of each item were calculated (see
Table 14).

Table 14. Percentages of students' responses

R N %
05 YES 6 40
NO 9 60
Q6 YES 12 80
NO 3 20
o7 YES 10 66,67
NO 5 33,33
Q8 YES 4 26,67
NO 11 73,33
Q10 YES 7 46,67
NO 8 53,33
Q11 YES 7 46,67

NO 8 53,33

Note. Q = Question; R = Response; % = Percentage

Table 15 gives the survey items related to the technology and the fourth research

question.

Table 15. Survey items related to the technology

Items Questions
5 Have you ever used a computer program for language learning purposes?
If yes, please write the name of the program.
6 Do you think computer technology can help you improve your English?
7 Would you like to receive feedback from a computer program on your

53



language before you submit an assignment to your instructor?

Do you think computer technology can accurately evaluate your

8 language?

10 Are you confident that you can use a computer program for language
learning purposes?

1 If a computer program can give you feedback on your language errors,

would you be willing to pay for it?

The fifth item in the survey asked students whether they have used a
computer program for language learning purposes (see Table 15). While 6 (40%)
students chose Yes option, 9 (60%) students chose No option (see Table 14).
Some of the students who chose Yes option wrote the name of the programs:
Omegle, Duolingo, Hello Talk application, and Open Mind. For the sixth
question, most of the students chose Yes option (n = 12, 80%), and 3 (20%)
students chose No option. Therefore, most of them think computer technology can
help them improve their English before they use an AWE tool. The result of the
seventh item had a positive effect on automated feedback because most of the
students (n = 10, 66,67%) would like to receive feedback from a computer
program on their language before they submit an assignment to their instructor
(see Tables 14 and 15). Even though students wanted to get feedback from a
computer program, they did not think computer technology can accurately
evaluate their language. As it can be understood from the answers of the eighth
question, 26,67% (n = 4) of the students said Yes, and most of them (n = 11,
73,33) said No (see Table 14). Moreover, nearly half of them (n = 7, 46,67%)
were confident that they could use a computer program for language learning
purposes, but 53,33% of the students (n =8) chose No option that meant they did
not feel confident (see Tables 14 and 15). For the eleventh question, 8 (53,33%)
students would not be willing to pay for a computer program if it can give them
feedback on their language errors while nearly half of them (n =7, 46,67%) would
like to pay for it. Therefore, paying for a computer program is not a big issue for

the students if they can get effective automated feedback.
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4.4. Students’ Perceptions of the Writing Course and CyWrite Feedback

After the study, the researcher applied post-implementation student
survey as a qualitative data in order to examine the students’ opinion about and
experience with CyWrite feedback in their writing. There were 12 questions in
post-implementation survey. The demographic characteristics, such as age,
gender, department, major and level, of students in the study were collected
through post-survey (see Appendices 6 and 7 for Post-implementation student
survey in English and Turkish). There were different types of questions, so the
descriptive statistics were used for the analysis. 15 post-implementation student

surveys were given in the Appendix 9.

44.1. What are the learners’ opinions towards the writing course,

automated feedback and the use of an AWE tool after the study?

To answer the last research question, the post-implementation student
survey was applied after the study, and students’ (n = 15) responses to the survey
items were analysed, and percentages of responses of each item related to Yes and

No option were calculated (see Table 16).

Table 16. Percentages of students' responses

R N %
15 100
o1 YES
NO Y
1 6,67
Q2 YES
NO 14 93,33
15 100
Q3 YES
NO 0 0
14 93,33
Q4 YES
NO 1 667
YES 6 40
Q9
NO 9 60
YES 12 80
Qi1 NO 1 6,67

NO ANSWER 2 1333
Note. Q = Question; R = Response; % = Percentage
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In the survey, six questions had two options as Yes and No. The first
question in the survey asked students whether they used CyWrite for the first time
or not, and all of the students chose the Yes option for the first question (n = 15,
100%) (see Table 16). When they were asked whether they have used any other
computer programs to enhance their writing, except one student (n = 1, 6,67%),
93,33% of the students chose the No option for the second question. One of the
students who said Yes stated that she used “Grammarly”. As it was presented in
the Table 16, all of the students (n = 15, 100%) stated that they thought CyWrite
helped them improve their English when the third question was asked. Except one
student, 93,33% of the students also stated that they thought CyWrite helped them
improve their writing when the fourth question was asked (see Table 16). This
was a positive effect of the AWE tool, and it was a very important result of the
present study. According to the responses to the ninth question “Did you have any
difficulties using CyWrite? If yes, what difficulties did you have?”, 9 (60%)
students stated that they did not have any difficulties whereas 6 (40%) of them
had some difficulties. When their responses were analysed, the following common

difficulties were found:

e When there is no Internet connection, students cannot write their writing
and submit their assignment to their instructor.

e There should be an application for smart phones. Without computer, it is
difficult to use the tool for the students.

e The layout of the page can be a problem. It can be difficult to arrange the
page especially when there is a problem related to the Internet connection.

The eleventh question asked students whether they would like to continue using
CyWrite in their future classes. While most of the students (n = 12, 80%) chose
the Yes option, only one student (6,67%) chose the No option, and two of them
did not respond the question (see Table 16). This result revealed that students had
positive opinion about the tool, and they thought it would be helpful them in their

classes if they had chance to use it in the future.

There were also three multiple-choice questions consisting of a five-point
Likert-scale. Two items of this survey were measured on a five-point Likert-type
scale ranging from 1 to 5 (Strongly dissatisfied = 1; dissatisfied = 2; neutral = 3;
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satisfied = 4; strongly satisfied = 5). Group mean scores and standard deviations
of these items were computed (see Table 17).

Table 17. Findings of the survey items related to learners' opinions about CyWrite

Items Group Mean  Std. Dev. SS S N D SD
N 9 5 1 0 0
5 453 0.62
Q % 60 33,33 6,67 0 0
N
Q6-A A 0.63 2 12 0 1 0
% 1333 80 0 667 O
N
Q6-B 433 1.07 9 4 1 0 1
% 60 26,67 6,67 0 667
N
Q6-C 413 0.88 6 6 2 1 0
% 40 40 1333 667 O
N 3 8 3 1 0
Q6-D 3.87 0.81 o
® 20 5333 20 667 O
N 2 6 5 1 1

Q6-E 3.47 1.02 .
Y 1333 40 3333 667 6,67

Note. Q = Question; Std. Dev. = Standard Deviation; % = Percentage; SS = Strongly
Satisfied; S = Satisfied; N = Neutral; D = Dissatisfied; SD = Strongly Dissatisfied

In order to find out the students’ satisfactory level of CyWrite, the fifth
question in the post-implementation student survey was asked. When they were
asked how satisfied they were with their experience of using CyWrite, 9 (60%)
students were strongly satisfied with their experience of using it, 5 (33,33%)
students were satisfied, and only 1 (6,67%) student was neutral. Group mean of
this item was 4.53 and standard deviation of it was 0.62 (see Table 17). According
to the responses of the sixth item “How satisfied are you with CyWrite feedback
on the following aspects?”, 2 (13,33%) students stated that they were strongly
satisfied with CyWrite feedback on grammar, and 12 (80%) students stated that
they were satisfied with feedback on grammar. However, only one student
(6,67%) were dissatisfied with feedback on grammar. As seen in Table 17, group
mean was 4, and standard deviation was 0.63. In terms of the responses related to
the feedback on mechanics, 9 (60%) students stated that they were strongly
satisfied with it, and 4 (26,67%) students mentioned that they were satisfied with
it. While 1 (6,67%) student was neutral, one student (6,67%) was strongly
dissatisfied with feedback on mechanics (M = 4.33; SD = 1.07) (see Table 17).
When their responses that showed their satisfactory level of CyWrite feedback on

usage were analysed, 6 (40%) students stated that they were strongly satisfied, and

57



other 6 (40%) students stated that they were satisfied with the feedback on usage.
However, 2 (13,33%) students were neutral, and only one student (6,67%) were
dissatisfied with the feedback on usage (M = 4.13; SD = 0.88) (see Table 17). As
seen in Table 17, in terms of the feedback on style, 3 (20%) students were
strongly satisfied, 8 (53,33%) students were satisfied, 3 (20%) students were
neutral, and only one student (6,67%) was dissatisfied with it (M = 3.87; SD =
0.81). For the last aspect, organisation and development, 2 (13,33%) students
were strongly satisfied, 6 (40%) students were satisfied, 5 (33,33%) were neutral,
one student (6,67%) was dissatisfied, and one of them was strongly dissatisfied
with it (M = 3.47; SD = 1.02) (see Table 17). These findings demonstrated that
most of the students were strongly satisfied with using CyWrite, and most of them

were satisfied with CyWrite feedback on grammar and mechanics.

The tenth question asked the students how they were confident in using
CyWrite, and as shown in Table 18, nearly half of the students (n = 6, 40%) stated
that they were very confident, and other students who responded to the question
were somewhat confident (n = 7, 46,67%). Two students did not respond this
question. Moreover, group mean of this item was 4.46, and standard deviation was
0.50 (see Table 18).

Table 18. Findings of the tenth survey item related to learners' opinions about CyWrite

Item Group Mean Std. Dev. vC SC U SU NCA

N 6 7 0 0 0

10 4.46 0.50
Q % 40 4667 0 O 0

Note. Q = Question; Std. Dev. = Standard Deviation; % = Percentage; VC = Very Confident; SC =
Somewhat Confident; U = Undecided; SU = Somewhat Unconfident; NCA = Not Confident at all

In the survey, there were also three open-ended questions related to
CyWrite usage to find out each student’s individual opinion towards this AWE
tool (see Appendix 9 for the students’ surveys). These three items were analysed
by looking at students’ perceptions, and their responses were coded as positive
and negative. In responding to the seventh question “How did CyWrite help you
with your writing?”, all of the students (n = 15, 100%) mentioned that they found
the tool very helpful, so their overall perceptions of the tool were positive. As it
was an open-ended question, each student had chance to give more than one

response. When their responses were analysed, it was clearly seen that most of the
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students (n = 9, 60%) mentioned more than one aspect as helpful. Table 19 shows
the percentages of the aspects related to CyWrite feedback that students found
helpful.

Table 19. Percentages of the aspects that show students' positive perceptions

ASPECTS N * % *

Grammar 4 26,67

Punctuation 8 53,33

Speed 1 6,67

Q7 Spelling 5 33,33

Vocabulary usage 4 26,67
Recognition of errors 3 20

Revision 1 6,67
Conjunction usage 3 20

Note. Q = Question; % = Percentage
* More than one response may be given by each student.

As seen in Table 19, out of 15 students, 3 (20%) students mentioned that
they noticed their errors easily, so CyWrite was very helpful in terms of
recognition of errors for them. One of these students also found feedback on
spelling very helpful. 5 (33,33%) students stated that feedback on spelling was
very helpful. When 15 overall positive perceptions were analysed, CyWrite was
also helpful to the students for identifying the following errors: Grammar (n = 4,
26,67%), Punctuation (n = 8, 53,33%), Vocabulary usage (n = 4, 26,67%), and
Conjunction usage (n = 3, 20%) (see Table 19). It was also found helpful in terms
of speed (n = 1, 6,67%) and revision (n = 1, 6,67%). In other words, students
stated that they learned to write very fast, and revision was the best part of the
tool.

When the eighth question “How did CyWrite not help you with your
writing?”” was asked, 8 (53,33%) students wrote their answers. However, two of
these eight students did not understand and respond the question correctly.
Therefore, out of 15 students, only 6 (40%) students’ responses were analysed and
calculated (see Table 20).
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Table 20. Percentages of students' responses to the eighth item

ASPECTS N %
Organisation 2 33,33

Qs Wrong Correction 3 50
Usage 1 16,67

Note. Q = Question; % = Percentage

As shown in Table 20, there were three general aspects that students found not
helpful. Out of 6 students, 2 (33,33%) of them stated that CyWrite did not help
them to organize their paragraphs, and 3 (50%) students mentioned that the error
identification could be sometimes wrong. Due to wrong error identification and
correction, one of the students emphasized that CyWrite was more helpful on
revision than correction. 1 (16,67%) student wrote that CyWrite did not help her

for usage since some vocabulary and conjunctions were not accepted by the tool.

When the last question “If you have any, please add your additional
comments on CyWrite use.” was asked, 7 (46,67) students wrote their suggestions.
8 students did not respond it. Their responses were analysed, and the following

comments were noted down:

e CyWrite is a very helpful and effective tool.

o If the problems related to error correction and the Internet connection are
solved and the tool is improved, it will be better in the future.

e If CyWrite gave feedback on meaning and form, it would be more helpful
and effective.

e There should be a phone application of this tool, so students could write
their drafts without their computers.

e Sometimes this tool gave wrong feedback message on vocabulary usage
or organisation. For example, even if the correct word was used, the

system warned the students. Therefore, it should be improved.

To sum up, the results of the qualitative analysis demonstrated that
students had positive perceptions of the writing course and written feedback.
Moreover, they thought that technology could help them improve their writing

and English. After they used CyWrite and get feedback from the system
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immediately, they changed their mind and found it very helpful. Their
satisfactory level with CyWrite feedback was very high.

4.5. CONCLUSION

This chapter presented the results of the data analysis in the order of the
five research questions. The results of quantitative and qualitative analysis were
discussed, and the researcher used descriptive statistics for the data analysis. The
findings of the descriptive statistics related to the students’ papers and student
surveys examining students’ perceptions of the writing course, written feedback,

technology, and CyWrite feedback were presented.
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CHAPTER S

DISCUSSION

5.0. INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, the findings of the data analysis presented in the previous
chapter are discussed in detail. The results are explained according to the research
questions by comparing with the results of the related studies in the literature.
This chapter will also present pedagogical implications, limitations of the study,

and some suggestions for further research. Finally, a conclusion will be given.
5.1. OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY

This study investigated how the use of an AWE tool (CyWrite) was
effective in learning and teaching second language (L2) writing skills. Both
quantitative and qualitative research methods were applied to collect data about
the short-term and long-term effects of automated feedback on students’ writing
ability, how CyWrite helpful for students’ improvement, and students’ perceptions
of the writing course, written feedback, technology and automated feedback. In
other words, the researcher used a mixed methods research to triangulate and
explain the results of the study. The findings were analysed by asking five
research questions in this study. In the present study, the data was collected from
15 ELT students who studied at Ufuk University Preparatory School. Moreover,
this study was conducted in an EFL writing classroom context in the spring term
of 2016-2017 academic year.

5.2. DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS

The researcher analysed her data by asking five research questions. The

findings of each research question were discussed in detail below.
5.2.1. Discussion of the findings of RQ1

The first research question was “Does immediate automated feedback
result in more grammatically and mechanically in the short term?”. To answer this
question, students’ papers written by using CyWrite were analysed in terms of

grammatical and mechanical errors in order to find out whether automated
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feedback were effective in reducing their errors in the short term or not. This
analysis was done throughout the semester.

The present study found that in the short term, there were statistically
significant differences between some papers in terms of grammatical accuracy due
to automated feedback from CyWrite. However, automated feedback from
CyWrite did not lead to a statistically significant mechanical difference between
any papers in the short term when P-value was considered. Moreover, it was
worth mentioning that there was some statistical reduction in the group means of
normalized error rates in some papers. Therefore, some improvements of
grammatical and mechanical accuracy were observed in the short term in terms of
normalized error rates. Similar data collection and analysis were done by Li, Feng
and Saricaoglu (2017) in terms of grammatical accuracy. In their study, they
analysed Criterion and how its feedback was effective in improving students’
grammatical accuracy in the short term, and they had similar conclusion with this
study. They concluded that automated feedback was very helpful for ESL students

to reduce grammatical error rates in the short term (Li, Feng & Saricaoglu, 2017).

It could be clearly seen that CyWrite’s feedback affected students’
writing skill positively. Although there was not enough statistical evidence, this
study could be concluded that students improved their grammatical and
mechanical accuracy when normalized error rates were taken into consideration.
These findings concurred with other studies which have shown that using an
AWE tool helps learners improve their grammatical and mechanical accuracy in
their L2 writing (Chen & Cheng, 2008; Grimes & Warschauer, 2010; Rock 2007).

Students’ interaction with CyWrite was also examined, and this
interaction was found very beneficial for their improvement. The findings showed
that students revised their drafts and corrected their mechanical or grammatical
errors immediately after getting automated feedback. As Saricaoglu (2015) stated
that “only by noticing what needs to be improved or corrected based on the
feedback given can learners modify their output” (p. 122). From the results, it is
clear that learners need to notice their errors by getting automated feedback, so

they can revise and correct these errors easily.
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Moreover, students used CyWrite to write their drafts on eight different
topics, so their interaction with the tool provided convincing evidence of their
experience with CyWrite. Students used the tool at least eight times during the
spring term, nearly eleven weeks. There were lots of studies that concluded that
the lack of learners’ experiences with the AWE tool was a major limitation to
explain the effect of the revision. These studies recommended doing longer
studies and using the AWE tool frequently (e.g. Grimes & Warschauer, 2010;
Saricaoglu, 2018). Therefore, the present study provided important findings in the
understanding of the effects of automated feedback and revision.

5.2.2. Discussion of the findings of RQ2

The second research question was “Does immediate automated feedback
result in more grammatically and mechanically in the long term?”. To answer this
question, students’ first and last paper drafts written by using CyWrite and pre-
and post-test drafts written in the classroom without using the tool were analysed
in terms of grammatical and mechanical errors. The researcher tried to find out
whether there was any error reduction in the long term because of the automated

feedback given to the students throughout the semester.

As for long-term effects of CyWrite’'s feedback, there was some
statistical reduction in the group means of normalized error rates in the drafts of
the first paper and the last paper. Therefore, some improvements of grammatical
and mechanical accuracy were observed in the long term in terms of normalized
error rates. However, the comparison of students’ pre-test drafts with their post-
test drafts revealed that there were more grammatical and mechanical errors in the
post-test drafts. Although automated feedback from CyWrite did not lead to a
statistically significant grammatical difference between any papers in the long
term when P-value was considered, there were statistically significant differences
between the drafts of the first and the last papers in terms of mechanical accuracy.
Saricaoglu (2018) had similar results in her study and mentioned that ACDET, an
AWE tool, was helpful for students to revise their causal explanations while there
was no significant difference between pre- and post-tests. Moreover, a similar
conclusion was reached by Li, Feng and Saricaoglu (2017), and they claimed that

automated feedback had very limited effects on error deduction in the long term.
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Improvement was observed in learners’ written products after learners
got immediate feedback, and this was a positive effect of an AWE tool. However,
there were not any long-term significant effects of the tool. There were other
studies which had similar results (e.g. Li, Feng & Saricaoglu, 2017; Saricaoglu,
2018).

Moreover, it was worth mentioning that students used CyWrite and got
immediate feedback to revise their errors while writing their drafts of the first and
the last papers. Pre-test and post-test drafts were written in the classroom without
using the automated writing tool, CyWrite. Therefore, the findings of the present
study demonstrated that students became much more successful when they had
chance to revise their errors by getting immediate feedback from CyWrite while
writing their drafts. It could be clearly seen that there were some positive long-

term effects of CyWrite’s feedback on students’ writing skill.
5.2.3. Discussion of the findings of RQ3

The third research question was “What are the learners’ opinions towards
the writing course and written feedback before the study?”. To answer this
question, pre-implementation student surveys were applied and analysed. The data
was collected during the second semester, and students had the writing course in
the first semester. Therefore, they had opinion about the course and the instructor

before the study.

Regarding the responses of the students, the present study can be
concluded that learners had positive perceptions of the writing course, their
writing course instructor, written feedback. They stated that they improved their
English in their writing courses thanks to written feedback and their instructor. In
addition, students also claimed that grammar and usage were two important

aspects they needed help to improve their writing skills.

In this study, students received both automated and written feedback
since AWE usage was integrated into the course syllabus. As the results of the
survey showed that students were very satisfied with written and automated
feedback. This finding is in agreement with Chen and Cheng’s (2008) findings
which showed learners preferred both their teachers’ feedback and automated
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feedback. They stated that providing human and automated feedback offers some
advantages to the students and teachers. Therefore, while designing a writing

course, their benefits should be taken into consideration.

5.2.4. Discussion of the findings of RQ4

The fourth research question was “How can technology facilitate the
teaching and learning of writing skill?”. To answer this question, six items in the
pre-implementation student surveys were analysed. This survey was applied
before they used CyWrite, so their opinion about technology and its integration of
language learning was important for the present study.

Students’ responses of the items in the survey revealed that most of the
learners thought computer technology could help them improve their English.
They stated that they wanted to receive feedback from a computer program on
their language before they submit an assignment to their instructor although they
thought computer technology was not accurate to evaluate their language. Nearly
half of the students also claimed that they were confident that they could use a
computer program for language learning purposes. Moreover, the responses of the
last item showed that getting effective feedback was important for the learners

since paying for a computer program was not a big issue for them.

Before the study, students did not believe that a computer program could
evaluate their language correctly. On the other hand, they accepted that they were
eager to get feedback from a computer program. They may not think this program

is accurate.
5.2.5. Discussion of the findings of RQ5

The fifth research question was “What are the learners’ opinions towards
the writing course, automated feedback and the use of an AWE tool after the
study?”. To answer this question, post-implementation student surveys carried

after the study were analysed and compared with pre-implementation ones.

When the responses of pre- and post-implementation student surveys were

compared, the findings revealed that most of the students did not believe that a
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computer program was accurate to evaluate their papers. However, all the students
clearly stated that they thought CyWrite was very helpful for their improvement
after they used it. Therefore, they changed their mind, and they had positive
perceptions of the system. Students thought that CyWrite helped them improve not
only their English but also their writing, and it was a very crucial result for the
present study. In their study on MY Access!, Grimes and Warschauer (2010) also
had the similar result. They stated that students’ positive attitudes indicated how
they were motivated to write and revise while using the tool. The results of the
survey in their study also confirmed that MY Access! helped students improve
their writing skills. Similar results were obtained in Dikli and Bleyle’s (2014)
study that they noted students had positive attitudes towards Criterion, an AWE
tool, after they used it even though they accepted its weaknesses. In this study,
students also mentioned that CyWrite had some weaknesses although it helped
them. The responses revealed that students claimed they had some difficulties
related to Internet connection, and the layout of the page while using the tool
whereas they thought the AWE tool would be helpful them in their classes if they
had chance to use it in the future. Students also stated that they were confident in
using CyWrite.

As it was understood from students’ responses to the questions about
their satisfactory level, most of the students were strongly satisfied with using
CyWrite, and most of them were strongly satisfied or satisfied with CyWrite
feedback on grammar and mechanics. A similar conclusion was reached by Li,
Link and Hegelheimer (2015) in their study on Criterion. They stated that revision
and corrective feedback provided by Criterion helped students with grammar and
mechanics. Li, Feng and Saricaoglu (2017) also stated that most of the

participants of their study were satisfied with Criterion feedback on grammar.

In terms of feedback on usage and style, nearly half of them were
strongly satisfied or satisfied with the tool. However, some of the students were
satisfied with the feedback on organisation and development. Moreover, the
results demonstrated that all the students had positive perceptions that CyWrite
was a very helpful and effective tool. They stated that it was very helpful in terms
of recognition of errors for them. These findings concurred with those of Li, Feng

and Saricaoglu’s (2017), which stated that students had positive opinions of using
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Criterion since it was helpful for them to improve their error identification skills
(p. 366). Therefore, it can be concluded from these findings that an AWE tool is

found useful in identifying errors.

The present study found that CyWrite was very helpful to the students for
identifying the following errors: Grammar, Punctuation, VVocabulary usage, and
Conjunction usage. Feedback on spelling was also found very helpful. In addition,
the results of the survey showed that most of the students emphasised that
CyWrite helped them correct their errors related to punctuation. All the students
found this tool very helpful to correct their errors while writing their drafts. These
findings go hand in with Grimes’ and Warschauer’s (2010) study on MY Access!
which justified that feedback on spelling, punctuation, grammar and word choice
was preferred more than the feedback on organisation and development in the

revision process (p. 7).

Lavolette, Polio and Kahng (2015) stated in their study that Criterion
miscoded many errors of students, so the tool could be unsuccessful in identifying
the errors. The findings of the present study also supported this previous research
that wrong error identification and correction occurred while using CyWrite.
Therefore, students stated that CyWrite was more helpful on revision than
correction. In addition, the system may not accept some vocabulary and

conjunctions, so it may not be helpful for usage.

In their study, Li, Feng and Saricaoglu (2017) stated that students found
automated feedback very useful for editing their essays (p. 369). In the present
study, the findings from post-implementation survey are directly in line with this

previous study, and they showed that learners had positive perception of revision.

As seen from the results of this study, students had positive opinions
towards their instructor, the writing course, written feedback, automated feedback
and the use of an AWE tool. A similar pattern of results was obtained in Chen and
Cheng’s (2008) study on MY Access!. They indicated that computer-generated
feedback was preferred because it helped students improve their formal aspects of

writing while written feedback was preferred since it provided some aspects
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related to meaning and content. Therefore, it can be concluded that the use of an
AWE tool may not be effective alone without human feedback and assessment.

5.3. PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

Based on the findings of this study, some pedagogical implications can
be given. The results of this study were investigated through students’ perceptions
and papers before and after AWE use, and enough data was obtained. Therefore,

the proposed method in this study can be readily used in practice.

When students’ responses in the survey were analysed, some difficulties
that students had while using the tool were found out. Students stated that the
AWE tool would be better in the future if the problems related to error correction
and the Internet connection were solved, and the tool was improved. Therefore,
CyWrite can be modified and developed to minimize these difficulties that
students encountered. Students also suggested that an application for the smart
phones can be handy for them since it is difficult to use the tool without a

computer. This suggestion may give some ideas to AWE tool developers.

Learners also wanted to get feedback on meaning and form, so CyWrite
should be improved. Classroom use of the AWE tools can be applied in Turkey to
decrease teachers’ workloads and to make classroom management effective for

teachers.

In this study, eight different topics were assigned, and deadline was
announced for the submission of each assignment. However, students can access
and use CyWrite anytime they want or need. For revision, there is no time limit.
Therefore, this study provides that more time, more feedback, and more revision

would be beneficial for the usage of the tool.

In this study, both automated and human feedback were used in the
writing course. According to Chen and Cheng (2008), this integration has some
advantages, so students received automated feedback on language to revise their
grammatical and mechanical errors and written feedback on meaning and content

in the present study. Therefore, the integration of automated feedback and human
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feedback is suggested for future studies in order to maximize the effectiveness of
AWE tools for writing improvement.

5.4. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

This study has some limitations. First, when students’ responses in the
survey were analysed, some difficulties students had while using the tool were
found out. Internet connection was a big problem in Turkey for this type of
program. When there is no Internet connection, learners have difficulties writing
their drafts and submitting their assignments to their instructor. They also claimed
that the layout of the page can be a problem due to Internet connection or the
system itself. Second, the researcher carried out the study and collected data from
one writing course. A control group can be used to analyse the pedagogical and
practical differences between two EFL writing classes. Third, students only wrote
one draft for each writing task due to limited time, and it is a major limitation in
this study. Fourth, prepositions were not included into the error categories since

they were accepted as usage, but they were common errors in students’ papers.

Another limitation of the study is that students had some problems while
organizing their paragraphs of essays since the tool did not give effective
feedback on the layout of the page. Moreover, when the students submitted their
assignments, the layout appeared differently even if they organized it correctly
while using the tool. Next, learners mentioned that CyWrite sometimes gave
wrong feedback message on vocabulary usage and organisation, so it should be
improved. A final limitation is that one of the students in the classroom had some
health problems, so she did not attend the courses in the second term and take part

in the study.

5.5. SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

If AWE software is used in the classroom, it will be very beneficial for
students. Teachers should be aware of their responsibility and should give correct

instruction about the tool. Multiple revisions and drafts should be encouraged.
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Learners should be informed well about the reason why they use an
AWE tool since they focus on their errors instead of revision or feedback.
Saricaoglu (2018) stated in her study that “learners might have focused more on
the numerical feedback than the revision suggestions offered by ACDET” (p. 10).
If feedback focuses on the form and meaning at the same time, automated

feedback will be very effective and helpful for learners.

In this study, participants were lower level learners, so it was difficult to
understand how CyWrite feedback worked with them. Further research can try to
find out how automated feedback works with learners from different proficiency

levels.

Using a control group in the future research would be beneficial to
investigate different writing instructors’ and different students’ attitudes towards

CyWrite and the effects of automated feedback.

Limited long-term improvement was observed in the present study, so
there could be more than one group of students and instructors using the AWE
tool in the future research. This would give more reliable results of the AWE

feedback and its effects on writing courses.

EFL writing courses should be designed in two stages; drafting and
revising process. At first, students can work with the program to submit their first
drafts, and they revise their errors by getting automated feedback. At the second
stage, students get their instructors’ written feedback to revise their first drafts and
write and resubmit their second drafts to the instructor who evaluates their papers.

5.6. CONCLUSION

This chapter presented the detailed discussion and explanation of the
results of the present study. These results were also compared with the results of
the related studies in the literature. In addition, pedagogical implications,
limitations of the study, and some suggestions for further research were given in

this chapter.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

This study tried to address the need of the use of automated writing

evaluation in writing courses in Turkey. Examining the role of the use of an AWE

tool, CyWrite, on learners’ writing skill and how it helps the learners to improve

this skill was the aim of the study. In this study, as for the quantitative data,

students’ papers were evaluated based on two categories; grammatical and

mechanical errors. The findings of the quantitative data analysis are convincing,

and thus the following conclusions can be drawn:

Learners would benefit from automated feedback that CyWrite gave on
language and written feedback that the instructor gave on meaning and
content.

CyWrite feedback helped students decrease their grammatical and
mechanical error rates in the short term. However, in the long term the

effects of automated feedback are very limited.

As for the qualitative data, pre- and post-implementation student surveys

were applied before and after the use of the AWE tool, and students’ responses

were analysed. Overall, the following results were summarized:

Most helpful types of CyWrite feedback were grammar and mechanics.
The students’ satisfactory level of CyWrite was very high.

Perceptions of the majority of the students were positive in terms of
CyWrite usage and how it was helpful.

CyWrite affected students’ writing skills positively.

CyWrite provided some immediate feedback for the students, so they
could revise and correct their errors immediately while writing their
drafts. This finding is not surprising since it is in line with the findings
about automated feedback (Li et al., 2017; Wang, 2013; Wang et al.,
2013).
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When studies on AWE are examined, recent evidence suggests that
automated feedback has positive effect on improving accuracy. Moreover, using
tool many times means strong interaction between students and the tool, and this
provides convincing evidence to understand students’ reaction and perceptions of
the tool and automated feedback. There have been several studies on AWE system
to find out how its assessment and scoring is valid, and they pointed out that
human assessment and scoring could be preferred (Grimes & Warschauer, 2010;
Keith, 2003). As it was mentioned before, due to the problems related to the
validation of scoring systems of AWE tools, the researcher used CyWrite only to
give immediate feedback to the students.

In general, these results indicate that both assessing students’ papers and
providing effective feedback are crucial parts of a writing course whereas they are
very challenging and complex for writing instructors. Therefore, this study has
highlighted some satisfactory methods and findings to demonstrate writing
instructors how AWE can be integrated and used effectively in their writing

courses and instruction.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Different rubric samples that were used for written feedback by

the writing instructor

Evaluation Rubric for Assignment 1 (Descriptive Paragraph)

Name
Criteria Categories SI Bl 8| E|%
) o o n —

Context

A topic sentence is the controlling idea that describes the place and the general
information about the place discussed in the paragraph.
Background information is provided when needed.

Substance

The supporting points are focused on the description of the place (size,
population, people, famous sights, transport, things you can do there et.) and how
they influenced you.

Specific examples are used to illustrate the points being made.

Organization

Ideas are developed from general statement, to supporting points, to specific
details.

Transitions mark major points.

Each supporting point is linked to the controlling idea.

A concluding statement reinforces the main idea. Comments and feelings about
the place are included in the conclusion paragraph.

Style

Problems with grammar and mechanics are minimal and do not distract the reader.

Uses sentence combining with coordination and subordination.

Word forms are correct, especially in topic sentence.

Delivery
Uses required document formatting and the paper is easy to read: font size and
type, margins, indents, line spacing, full heading, and accurate file name

* 10 points for the effective use of CyWrite tool and participation of the course

78



2016 - 2017 UFUK UNIVERSITY PREPARATORY SCHOOL - E ion Rubric for A

1 (Descriptive Paragraph)

Criteria Categories
Name - Surname® g3 Extra Good Okay Some Lack
Context (out of 20) 10 8 5 3 2l
A topic sentence is the controlling idea that describes the place and the general information about
the place discussed in the paragraph. 8
Background information is provided when needed. g
Substance (out of 20) 10 8 5 3 2
The supporting points are focused on the description of the place (size, population, pcople, famous
sights, transport, things you can do there et.} and how they influenced you. - o 6
Specific examples are used to illustrate Lhe points being made. oy
o) ization {out of 20) 5 4 3 2 1
Ideas are developed from gencral to supporting points. to specilic details. S
Transitions mark major points. [5
liach supporting point is linked to the controlling idea. 5
A concluding statement reinforees the main idea. Comments and feelings about the place are included}
in the conclusion paragraph. 6
Style (out of 10) 5 4 3 2 1
Problems with grammar and hanics are minimal and do not distract the reader. 3
Uses sentence combining with coordination and subordination. [
Style (out of 10) 10 8 5 3 1
Word forms are correct, especially in topic sentence. 2
Delivery (out of 10) 10 8 5, 3 1
Uses required document formatting and the paper is easy to read: font size and type, margins, indents,
line spacing, [ull heading, and accuratg file name. v by 8
* 10 points for the effective use of CyWrite tool and participation of the course
v Vot eflecthe. packicizotien —t e
< chve .- Iy g
vot very effe = Lo Ais =
iesve. ['\L
—_—

2016 - 2017 UFUK UNIVERSITY PREPARATORY SCHOOL - Evaluation Rubric for Assignment 2 (Narrative Paragraph)

Criteria Categories
Name - Surname: $16 Extra | Good | Okay | Some Lack
Context (out of 20) 10 8 5 3 1

A topic sentence is the controlling idea that tells the reader what the story will be about, and it includes
when / where the story took place (setting), the characters. and what happens in the story (the plot).

Vel

Background information is provided when needed. The paragraph captures the reader's interest.
Substance (out of 20) 10

o0 5O

5 3 1
The supporting points are focused on the plot (what happens in the story), and it should tell the details of
the story, including the sequences of events. 8
Supporting details should tell about the writer's feelings during the events and give emotional, sensory and %
descriptive details.
Organization (out of 20) 5 4 3 2 1

[deas are developed from general statement, to supporting points, to specific details. The sequence of events
should be given in the right time order.

Transitions mark major points.

SN

Each supporting point is linked to the controlling idea. The story is narrated in the first or third person.

4
A concluding statement reinforces the main idca. Comments about why the experience was important and
how the writer felt after it should be included in the conclusion paragraph. 3
Style (out of 10) 5 4 3 2 1
Problems with grammar and mechanics are minimal and do not distract the reader. 1
|Uses sentence combining with coordination and subordination. 4
Style (out of 10) 10 8 5 3 1
[Word forms are correct, especially in topic sentence. 3
Delivery (out of 10) 10 8 5 3 1
Uses required document formatting and the paper is easy to read: font size and type, margins, indents, line
spacing, full heading, and accurate file name. v e ’(O
\ \/ -~
* 10 points for the effective use of CyWrite tool and participation of the course & JO % 0 ‘xcelent
= & e llaere
Nou can odd seme s
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2016 - 2017 UFUK UNIVERSITY PREPARATORY SCHOOL - ion Rubric for Assi; 3 (C ison / Contrast )
Name - Surname: S9 Criteria Categories
Extra | Good | Okay | Some Lack
Context (out of 20} 10 8 5 3 1
A topic sentence is the controlling idea that identifics both items (subjects) to be compared or contrasted and tell the reader
exactly whal the writer is going to say about the items (attitude). 3
The paragraph only compares or contrasts two subjects {items) and discusses how they are alike or different listing a few o
lexamples. It engages the reader and creates interest. Summary of the details and/or the writer's comments are given in the by
concluding sentence.
Substance (out of 20) 10 8 5 3 b
The supporting points are focused on only the dif (at least two or only the sii (at least two o
similarities), and the relevant details about them are given effectively. 2
Supporting details in the paragraph are clear and specific, and there are enough details to create vivid images for a thorough 5
comparison or contrast.
Organization {out of 20) 5 4 3 23 1
Ideas are developed from general statement, to supporting points, to specific details. Each supporting point is linked to the
controlling idea Lf
Transitions mark major points. The writer uses comparison or contrast transition words to show relationships between ideas. ‘—{
The details are in a clear order, and the wriler slicks Lo one pattern: the block method or the point by point methad. It follows
a consistent order when discussing the comparison or contrast. 3
A concluding statement reinforces the main idea and puls what the writer's comparing or contrasting together. It also
summarises and interprets differences and similarities. Z{
Style {out of 10) 5 4 3 2 1
Problems with grammar and ics are minimal and do not distract the reader. 3
The writer uses sentence combining with coordination and subordination. Writing is smooth, skillfull, and coherent. 3
Style (out of 10} 10 8 5 3 1
Word forms are correct, especially in topic sentence. Consistent and appropriate tone and word choice is used throughout —
the paragraph. . D
Delivery (out of 10) 10 8 5 3 1
Uses required document formatting and the paper is easy to read: font size and type, margins, indents, line spacing, full 40
heading, and accurate file name.
7
* 10 points for the effective use of CyWrite tool and participation of the course 6 _9_ (ﬂw a
i =
D =

G eed Ao revte Yle Hepits -

2016 - 2017 UFUK UNIVERSITY PREPARATORY SCHOOL - Evall

Name - Surname: g6 oo Al £ : rtaria

Criteria Categories

e e T E);tora Good | Okay | Some Lack

ic sentence is the controlling idea that tries to convil . >

5 vince the reader thata i i iew i = :

cosideration and states clearly what the paragraph is about, i e 10
— A e e~ OO 10 QUOUR.

Tr\p paragraph wants you to consider both sides of an issue,

the reader and creates

il but s reveals a bias in favour of on
interest. Topic is supported by more than three clear,

e side over another. It engages
appropriate supporting detail sentences. %

Substance {out of 20)

e c specific example, analogy, comparison, ex
Tion and reflects a consistent point of view, and the relevant details

Persuasive evidence (fact, statistics, anecdote,
for the of

pert opinion) supports each reason
about them are given effectively. 6

|1l supporting ¢ include persuasive langunge that explams the v
pporting details include persuasive language that explains the reasoning behind the position in the topic sentence, &

Organization (out of 20)
! s the goal, and provides an over
anc maintains the interest of the audience.

a o0

The introduction is inviting, state:

view of the issue. Information is presented in a logical order

Transitions mark major points. A variety of thoughtiul tran

—_— e = . —
Ons are used. They clearly show how ideas are connected

L [

The details ar L f i
re in a clear order, and facts may be presented in support of a position, and the point of view should be subjective,

A concluding statement reinlorces the main idea and strongly states a personal opinion. 3

Style (out of 10)
th grammar and mechanics are minimal and do not distract the Teader : . 2 : :

[Problems
The wi

s 3 = —
riter uses sentence combining with coordination and subordination Writing is smooth, skillfull, and coherent.

Style (out of 10) - 5
onsistent and appropriate tone and word choice is used throughout
the argument.

Delivery (out of 10)

Uses required document formatting and 1 ¥ is ea: T ont size and type, margins, indents, line spacing, fu
g and the paper is easy to read: fon
heading, and accurate file name. ) ' lo

ol

10

Word forms are correct, especizlly in topic sentence, C
the paragraph. Word choice is creative and enhances

(o]

~+
« - N
10 points for the effective use of CyWrite tool and participation of the course
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2016 - 2017 UFUK UNIVE o = =
Noe< Sirandi RSITY PREPARATORY SCHO n Rubric for Assignment 5 (Comparison & Contré(st Essan

Extra
Context (out of 20) 10 lalc :
A thesis statement inciudes the controlling idea and the topic that identifies both items (subjects) to be compared and
contrasted and tell the reader exactly what the writer is going to say about the items (attit
The essay both compares and contrasts two subjects (items} and discusses how they are alike and different listing a few
examples. It engages the reader and creates interest. Summary of the details and/for the writer's comments are given in the g
concluding sentence. ) 8
Substance (out of 20) 10 8 5
¢ supporting points are focused on only the differences (at le; . .

ast two differences) in one body paragraph and only the

similarities {at [east two similarities) in another body paragraph, and the relevant details about them are given effectively.

o0

Supporting details in the essay are clear and specific, and there are enough details 1o create vivid images for a thorough
comparison and contrast.

Organization (out of 20}
ideas are developed from general statement, to thesis
is linked tc the cantrolling idea. There
|Paragraph has a topic sentence.
Transitians mark major points, The

«
Iy
w

N

-

; statement, to supporting points, to specific details. Each supporting point
is a division of parzgraphs; one for similarities and one for differences, and cach body

writer uses comparison and contrast transition words to show relationships between ideas.

The details are in a clear order, and the writer 3tcks o one p
consistent arder when d];cussing the comparison or contrast

|/ concluding statement reinforces the main idea and puts what the writer's comparing and contrasting together. It also 6

attern: the block method or the point by point method. It follows a

Rl S W g

summarises and interprets differences and similarities,

Style (out of 10)
inimal and do not distract the reader.

«
IS
w
~

-

Probl

15 with grammar and mechanics are

The writer uses sentence c ining with and i 1. Writing is smooth, skillfull, and coherent. 2
: Style (out of 10) 10 8 5 3 T
Word forms arc correct, especially in thesis statement and topic sentence. Consistent and appropriate tone and word choice is
used throughout the essay. 8
_Deliveryfoutof 10] 10

Uses required document formatting and the paper is ea:

sy to read: font size and type, margins, indents, line spacing, full heading,
and accurate file name. )

o
A Nery Geed
'Tr© A tmprowe P “°°°‘°“\{Mt‘

10 points for the effective use of CyWrite tool and participation of the course
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2016 - 2017 UFUK UNIVERSITY PREPARATORY SCHOOL - Evalu, n Rubric for Assignment 6 (For & Against Essa
Name - Surname: g; Criteria Categories
Extra| Good | Okay | Some | Lack
Context (out of 20) 10 8 5 3 1

/1 thesis statement includcs the controlling idea and the topic that identifies both advantages and disadvantages of the items (subjects) and tell
the reader axactly what the writer is going to say about the items (attitude). In the introduction paragraph the writer clearly state the topic to 10
be ciscussed, without giving his/her opinion.

The essay includes both advantages and disadvantages of a specific topic, and both sides of the subject are presented objectively and equally. It

engages the reader and creates interest. Summary of the details and the writer's comments are only given in the conclusion paragraph. 9
Substance {out of 20) 10 8 $ 3 1

The supporting points are focused on only the advantages (at least two advantages) in one bedy paragraph and only the disadvantages (at least
two disadvantages) in ancther bady paragraph, and the relevant details about them are given effectively. 5
Supporting details in the essay are clear and specific, and there arc enough details to create vivid images for each advantage and disadvantage. 6

Organization {out of 20} 5 4 3 2 1
Ideas are from general to thesis to supporting points, to specific details. Each supporting point is linked to the
controlling idea. There is a division of paragraphs; one for and one for di: and each body paragraph has a topic L}
sentence.
Transitions mark major points. The wriler uses transition words related (o the and di: to show { ips between —
ideas. o
The details zre in a clear order, and the writer supparts his/her ideas with justi ion, reasons and It follows a i order

w

vwwhen discussing the advantages and di

A concluding statement reinforces the main idea and puts what the writer's for and against together. It also summarises and interprets both a

strong and a strong di: Any new ideas are not included.

Style (out of 10) 5 4 3 2 1
Probiems with grammar and mechanics are minimal and do not distract the reader. 2
IThe writer uses sentence combining with coordination and subordination. Writing is smooth, skillfull, and coherent. 2

Style (out of 10) 10| s 5 3 1
Word forms are carrect, especially in thesis statement and topic sentence. Consistent and appropriate tone and word choice is used 8

throughout the essay. Formal style is used, and the first on (1) is not used if it is not necessary.
Delivery (out of 10] 10

Uses required document formatting and the paper is easy to read: font size and type, margins, indents, line spacing, full heading, and accurate I\O
file name.

o
n
™
N

*10 points for the effective use of CyWrite tool and participation of the course _'_49 -48 Va‘ﬂ (G2 3%
e “ g
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2016 - 2017 UFUK UNIVERSITY PREPARATORY SCHOOL - Evaluation Rubric for Assignment 7 (Cause & Effect Essay)

i s Criteria Categories |

e e Extra] Good | Okay | Some | Lack}
Context {out of 20) 10 8 5 3 1

A thesis statement includes the controlling idea and the topic that identifies the relati between the -/ and the

of the topic and tell the reader cxactly what the writer is going to say about the topic. In the introduction paragraph the writer clearly state

whether s/he discusses causes and/or effects. It may include a comment by the writer that explains why itis important to understand the 9

causes or the effects of the event.

The essay includes causes and/or effects of a specific topic, and all relevant causes and/or effects are thoroughly discussed. All details are well
chosen, and all ideas are completely developed. It engages the reader and creates interest. Summary of the details and the writer's comments
are given in the conclusion paragraph. .

Substance (out of 20) 10
The supporting sentences include details such as examples, description, reasons, and facts to help the reader understand the, relationship -
between the cause or effect and the event.

o
w
w
-

Supporting details in the essay are clear and specific, and Lhere are enough details to create vivid images for cach cause or effect.

e

Organization (out of 20) 5 3 } 3
Ideas are from general to thesis to supporting points, to specific details. Each supporting point is linked to
the controlling idea. There is a division of one for the first c: /1 of the event or situation and one for the second ,;

causc/effect of the event or situataion, and each body paragraph has a topic sentence.

Transitions mark major points. The writer uses transition words related to the cause and effect to show relationships between ideas.

oy

The details are in a clear order, and the writer supports his/her ideas with and i it follows a i order when
discussing the causes and/or effects.

/\ concluding statement restates the main idea, and this paragraph may include a comment by the writer that explains why it is important to
understand the causes/effects of the event. It also summarizes the main causes or effects and their relationship to the event. Any new ideas ,{
are not included.

s

Style (out of 10} 5 4 3 2 1
Problems with grammar and mechanics are minimal and do not distract the reader. 7
The writer uses sentence combining with coordination and subordination, Writing is smooth, skillfull, and coherent. L,

Style {out of 10) 10 8 5 3 1
Word forms are correct, especially in thesis statement and topic sentence. Consistent and appropriate tone and word choice is used g{
throughout the essay. =

Delivery (out of 10} 10 8 5 3 X
Uses required document formatting and the paper is easy to read: font size and type, margins, indents, line spacing, full heading, and accurate 6
file name. L
*10 points for the effective use of CyWrite tool and participation of the course _ :,l { Ve: j 67 asrd
+% o5
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2016 - 2017 UFUK UNIVERSITY PREPARATORY SCHOOL - Evaluation Rubric for Assighment 8 (Problem-Solution Essar

Name - Surname: SI1 |___Criteria Categories
Extra kay | k|
Context {out of 20) 10 1
A thesis statement includes the controlling idea and the topic that identifies the problem that needs to be solved and points towards the possible
solutions and tel! the reader exactly what the writer is going to say about the topic. In the introduction paragraph, the writer clearly states one
problem and proposes a method for solving it. It may include a paraphrase question that emphasizes the importance of the problem. ‘{O
I The: essay inciudes a problem and identification of several possible solutions, end all possible selutions are thoroughly discussed. All details are
well chosen, and all ideas are completely developed. It engages the reader and creates interest. Summary of the details and the writer's prediction lo
jor ion are given in the lusi
Substance {out of 20) 10 8 5 3 1
The supporting sentences include details such as examples, description, reasons, and specific facts to help the reader understand why the given
solutions are the best. Writer offers solid and feasible solutions. %
Supporting details in the essay are clear and specific, and there are enough details to create vivid images for the problem and for each solution. g
Organization (out of 20) 5 4 3 2 1
Icees are from general to thesis to supporting points, to specific details. Each supporting point is linked to the
controlling idea. Tnere is 2 division of paragraphs; one for the problem and its causes/results and one for the solutions (at least two solutions) L,
and consequences of them, and each body paragraph has a topic sentence.
Transitions mark major points. The writer uses transition words related to the problem and solution to show relationships between ideas. 6
The details are in a clear order, and the writer supports his/her ideas with examples and explanations. It follows a consistent order when
discussing the problem and possible solutions. l—l
A concluding statement restates the main idea, and this paragraph may remind reader of benefits to solution or significance of the problem. It
also summarizes the main details and the relationship between problem and the solutions. Any new ideas are not included. The writer writes 5
about his or her prediction or recommendation.
Style {out of 10) 5 4 3 2 1
Problems with grammar and ics are. mal and do not distract the reader. 4
The writer uses sentence combining with coordination and subordination. Writing is smooth, skillfull, and coherent. L‘
Style (out of 10) 0| 853 |1
Word forms are correct, especially in thesis statement and topic sentence. Consistent and appropriate tone and word choice is used throughout
the essay. An analytical tone is used. This essay type is written in @ formal or semi-formal style. \0
Delivery {out of 10] 10 8 5 3 1
Uses required document formatting and the paper is easy to read: font size and type, margins, indents, line spacing, full heading, and accurate file l O
name. '\/

* 10 points for the effective use of CyWrite tool and participation of the course
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2016 - 2017 UFUK UNIVERSITY PREPARATORY SCHOOL - tion Rubric for Assi 9 (Opinion Essay)

Name - Surname: sg§

Criteria Categories

Extra| Good | Okay | Some | Lac!
Context (out of 20) 10| 8 5 3 1

A thesis statement includes the controlling idea and the topic that includes the writer's opinion on the topic. In the introduction paragraph,
the writer clearly states his or her opinion. The writer must basically say if he or she agrees or disagrees with the statement.

@

The essay focuses on the writer's own ideas while mentioning the opposing viewpoint briefly in the second body paragraph. All details are
well chosen, and all ideas are completely developed. The evidence is appropriate and clearly supports the writer's opinion. It engages the

reader and creates interest, Summary of the details and the writer's ¢ are given in the
Substance (out of 20) 10 8 5 3 1
The supporting sentences include details such as examples, explanations, description, reasons, personal experiences, and facts to help the \O
reader understand the writer's opinion. Three or more reasons for the opinion are included.
Supporting details in the essay are clear and specific, and there are enough details to create vivid images. \C
Organization (out of 20) 5 4 3 2 1

(deas ara from general to thesis to supporting points, to specific details. Each supporting point is linked ta
the controlling idea. There is a division of paragraphs; each one for the writer's viewpoint and reason and examples. There should be at least
w0 body paragraphs, and each body paragraph has a topic sentence. The opposing viewpoint is given briefly in the second body paragraph.

%)

Transitions mark major points. The writer uses transition words to state his or her opinion. 5
The details are in a clear order, and the writer supports his/her ideas with and i It follows a i order. “j
A concluding statement restates the main idea, and this paragraph include the writer's comment. Any new ideas are not included. 5
Style (out of 10) 5 4 3 2 1
Prablems with grammar and mechanics are minimal and do not distract the reader. 2
The writer uses sentence combining with coordination and subordination. Writing is smooth, skillfull, and coherent. 4
Style (out of 10) 10 8 5 3 1
Word forms are correct, especially in thesis statement and topic sentence. Consistent and appropriate tone and word choice is used %
throughout the essay. A formal style is used, and the writer should avoid using 'I' too often.
Delivery {out of 10 10 8 5 3 1
Uses required document formatting and the paper is easy to read: font size and type, margins, indents, line spacing, full heading, and accurate | ,
file name. \©
10 points for the effective use of CyWrite tool and participation of the course -+ 5 8 O j.’iXCLn(V"‘\—
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Appendix 2: Students’ sample papers for pre- and post-tests
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Appendix 3: Students’ sample papers for each type of writing styles

HOMETOWN > ¢~

—'V_I? hometown(name)is Seydisehir. First, Seydischir is a small but natural place. It has not got
any shopping mall, It has got some boutiques, and also it has got the natural park. Kugulu
Park is a very ;:?arxm" and clean place/ ('Therg you can‘g%a\becue of picnic. If you want to ?u.koﬁ’ ]
you can walk by the lake. Someone who does not like hafifre, You can go to the restaurant. I ©
think you should go to (h?; Yesil Vadi REANATT. ﬂ.hat restaurant plzza\w eryjd—ehcwus You

should try it. ?‘ef’ wb

Scuond eydisehirk mealsyery dclluomeually,_Lahmacun Lahmacun is very famous
in Sey d"é@nr It is greasy 1568, Lahmacuns recipe very hard. Only the ; master can make this
meal Seydlsehlr has a lot ofLahmacun ReslaL o should definité %0 to one.

Thud T’gydmehu people are very lrlcndly Everyone knows each other here. Seydisehir
people have very strong communication. *Mg cqn odd Sf’éueﬁc exwt&

4

bmally, my hometown is a livable, calm and peaceful place.% Yy, con acbl 0w rore. _Serterce.

#n Sur /\O?“\C SeaRnee t?u con odd ‘\o cotion p of e ?\a& :

1 Hye Prom
X You  shauld combBine. (SpuT senterces With 2l ¢

W Sz\\)o\d A votes otlout 'HISCXIQHV@ @arcdfm?h.“
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Please write a narrative paragraph about a special memory from your childhood. Write about
150-200 words.

One of My Childhood Memories

® Ihave lots of special childhood memories as everyone, but I just remember one of
them. When [ was ten years old, I was interested in guitars, and I wanted to be a famous
guitarist, so I wanted to play the guitar perfectly(that's th told my father that I(had)wanted
to play the guitar,l said that to my father again and again. One day when it was my birthday,
%ﬁf}) celebrated m)\/’}')irthday by cutting a cake, and then my father came to that room by
Kolding a huge bo&w. hen I saw my father like that, I was surprised. I was just wondering
about the box. After T@as)opened the box, I saw a guitar bag, and I was so happy. Then [
thanked my father to me a guitar. I was so happy, but I could not guitar course, so [
could not play the guitar. Then I started losing my passion for the guita izféy by day. I do not
want to play the guitar now.(2)

(DFiest senderce should ke reloded to the narrotive parageph. You

Con stavt with sore Sletels olbout Ale Seiting .
#This 1o b o gead ATPC Serrce.
¥ \s ¢ a special memortj?

@ use w02 \}n\«\\ﬁ unrds

@B{)\Jr c,OnC\\AdA\(’SJ seprderce  Should Swe teo  cetal elated \quf '(3’&\“@
olosut AR é\awa\ e mory .
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5%

Please write a comparison or contrast paragraph on the topic below. Write about 150-200
words.

*social media and face-to-face communication
TiTLe
/ There are lots of differences between social media and face-to-face communication. First of
all, people can easily connect to each other because people do not need to interact. In contrast
to social media, face-to-face communication is more challenging for people because people
need to meet one another.

Secondly, while people can understand each other's feelings by speaking face-to-face, people
cannot understand each other's feelings by using social media. wopf - splwrhen o
wod ottt
hirdly, people can go abroad or go out to meet their friend to communicatey Therefore, people
can improve their social skills. On the other hand, people do not need to go abroad or go out
because they are able to use social media.

Finally, there are lots of people who are bad at showing their emotions are able to use social
media. In contras%&hg&% are lots of people whngood at showing their emotions usually prefer
face-to-face communication. Vb o

t[n conclusion, there are lots of differences between social media and face-to-face
communication@

' ) difforek pards .
ﬂYDo O d‘(\ic\& a ?ﬁ\*agmf}\ \ﬂ*\) «.q\ex& Pa
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Please write a persuasive paragraph on the topic below. Write about 150 - 200 words.
*Everyone should go to university.
THE UNIVERSITY PERIOD

tﬁe)yniversity is an educational perio%ﬁnd everyone should go to university because nobod

loses anything to try it, It also has a lo of positive effects. Jt is to expand the horizon of
people in a serious sense. That means, the university is not just studying or listening to

®lessons. For example, there are gli_ﬁfgfgf people and their cultures in a cIasigl_%r_l_c_c, . you meet
people_@&d_ifferent cultures. Additionally, if you are in out of your hometown, Ve Casit
new places, and you can study in abroad free of any charge With the links of the universi%@
For instance, some universities have some projects and send their students abroad to study.
Therefore, you get a chance that most people do not have. On the other side, you have more
information about people, and you choose your friends more carefully. Moreover, §o§§ éan@
keep university friendships in business, In addition, everybody who studies in a university fas
a respectable identity within the community. Consequently, you are proud of yourself. To sum
up, everyone should complete the university period because it allows to developing yourself,

having a social life, and E@Eningﬁor)ﬂle future. wf
wf w “
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Please choose ONE OF THE TOPICS below and write a comparison and contrast essay about
it. (200-250 words)

1) A big university campus and a small university campus
2) An online class and a traditional class
BIG CAMPUS VERSUS SMALL CAMPUS

The campus size of the university is a general problem for students. Although many
people do not care about the big and small campus, there are some similarities and differences
between them. ERG

There are many similarities between big and small campuses. To begin with, both
support the educatiog._For)example, both campuses have a studying area. Secondly, both
provide a social envirofiment for the students. Moreover, both have the same goal, so the goal

is to provide an environment for the student socialization, Last but not least, both have the
similar options. For examplcf %l:l can find a sa%gt;f WRice and a G’a‘rwgérk there.

There are many differences between them. First of all, in contrast to a big campus,
everyone knows each other on a small campus. For example, you can collaborate with
everyone. Secondly, there are more restaurants and seating areas on a big campus. For
example, you can eat whatever you want in the restaurant and spend time with your friends s at

the near of school, Thirdly, your studics will be considered more carefully on a big campus. v .
\" - K 4 o aﬂl‘?f s

For exar‘ﬁ%&, the instructor have more time to check your homework at a small campus

because of the student majorityes*‘l P Q"*f"’?{f G

All'in all, there are many similarities and differences between a big university campus
and a small university campus. In my point of my view, the size of the campus does not
matter as long as the students are willing to work and desire to succeed.
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Please choose ONE OF THE TOPICS below and write a For and Against Essay about it.
(200-250 words)

1) using credit cards
2) using public transportation
Advantages and Disadvantages of Public Transportation

@Usmg public transportation has some advantages and disadvantages.Many people use @
public transportation nowadays becausg‘_ll has some benefits.People use public transportation
because of some reasons.

There are some advantages ublic transportation. Fir: ublic
tr’mbportdhon is more cheaper than 0t cr transportation system&m%%%ﬂp money lessg\n-
hey have enough money to visit anywhere.Second reason. everyone cg%ge public KT
tra portati Ll_lys It is suitable because they can go anywﬁcre easilypand also older people
@ an use for f&‘ cause of their agesyso public transportation is _ggﬁiﬂ]‘ hird reason, people

can feel more relaxedy because there'is less tratﬁc,rand they do noThéed to diiVe'a car or
somethmg so they do not feel stressful.

-

There are some disadvantages of public transportatlon First, people, who need use
public transportation, need to findseat to sit, but they usually do not ﬁndéeasﬂy Second, many

people wai ﬁ%lbhc transportatiof( go job or somethingwhere, so it is Bad point of public
transportatiof. Third, people usualf¥f€annot feel relaxeégor hclppyx)vhen they use public

transportatlon,‘Because they fecl stressful.
WOt cap.
In conculusion public transportation is more advantageous than other transportation
system because*it has good benefits for many people, so many people choose public
transportation.

.‘ .
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Please choose ONE OF THE TOPICS below and write a Cause and Effect essay about it. (200
- 250 words) T

1) Causes and effects of air pollution
2) Effects of social media on young people
3) Effects of stress on health
Causes and Effects of Air Pollution

There is air pollution whi ch caused by people in the Earth. It has some causes because of ‘fi\\,‘
people and some effects. ,‘0 Ve =

Although there are lots of reasons of air pollution, the main reason of air pollution are__ e Y
humans. First of all, Smce,,people build lots of buildings instead of planting some trees or

plants, the air polluub‘ﬁ mereases. Second, burning of low-quality coal can cause air pollution.

For example, there are lots of buildings which low-quality coals are burning irf{itjpeople a1~ @]

_cannot stand nggr_iq_thg'n_ because they cannot breathe. Finally, because of the facfory fu.mes,
‘the air pollutlon increases.

Moreover, there are lots of negative effects of air pollution. To begin with, It can affect the

life and health of people. For cxample, the air pollution can causc some breath problems,

(gonsegue tl%;t( makes their health bad».th‘g can eyen die. Secondly, the air pollution can

destroy the Earth. For example, it can’ dkstrobeﬁe ozone layer, consequcntf un rays can
\_”'

harm us. e
[ >
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Please choose ONE OF THE TOPICS below and write a Problem Solution essay about it.
(200 - 250 words)

1) Overpopulation in many major cities in Turkey is a major problem. What are the causes of
this? How can this problem be solved?

2) An increasing number of professionals, such as doctors and teachers, are leaving their own
countries to work in developed countries. What problem does this cause? What solutions can
you suggest to deal with this situation?

3) In many developing countries, there is a problem with declining quality of air and water
from both industry and construction. What measures could be taken to prevent this?

4) How can university students handle problems with roommates?
PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS OF OVERPOPULATION

Overpopulation is a big problem in many major cities in Turkey such as Istanbul, Ankara,
Izmir. Therefore, it causes some problems. Air and environment pollutions increase. There are
also many traffic j iffective solutions are more than one. Firstly, using public
transporation should be encouraged. Secondly, people would be punished due to the pollution.
If these S6lutions realize, problems will solve.

g
It is vital to encourage people @%‘y_sing public transportation. It affects both air pollution and
traffic jam. When people use publi¢ttansportation, harmful gas might be less, meanwhile, less
effective. Besides, traffic jam might decrease:too. To encourage people, goverment should
provide some facilities or discounts on public transportations. =P

y \\)Punishing people fo(%::nvironment is the other solution. It would be a good idea to set strict
rules on people who harm.environment. Sincey )if punishments are strict, people might stop
breaking\enligqngnrfzgt rufes. Thus senvironment will be more and more clean in major cities.

WX ock
To conclude, obviously, there are more than two solutions for problems of overpopulation.
While these solutions are the most important ones to make major cities more livable.

WS

9
@ WCW% = ot claf 6-
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Appendix 4: Pre-implementation student survey - English

Dear Participant,

This survey has been adapted from the survey developed by the Criterion (the
AWE tool developed by the ETS) research group at lowa State University to
collect data for my thesis at Ufuk University, Department of English Language
Teaching. The purpose of this survey is to find out your opinions towards writing
courses and written feedback and to explore your use of technology in your
language learning process. The survey consists of 11 questions. The results of this
survey will not be used for any other purposes.

Thank you very much for your valuable contributions.

Ozlem GENCER
MA Student, ELT Department, Ufuk University

Pre-implementation Student Survey
Please, put a V near the items suitable for you.

Age:

Gender: [ ]Female [ ] Male

Department:

Major:

Course:

Level: [ ] Prep Class
[] Freshman / 1% year
[ ] Junior / 2" year

[]3"year
[ ]4" year

1) Do you think that you improve your English in your writing courses?

[ ]Yes [ ] No

2) When you submit assignments in your writing courses, do you receive
feedback from your instructor on your language errors?

[ ]Yes [ ] No
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3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

When you submit assignments in your writing courses, is your English graded
as part of the assignment? In other words, is your English language (i.e.,
accuracy, fluency, academic language, organization of ideas) is an evaluation
criterion for the assignment?

[ ]Yes [ ] No

Do you think your writing course instructors are competent enough in English
as to evaluate your English and give you feedback on language errors?

[ ]Yes [ ] No

Have you ever used a computer program for language learning purposes?

[ ]Yes [ ]No

If yes, please write the name of the program:

Do you think computer technology can help you improve your English?

[ ]Yes [ ]No

Would you like to receive feedback from a computer program on your
language before you submit an assignment to your instructor?

[ ]Yes [ ] No

Do you think computer technology can accurately evaluate your language?

[ ]Yes [ ]No

In what aspect(s) of English language do you need feedback on the most? (you
may choose more than one)

[ ] Grammar (i.e., tenses, pronoun, subject-verb agreement, etc.)

[ ] Mechanics (i.e., punctuation, capitalization, spelling, etc.)

[] Usage (i.e., confused words, preposition, negation, etc.)

[ ] Style (i.e., repetition, short/long sentences, inappropriate words, etc.)

[] Organization & development (i.e., thesis statement, topic sentence, main
ideas, etc.)

10) Are you confident that you can use a computer program for language learning

purposes?

[ ]Yes [ ] No

11) If a computer program can give you feedback on your language errors, would

you be willing to pay for it?

[ ]Yes [ ] No
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Appendix 5: Pre-implementation student survey — Turkish

Degerli Katilmcilar,

Bu anket Iowa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu
tarafindan gelistirilen Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme araci) adli arastirma grubu
tarafindan hazirlanan anketten uyarlanmistir. Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz
Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiiriittiigiim yiiksek lisans tezi i¢in veri toplama
amacli uyarlanmistir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim alma
yontemleriyle ilgili diislincelerinizi 6grenmek ve dil 6grenme siirecinde teknoloji
kullanimimizi  incelemektir. Anket sonuglar1  farkli bir ama¢ igin
kullanilmayacaktir.

Degerli katilimlariniz i¢in ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.

Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dah, Ufuk
Universitesi

Uygulama Oncesi Ogrenci Anketi

Liitfen size en uygun cevabin yanma \ koyunuz.

Yas:

Cinsiyet: [ ]Bayan [ ] Bay

Bolum:
Brans:
Ders:
Sinif: [ ] Hazirlik siifi
[]1.smf
[ ]2. smf
[]3. siuf
[ ]4. simf

1) Yazma derslerinizde Ingilizcenizin gelistigini diisiiniiyor musunuz?
[ ] Evet [ ] Hayir

2) Yazma derslerinizde teslim ettiginiz Odevlerinize Ogretmeninizden dil
hatalarinizla ilgili geribildirim aliyor musunuz?

[ ] Evet [] Hayir
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3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

Yazma derslerinde ddevlerinizi teslim ettiginizde ingilizceniz édevinizin bir
pargasi olarak degerlendirilir mi? Yani, Ingilizcedeki yetkinlikleriniz (yani,
dogruluk, akicilik, akademik dil, fikir organizasyonu) odeviniz ig¢in bir
degerlendirme kriteri midir?

[ ] Evet [ ] Hayir

Yazma dersi Ogretmeninizin Ingilizcenizi degerlendirebilecek ve dil
hatalariniza geribildirim verebilecek yetkinlige sahip oldugunu diisiiniiyor
musunuz?

[ ] Evet [ ] Hayir

Dil 6grenmek ya da dilinizi gelistirmek i¢in herhangi bir bilgisayar programi
kullandiniz m1?
[ ] Evet [ ] Hayir

Evet ise, liitfen programin ismini yaziniz:

Bilgisayar teknolojisinin Ingilizcenizi gelistirmenize yardimci olabilecegini
diisityor musunuz?
[ ] Evet [ ] Hayir

Ogretmeninize 6devinizi teslim etmeden once bir bilgisayar programmin
dilinizi degerlendirmesini ve dil hatalariniza geribildirim almak ister misiniz?

[ ] Evet [] Hayir

Bilgisayar teknolojisinin dilinizi dogru bir sekilde degerlendirebilecegini
diisiiniiyor musunuz?
[ ] Evet [ ] Hayir

Ingilizcenizin asagidaki hangi 6zellikleri agisindan daha ¢ok geribildirime
ithtiya¢ duyarsiniz? (birden fazla segenegi segebilirsiniz)

[] Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, zamir, 6zne-yiiklem uyumu, vs.)

[] Teknik yonler (yani, noktalama, biiyiik harf kullanimi, yazim denetimi, vs.)
[ ] Kullanim (yani, karistirilan kelimeler, edat, olumsuzlastirma, vs.)

[ ] Bicim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun climleler, uygunsuz kelimler, vs.)

[] Diizenleme ve fikir gelistirme (yani, ana ciimle, ana fikirler, vs.)

10) Dil 6grenmek icin bir bilgisayar programi kullanabileceginizi disiiniiyor

musunuz?
[ ] Evet [] Hayir

11) Eger bir bilgisayar programi dil hatalarmizla ilgili geribildirim verebilirse,

bunun icin para 6demeyi kabul eder misiniz?
[ ] Evet [ ] Hayir
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Appendix 6: Post-implementation student survey — English

Dear Participant,

This survey has been adapted from the survey developed by the Criterion (the
AWE tool developed by the ETS) research group at lowa State University to
collect data for my thesis at Ufuk University, Department of English Language
Teaching. The purpose of this survey is to find out your opinions towards writing
courses and written feedback and to explore your use of technology in your
language learning process. The survey consists of 12 questions. The results of this
survey will not be used for any other purposes.

Thank you very much for your valuable contributions.

Ozlem GENCER

MA Student, ELT Department, Ufuk University

Post-implementation Student Survey

Please, put a \ near the items suitable for you.

Age:

Gender: [ ]Female [ ] Male

Department:

Major:

Course:

Level: [ ] Prep Class
[ ] Freshman / 1% year
[ ] Junior / 2™ year

[]39year
[ ]4" year

1) Is this your first time to use CyWrite?

[ ]Yes [ ] No

2) Have you ever used any other computer programs to enhance your writing?

[ ] Yes [ ] No

If yes, please write the name of the program:
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3) Do you think CyWrite helped you improve your English?

a.

[ ] Yes [ ]No
4) Do you think CyWrite helped you improve your writing?
[ ] Yes [ ] No
5) How satisfied are you with your experience of using CyWrite?
[] Strongly satisfied
[ ] Satisfied
[ ] Neutral
[ ] Dissatisfied
[] Strongly dissatisfied

® a0 o

6) How satisfied are you with CyWrite feedback on the following aspects?

Grammar

[] Strongly satisfied [ ] Satisfied [_] Neutral [_] Dissatisfied [ ] Strongly dissatisfied

Mechanics

[] Strongly satisfied [_] Satisfied [_] Neutral [_] Dissatisfied [_] Strongly dissatisfied

Usage

[] Strongly satisfied [ ] Satisfied [_] Neutral [_] Dissatisfied [_] Strongly dissatisfied

Style

[] Strongly satisfied [ ] Satisfied [_] Neutral [_] Dissatisfied [_] Strongly dissatisfied

Organization & Development

[] Strongly satisfied [ ] Satisfied [_] Neutral [_] Dissatisfied [_] Strongly dissatisfied

7) How did CyWrite help you with your writing?

8) How did CyWrite not help you with your writing?

9) Did you have any difficulties using CyWrite?

[ ] Yes [ ] No
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If yes, what difficulties did you have:

10) How confident are you in using CyWrite?
a. [_] Very confident

[ ] Somewnhat confident

[ ] Undecided

[ ] Somewnhat unconfident

[ ] Not confident at all

® a0 o

11) Would you like to continue using CyWrite in your future classes?

[ ] Yes [ ]No

12) If you have any, please add your additional comments on CyWrite use:
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Appendix 7: Post-implementation student survey — Turkish

Degerli Katihmcilar,

Bu anket Iowa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu
tarafindan gelistirilen Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme araci) adli arastirma grubu
tarafindan hazirlanan anketten uyarlanmistir. Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz
Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiriittiigiim yiiksek lisans tezi i¢in veri toplama
amacli uyarlanmistir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim alma
yontemleriyle ilgili diislincelerinizi 6grenmek ve dil 6grenme siirecinde teknoloji
kullanimimizi  incelemektir.  Anket  sonuglar1  farkli  bir amag¢ igin
kullanilmayacaktir.

Degerli katilimlariniz i¢in ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.

Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dah, Ufuk
Universitesi

Uygulama Sonrasi Ogrenci Anketi

Liitfen size en uygun cevabin yanma v koyunuz.

Yas:

Cinsiyet: [ ]Bayan [ ] Bay

Bolum:
Brans:
Ders:
Sinif: [ ] Hazirlik siifi
[]1.smf
[ ]2.simf
[]3. siuf
[ ]4. simf

1) CyWrite’1 ilk kez mi kullandiniz?
[ ] Evet [] Hayir

2) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmek igin daha Once bir bilgisayar

programi kullanmis miydiniz?
[ ] Evet [] Hayir
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Evet ise, liitfen programin adin1 yaziniz:

3) Sizce CyWrite Ingilizce nizi gelistirmeye yardimci oldu mu?
[ ] Evet [ ] Hayir

4) Sizce CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmeye yardimci oldu mu?
[ ] Evet [ ] Hayir

5) CyWrite’1 kullanmis olmaktan ne kadar memnunsunuz?
a. [] Cok Memnunum
b. [ ] Memnunum

. ] Kararsizim

. L] Memnun degilim

. L] Hi¢ memnun degilim

® O O

6) CyWrite geribildiriminden asagidaki basliklar agisindan ne kadar memnun
kaldiniz?

Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, etken-edilgen gatilar, 6zne-yuklem uyumu, vs.)
[] Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hi¢
memnun degilim

Teknik yonler (yani, noktalama, biiyiik harf kullanimi, vs.)
[] Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hi¢
memnun degilim

Kullanim (yani, karistirilan kelimeler, olumsuzlastirma, vs.)
[ ] Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hi¢
memnun degilim

Bigim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun climleler, uygunsuz kelimeler, vs.)
[ ] Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hi¢
memnun degilim

Diizenleme ve Fikir gelistirme (yani, ana ciimle, ana fikirler, vs.)
[ ] Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hi¢

memnun degilim

7) CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinize nasil katk1 sagladi?
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8) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmede CyWrite size hangi durumlarda
yardim edemedi?

9) CyWrite’in kullanirken herhangi bir zorluk yasadiniz mi?
[ ] Evet [ ] Hayir

Evet ise, ne zorluklar yasadiginizi yaziniz:

10) CyWrite’1 kullanmada kendinize ne kadar giiveniyorsunuz?

a. [ ]Cok
b. []Biraz
c. [ ]Kararsiz
d. [ ]Biraz
e. []Hic

11) Ilerleyen yillarda derslerinizde CyWrite’t kullanmaya devam etmek ister
misiniz?
[ ] Evet [ ] Hayir

12) Eger varsa, CyWrite ile ilgili diger yorumlariniz nelerdir:
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Appendix 8: Pre-implementation student surveys

Degerli Katilimeilar,

Bu anket Towa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme araci) adli aragtirma grubu tarafindan hazrlanan anketten
uyarlanmistir. Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiiriittiigim yiiksek
lisans tezi igin veri toplama amagh uyarlanmustir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim
alma yontemleriyle ilgili diisiincelerinizi 6grenmek ve dil 8grenme siirecinde teknoloji kullaniminizi
incelemektir. Anket sonucler: farkli bir amac i¢in kullanilmayacaktir.

Degerli katilimlariniz igin gok tesekkiir ederim.
Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dah, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Oncesi Ogrenci Anketi
Yas: 19

Cinsiyet: KiBavan [ Bay

s A \ . v A N
Bolim: tagilzee  aaedmnliay
J o e
Brans:
Ders: elLince
Sinif: E Hazirhik smifi
1. smf
2. smf
(15, siif
4. smuf

1) Yazma derslerinizde [ngilizcenizin gelistigini diisiiniivor musunuz?

X Evet [ Hayir

2) Yazma derslerinizde teslim ettiginiz 6devlerinize 6gretmeninizden dil hatalarinizla ilgili
geribildirim aliyor musunuz?

X Evet [ Hayir

3) Yazma derslerinde ddevlerinizi teslim ettiginizde Ingilizceniz 6devinizin bir pargast olarak
degerlendirilir mi? Yani, Ingilizcedeki vetkinlikleriniz (yani, dogruluk, akicilik, akademik
dil, fikir organizasyonu) Gdeviniz i¢in bir degerlendirme kriteri midir?

X Evet D Hay1r
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4

3)

6)

7)

8)

9)

Yazma dersi Ogretmeninizin Ingilizcenizi degerlendirebilecek ve dil hatalarmiza
geribildirim verebilecek yetkinlige sahip oldugunu diisiiniiyor musunuz?

X Evet [] Hayir

Dil 6grenmek ya da dilinizi gelistirmek i¢in herhangi bir bilgisayar programi kullandimiz
mi1?
] Evet Hayir

Evet ise, liitfen programn ismini yaziniz:

Bilgisayar teknolojisinin Ingilizcenizi gelistirmenize yardimer olabilecegini diisiiyor
musunuz?
X Evet [] Hayr

Ogretmeninize 6devinizi teslim etmeden &nce bir bilgisayar programmmn dilinizi
degerlendirmesini ve dil hatalariniza geribildirim almak ister misiniz?

[ Evet X Hayir

Bilgisayar teknolojisinin dilinizi dogru bir sekilde degerlendirebilecegini diisiiniiyor
musunuz?
[]Evet ] Hayir

Ingilizcenizin asagidaki hangi ozellikleri agisindan daha g¢ok geribildirime ihtiyag
duyarsiniz? (birden fazla segenegi segebilirsiniz)

Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, zamir, 6zne-yliklem uyumu, vs.)

[[] Teknik yonler (yani, noktalama, biiyiik harf kullanimi, yazim denetimi, vs.)

[J Kullamm (vani, karistirilan kelimeler, edat, olumsuzlagtirma, vs.)

[] Bigim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun ciimleler, uygunsuz kelimler, vs.)

X Biizenleme ve fikir gelistirme (vani, ana ctimle, ana fikirler, vs.)

16) Dil 6grenmek icin bir bilgisayar programi kullanabileceginizi diisiintiyor musunuz?

] Evet D4 Hayir

11) Eger bir bilgisayar programi dil hatalarinizla ilgili geribildirim verebilirse, bunun i¢in para

Odemeyi kabul eder misiniz?

[ Evet X Hayir
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52

Degerli Katilimeilar,

Bu anket lowa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme araci) ~adli aragtirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten
uyarlanmigtir. Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiiriitttigiim yiiksek
lisans tezi igin veri toplama amagl uyarlanmigtir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim

alma yontemleriyle ilgili diisiincelerinizi 6grenmek ve dil 8grenme siirecinde teknoloji kullaniminizi
incelemektir. Anket sonuglart farkli bir amag igin kullanilmayacaktir.

Degerli katilimlariniz icin ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.
Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Oncesi Ogrenci Anketi
Yas: LA

Cinsiyet: [ Bayan MB&)/

M

() ol ertviend

Bolim: \\r‘.oi loce
Brans:
Ders: Troilace
Sinif: éznrllk smifi
(] 1. simf
2. simuf
(13 simf
4. simf

1) Yazma derslerinizde Ingilizcenizin gelistigini diisiiniiyor musunuz?

Eﬁvct [ Hayir

2) Yazma derslerinizde teslim ettiginiz ddevlerinize gretmeninizden dil hatalarmizla ilgili
geribildirim aliyor musunuz?
Mﬁ/‘:ﬂ O Hayir

3) Yazma derslerinde 8devlerinizi teslim ettiginizde Ingilizceniz ddevinizin bir pargasi olarak
degerlendirilir mi? Yani, ingilizcedeki yetkinlikleriniz (yani, dogruluk, akicilik, akademik
dil, fikir organizasyonu) 6deviniz i¢in bir degerlendirme kriteri midir?

[Eé)vet O Hayir
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v’

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

Yazma dersi Ggretmeninizin Ingilizcenizi degerlendirebilecek ve dil hatalariniza
geribildirim verebilecek yetkinlige sahip oldugunu diistintiyor musunuz?
@’/Efvet (] Hayir

Dil 8grenmek ya da dilinizi gelistirmek i¢in herhangi bir bilgisayar programt kullandiniz

mi?
M(Evet ] Hayrr

Evet ise, litfen programin ismini yaziniz: O/}'xg:‘fé — PP gmme Server

Bilgisayar teknolojisinin Ingilizeenizi gelistirmenize yardimer olabilecegini dilstiyor
musunuz?
@é\/et [] Hayir

Ogretmeninize Gdevinizi teslim etmeden &nce bir bilgisayar programinmn dilinizi
degerlendirmesini ve dil hatalarimza geribildirim almak ister misiniz?
@’E\!et [J Hayir

Bilgisayar teknolojisinin dilinizi dogru bir sekilde degerlendirebilecegini diistiniiyor
musunuz?
[] Evet @ﬁaylr

Ingilizcenizin asagidaki hangi ozellikleri agisindan daha ¢ok geribildirime ihtiyag
duyarsimz? (birden fazla segenegi segebilirsiniz)

[E’Tjilbil gisi (yani, zamanlar, zamir, dzne-yiiklem uyumu, vs.)

[[] Teknik yénler (yani, noktalama, biiytik harf kullanimi, yazim denetimi, vs.)
M/Kullamm (yani, karistirilan kelimeler, edat, olumsuzlastirma, vs.)

] Bigim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun ciimleler, uygunsuz kelimler, vs.)

mﬁzenleme ve fikir gelistirme (yani, ana climle, ana fikirler, vs.)

Dil 6grenmek icin bir bilgisayar programi kullanabileceginizi diistintiyor musunuz?
Evet [] Hay:r

Eger bir bilgisayar programi dil hatalarinizla ilgili geribildirim verebilirse, bunun igin para

ddemeyi kabul eder misiniz?
[ Evet M{-Iayxr
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53

Degerli Katihmeilar,

Bu anket lowa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme araci) adli arastirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten
uyarlanmistir. Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiiriittiigiim yiiksek
lisans tezi igin veri toplama amagh uyarlanmustir. Bu anketin amac1 yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim

alma yontemleriyle ilgili diisiincelerinizi 6grenmek ve dil Sgrenme siirecinde teknoloji kullaniminizi
incelemektir. Anket sonuclari farkli bir amag icin kullaniimayacaktir.

Degerli katilimlariniz i¢in gok tesekkiir ederim.
Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Daly, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Oncesi Ogrenci Anketi
Yas: (q

Cinsiyet: Bayan [ Bay

Boliim: hailise Cﬁ(‘é”{we\‘,ih’; i
> N N
Brans:
Ders: " iAhee
N

Simif: Hazirhk sinifi

[]1.smf

[J2. smf

[]3.smf

[J4. siif

1) Yazma derslerinizde Ingilizcenizin gelistigini diiiniiyor musunuz?

A Evet ] Hayir

2) Yazma derslerinizde teslim ettiginiz 6devlerinize 6gretmeninizden dil hatalarmizla ilgili
geribildirim aliyor musunuz?

Evet ] Hayir

3) Yazma derslerinde ddevlerinizi teslim ettiginizde Ingilizceniz 6devinizin bir parcast olarak
degerlendirilir mi? Yani, Ingilizcedeki yetkinlikleriniz (yani, dogruluk, akicilik, akademik
dil, fikir organizasyonu) &deviniz igin bir degerlendirme kriteri midir?

X Evet ] Hayrr
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4

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

&
&

Yazma dersi Ggretmeninizin Ingilizcenizi deferlendirebilecek ve dil hatalarmiza
geribildirim verebilecek yetkinlige sahip oldugunu diistiniiyor musunuz?

B Evet [] Hayir
Dil dgrenmek ya da dilinizi gelistirmek i¢in herhangi bir bilgisayar programi kullandiniz

mi?
54 Evet ] Hayir

Evet ise, liitfen programin ismini yaziniz: Nekss

Bilgisayar teknolojisinin Ingilizcenizi gelistirmenize yardimer olabilecegini diisiiyor
musunuz?
A Evet [ Hayir

Ogretmeninize Gdevinizi teslim etmeden once bir bilgisayar programmnm dilinizi
degerlendirmesini ve dil hatalariniza geribildirim almak ister misiniz?

B4 Evet ] Hayir

Bilgisayar teknolojisinin dilinizi dogru bir sekilde degerlendirebilecegini diistintiyor
musunuz?
[ Evet Hayir

Ingilizcenizin asagidaki hangi ozellikleri agisindan daha gok geribildirime ihtiyag
duyarsiniz? (birden fazla segenegi segebilirsiniz)

Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, zamir, 6zne-yiiklem uyumu, vs.)

] Teknik yonler (yani, noktalama, biiyiik harf kullanimi, yazim denetimi, vs.)

Kullanim (yani, karistirtlan kelimeler, edat, olumsuzlastirma, vs.)

Bigim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun ciimleler, uygunsuz kelimler, vs.)

Diizenleme ve fikir gelistirme (yani, ana ctimle, ana fikirler, vs.)

16) Dil 6grenmek i¢in bir bilgisayar programi kullanabileceginizi diistintiyor musunuz?

] Evet ] Hayir

11) Eger bir bilgisayar programi dil hatalarmizla ilgili geribildirim verebilirse, bunun igin para

odemeyi kabul eder misiniz?

B8 Evet [] Haymr
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Degerli Katilimeilar,

Bu anket Towa State Universitesindeki Criterion (EZitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu tarafindan geligtirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme araci) adhi aragtma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten
uyarlanmigtir. Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiiriitttigiim yiiksek
lisans tezi icin veri toplama amagli uyarlanmigstir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim
alma yontemleriyle ilgili diislincelerinizi 6grenmek ve dil grenme siirecinde teknoloji kullaniminizi
incelemektir. Anket sonuglari farkli bir amag icin kullanilmayacaktir.

Degerli katilimlariniz icin gok tesekkiir ederim.

Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dah, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Oneesi Ogrenci Anketi
Yas:

i
Cinsiyet: UfBayan (] Bay

Boltim: Jmalﬁm_éﬁcz_{ﬂm\j

Brans:
Ders: lnanilingce
(@]
Simif: M Hazirlik simifi
O 1. simf
2. siif
3. siuf
4. siuf

1) Yazma derslerinizde Ingilizcenizin gelistigini digliniiyor musunuz?

dEvet [J Hayir

2) Yazma derslerinizde teslim ettiginiz ddevlerinize 6gretmeninizden dil hatalarinizla ilgili
geribildirim aliyor mugunuz?
Evet [] Hayir

3) Yazma derslerinde 8devlerinizi teslim ettiginizde Ingilizceniz ddevinizin bir pargast olarak
degerlendirilir mi? Yani, ingilizcedeki yetkinlikleriniz (yani, dogruluk, akicilik, akademik
dil, fikir organizasyonu) ¢deviniz i¢in bir degerlendirme kriteri midir?

Evet (] Hayir
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4

3)

6)

7)

8)

9

-

5

Yazma dersi Ogretmeninizin Ingilizcenizi deferlendirebilecek ve dil hatalarimza
geribildirim verebilecek yetkinlige sahip oldugunu diisiiniiyor musunuz?
Evet [] Hayir

Dil 8grenmek ya da dilinizi gelistirmek i¢in herhangi bir bilgisayar programi kullandiniz

m1?
Eﬁ Evet (] Hayrr
Lvet ise, litfen programin ismini yaziniz: HQ“{ i le HC_. Q\WD\JCC& (S AW

Bilgisayar teknelojisinin Ingilizcenizi gelistirmenize yardimer clabilecegini diisiiyor
musunuz?
Evet (] Hayir

Ogretmeninize odevinizi teslim etmeden once bir bilgisayar programmnm dilinizi
degerlendirmesini ve il hatalariniza geribildirim almak ister misiniz?
Evet [] Hayir

Bilgisayar teknolojisipin dilinizi dogru bir sekilde degerlendirebilecegini diisiiniiyor
musunuz?
Evet ] Hayir

Ingilizcenizin asagidaki hangi ozellikleri agisindan daha ¢ok geribildirime ihtiyag
duyarsimz? (birden fazla segenegi secebilirsiniz)

Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, zamir, 6zne-yiiklem uyumu, vs.)
[] Teknik yonler (yani, noktalama, biiytik harf kullanimi, yazim denetimi, vs.)
MKullamm (vani, karistirilan kelimeler, edat, olumsuzlastirma, vs.)

1 Bigim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun ciimleler, uygunsuz kelimler, vs.)
‘dDuzenleme ve fikir gelistirme (yani, ana ciimle, ana fikirler, vs.)

10) Dil 6grenmek icin bif bilgisayar programi kullanabileceginizi diistintiyor musunuz?

Evet [] Hayir

11) Eger bir bilgisayar programi dil hatalarmizla ilgili geribildirim verebilirse, bunun igin para

tdemeyi kabul eder misiniz?
Hayir

] Evet
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Degerli Katilimeilar,

Bu anket Tows State Universitesindeki Criterion (EZitim Test Hizmeti kurulugu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme araci) adli aragurma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten
uyarlanmigtir. Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiiriitttigiim yiiksek
lisans tezi igin veri toplama amagli uyarlanmistir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim

alma yontemleriyle iigili diistincelerinizi 6grenmek ve dil grenme siirecinde teknoloji kullanimimzi
incelemektir. Anket sonuglar farkli bir amag igin kullamlmayacaktir,

Degerli katilimlariniz i¢in ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.
Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Oncesi Ogrenci Anketi

Yas: 19

Cinsiyet: [ Bayan Eéay
Bélim: ‘W‘\]\?‘ ce Z%irlr-w-“f %!
Brans:

Ders: -.Imi\,; e T

Sinif: EG—Iazu'hk sinifi

O] 1. simf
[2. siuf
13, simf
[J4. simf

1) Yazma derslerinizde ingilizcenizin gelistigini diisiintiyor musunuz?
MEilet (] Hayr

2) Yazma derslerinizde teslim ettiginiz ddevlerinize 6gretmeninizden dil hatalarmnizla ilgili
geribildirim aliyor muginuz?
Evet [J Hayrr

3) Yazma derslerinde 8devlerinizi teslim ettiginizde Ingilizceniz 6devinizin bir pargasi olarak
degerlendirilir mi? Yani, Ingilizcedeki yetkinlikleriniz (yani, dogruluk, akicilik, akademik
dil, fikir organizasyontl) 5deviniz i¢in bir degerlendirme kriteri midir?

Evet [ Hayir
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4

5)

6)

7

8)

9)

55

Yazma dersi &3retmeninizin Ingilizcenizi degerlendirebilecek ve dil hatalarimiza
geribildirim verebilecek yetkinlige sahip oldugunu diistiniiyor musunuz?
Evet ] Hayrr

Dil agrenmek ya da dilinizi geligtirmek i¢in herhangi bir bilgisayar programi kullandiniz
mi?
] Evet Hayir

Evet ise, liitfen programin ismini yazimz:

Bilgisayar teknolojisinin Ingilizcenizi gelistirmenize yardimer olabilecegini disiiyor
musunuz? i
[Q(Evet [ Hayrr

Ogretmeninize devinizi teslim etmeden once bir bilgisayar programinin dilinizi
degerlendirmesini ve dil hatalarimiza geribildirim almak ister misiniz?
[ Evet 7| Hayir

Bilgisayar teknolojisinin dilinizi dogru bir sekilde degerlendirebilecegini diistiniiyor
musunuz?
] Evet dHaylr

Ingilizcenizin asagidaki hangi ozellikleri agisindan daha ¢ok geribildirime ihtiyag
duyarsiniz? (birden fazla seenegi segebilirsiniz)

Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, zamir, 6zne-yiiklem uyumu, vs.)

cknik yonler (yani, noktalama, biiyiik harf kullanim, yazim denetimi, vs.)

[E/{ullamm (vani, karistirilan kelimeler, edat, olumsuzlastirma, vs.)

Bicim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun ciimleler, uygunsuz kelimler, vs.)
[] Diizenleme ve fikir gelistirme (yani,/ana climle, ana fikirler, vs.)

/

10) Dil 53renmek i¢in bir bilgisayar pggfamx kullanabileceginizi diisiiniiyor musunuz?

] Evet

Hayir

11) Eger bir bilgisayar programi dil hatalafinizla il gili geribildirim verebilirse, bunun igin para

ddemeyi kabul eder misiniz?
(] Evet Hayrr
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Degerli Katilimeilar,

Bu anket lowa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulugu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme araci) adli arastirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten
uyarlanmgtir. Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiriittiigiim yiiksek
lisans tezi igin veri toplama amagli uyarlanmigtir. Bu anketin amact yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim
alma yontemleriyle ilgili diisiincelerinizi grenmek ve dil 6grenme siirecinde teknoloji kullanimimzi
incelemektir. Anket sonuclari farkls bir amag i¢in kullanilmayacaktir.

Degerli katilimlariniz igin gok tesekkiir ederim.
Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Oneesi Ogrenci Anketi

Yas: 1]

Cinsiyet: [IBayan  [XBay

Bolim: lneR)intza it S AR s
v J » v
Brans:
Ders: Lty {i1re
Sinif: DX Hazirlik sifi
] 1. smuf
2. sif
3. simf
4. simf

1) Yazma derslerinizde ingilizcenizin gelistigini diistiniiyor musunuz?
Evet [7J Hayir

2) Yazma derslerinizde teslim ettiginiz 6devlerinize ogretmeninizden dil hatalarinizla ilgili
geribildirim aliyor musunuz?
Evet [] Hayir

3) Yazma derslerinde 6devlerinizi teslim ettiginizde Ingilizceniz 6devinizin bir pargasi olarak
degerlendirilir mi? Yani, Ingilizcedeki yetkinlikleriniz (yani, dogruluk, akcilik, akademik
dil, fikir organizasyonu) édeviniz igin bir degerlendirme kriteri midir?

Evet (] Hayir
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4)

3)

6)

7)

8)

9)

Yazma dersi ogretmeninizin Ingilizcenizi degerlendirebilecek ve dil hatalaniniza
geribildirim verebilgfk yetkinlige sahip oldugunu diistiniiyor musunuz?
Evet [ Hayir

Dil 6grenmek ya da dilinizi gelistirmek i¢in herhangi bir bilgisayar programi kullandiniz

mi?
Evet [ Hayir

Evet ise, liitfen programin ismini yazimiz: () a0 oz
\J

Bilgisayar teknolojisinin Ingilizcenizi gelistirmenize yardimeci olabilecegini disiiyor
musunuz?
IE{Svet [T Hayir

Ogretmeninize odevinizi teslim etmeden &nce bir bilgisayar programinin dilinizi
degerlendirmesini ve dil hatalariniza geribildirim almak ister misiniz?
] Evet Hayir

Bilgisayar teknolojisinin dilinizi dogru bir sekilde degerlendirebilecegini dustiniiyor
musunuz?
[] Evet D/ Hayir

Ingilizcenizin asagidaki hangi ozellikleri agisindan daha ¢ok geribildirime ihtiyag
duyarsimiz? (birden fazla secenezi segebilirsiniz)
Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, zamir, zne-yiiklem uyumu, vs.)
[ Teknik yonler (yani, noktalama, biiyiik harf kullanimi, yazim denetimi, vs.)
[] Kullanim (yani, karistirilan kelimeler, edat, olumsuzlastirma, vs.)
[ Bigim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun ciimleler, uygunsuz kelimler, vs.)
Ef[a)ﬁzenlemc ve fikir gelistirme (yani, ana ciimle, ana fikirler, vs.)

10) Dil 8grenmek icin bir/bilgisayar programi kullanabileceginizi dustintiyor musunuz?

Evet [ Hayir

11) Eger bir bilgisayar programi dil hatalarmizla ilgili geribildirim verebilirse, bunun i¢in para

ddemeyi kabul eder misiniz?

(I Evet d'rlay]r
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Degerli Katilimeilar,

Bu anket Jowa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulugu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme araci) adh aragtirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten
uyarlanmistir. Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yuriittiigiim yiiksek
lisans tezi igin veri toplama amagh uyarlanmigtir. Bu anketin amac1 yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim
alma yontemleriyle ilgili diigtincelerinizi 6grenmek ve dil 6grenme stirecinde teknoloji kullanimimizi
incelemektir. Anket sonuglari farkli bir amag i¢in kullanilmayacaktir.

Degerli katilimlariniz igin gok tesekkir ederim.

Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dah, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Oncesi Ogrenci Anketi

Yas: 20 =
Cinsiyet: Eéayan []Bay
Bolim: Inoilisee  Soredmantip’
J 0 d
Brang:
Ders: “AQ{ linee
J
Sinif: Q/Haznhk sinifi

1. simf
2. sif
[13. siuf
4. siuf

1) Yazma derslerinizde Ingilizcenizin gelistigini diistiniiyor musunuz?

Igfvet [] Hayr

2) Yazma derslerinizde teslim ettiginiz 6devlerinize 6gretmeninizden dil hatalarinizla ilgili
geribildirim aliyor musynuz?
m’g\‘:ﬂ ] Hayir

3) Yazma derslerinde ddevlerinizi teslim ettiginizde ingilizceniz §devinizin bir pargasi olarak
degerlendirilir mi? Yani, Ingilizcedeki yetkinlikleriniz (yani, dogruluk, akicilik, akademik
dil, fikir organizasyony) 6deviniz i¢gin bir degerlendirme kriteri midir?

Evet [ Hayir
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4

5)

6)

7)

8

9)

BT

Yazma dersi Ggretmeninizin Ingilizcenizi degerlendirebilecek ve dil hatalarimiza
geribildirim verebilecek yetkinlige sahip oldugunu diistinityor musunuz?
Evet ] Hayir

Dil 6grenmek ya da dilinizi gelistirmek igin herhangi bir bilgisayar programi kullandiniz

m?
] Evet [ Hayir

Evet ise, liitfen programin ismini yaziniz:

Rilgisayar teknolojisinin Ingilizcenizi gelistirmenize yardimei olabilecegini diisiiyor
musunuz?
Q/Evet (] Hayir

Ogretmeninize odevinizi teslim etmeden &nce bir bilgisayar programmin dilinizi
degerlendirmesini ve dil hatalariniza geribildirim almak ister misiniz?
Evet ] Hayir

Bilgisayar teknolojisinin dilinizi dogru bir sekilde degerlendirebilecegini diistiniiyor
musunuz?
[Q/Evet (] Hayir

ingilizcenizin asagidaki hangi ozellikleri agisindan daha ok geribildirime ihtiyag
duyarsiniz? (birden fazla secenegi secebilirsiniz)
gbilbil gisi (yani, zamanlar, zamir, 6zne-yiiklem uyumu, vs.)
eknik yonler (yani, noktalama, biiyiik harf kullanimi, yazim denetimi, vs.)
Kullanim (yani, karistirilan kelimeler, edat, olumsuzlastirma, vs.)
[] Bigim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun ciimleler, uygunsuz kelimler, vs.)
[] Diizenleme ve fikir gelistirme (yani, ana ciimle, ana fikirler, vs.)

10) Dil 6grenmek igin bir bilgisayar program1 kullanabileceginizi diistiniiyor musunuz?

Evet [J Hayir

11) Eger bir bilgisayar programi dil hatalarinizla ilgili geribildirim verebilirse, bunun igin para

Sdemeyi kabul eder misiniz?
Evet ] Hayir
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Degerli Katiimeilar,

Bu anket lowa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulugu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme araci) adli arastirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten
uyarlanmigtir. Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiiriittiigiim yiiksek
lisans tezi igin veri toplama amach uyarlanmistir. Bu anketin amaci1 yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim

alma yontemleriyle ilgili diisiincelerinizi 6grenmek ve dil 6grenme siirecinde teknoloji kullanimimizi
incelemektir. Anket sonuglari farkli bir amag i¢in kullanilmayacaktir.

Degerli katilimlariniz igin ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.
Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dah, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Oncesi Ogrenci Anketi

Yas: 2¢

Cinsiyet: X Bayan O Bay

Bolim: inglixe Sareknedis
J / J
Brans:
Ders: Nailisce
Sinif: ¥ Hazirlik st
[]1. smf
[J2. simf
[]3. smif
(] 4. simf

1) Yazma derslerinizde Ingilizcenizin gelistigini diistiniiyor musunuz?

DX Evet [] Hayir

2) Yazma derslerinizde teslim ettiginiz 6devlerinize dgretmeninizden dil hatalarinizla ilgili
geribildirim aliyor musunuz?

B¢ Evet [ Hayrr

3) Yazma derslerinde ddevlerinizi teslim ettiginizde Ingilizceniz 6devinizin bir pargasi olarak
degerlendirilir mi? Yani, Ingilizcedeki yetkinlikleriniz (yani, dogruluk, akicilik, akademik
dil, fikir organizasyonu) 6deviniz icin bir degerlendirme kriteri midir?

IX Evet [] Hayir
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5)

6)

7

8)

9)

Yazma dersi Ogretmeninizin Ingilizcenizi deferlendirebilecek ve dil hatalarmiza
geribildirim verebilecek yetkinlige sahip oldugunu diisiintiyor musunuz?

Evet ] Hayir

Dil 6grenmek ya da dilinizi geligtirmek i¢in herhangi bir bilgisayar programi kullandimz

mi?
] Evet B4 Hayir

Evet ise, liitfen programin ismini yaziniz:

Rilgisayar teknolojisinin ingilizcenizi gelistirmenize yardimer olabilecegini diisiiyor
musunuz?

[] Evet B4 Hayir

Ogretmeninize 6devinizi teslim etmedea once bir bilgisayar programmm dilinizi
degerlendirmesini ve dil hatalariniza geribildirim almak ister misiniz?

P Evet ] Hayir
Bilgisayar teknolojisinin dilinizi dogru bir sekilde degerlendirebilecegini diistiniiyor
musunuz?

[ Evet X Hayir

Ingilizcenizin asagidaki hangi ozellikleri acisindan daha g¢ok geribildirime ihtiyag
duyarsmiz? (birden fazla segenedi segebilirsiniz)

["] Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, zamir, 6zne-yiiklem uyumu, vs.)

7] Teknik yonler (yani, noktalama, bityiik harf kullanimi, yazim denetimi, vs.)

Kullanim (yani, karistirilan kelimeler, edat, olumsuzlastirma, vs.)

Bicim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun ciimleler, uygunsuz kelimler, vs.)

DX Diizenteme ve fikir gelistirme (yani, ana climle, ana fikirler, vs.)

10) Dil 5grenmek igin bir bilgisayar programi kullanabileceginizi diistiniiyor musunuz?

B¢ Evet [] Hayir

11) Eger bir bilgisayar program dil hatalarinizla ilgili geribildirim verebilirse, bunun i¢in para

odemeyi kabul eder misiniz?

] Evet X Hayir
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Degerli Katilimeilar,

Bu anket Iowa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma DeFerlendirme araci) adhi arastirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten
uyarlanmustir. Bu anket Ufik Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalnda yiiriittiigiim yiiksek
lisans tezi igin veri toplama amagli uyarlanmustir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim
alma yontemleriyle ilgili diistincelerinizi 6grenmek ve dil dgrenme siirecinde teknoloji kullanimimzi
incelemektir. Anket sonuglar farkli bir amag igin kullanilmayacaktir,

Degerli katihmlariniz igin ¢ok tegekkiir ederim.
Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dal, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Oncesi Ogrenci Anketi

Yas:

Cinsiyet: gayan [Bay

' i
Bélim: [heisee
fa)
Brans:
Ders: N0
Simif: [P Hazilik simfi

1. smf
[]2.siuf
(13, simf
[14. simf

1) Yazma derslerinizde Ingilizeenizin geligtigini diisiintiyor musunuz?

B/Evet (] Hayir

2) Yazma derslerinizde teslim ettiginiz ddevlerinize ogretmeninizden dil hatalarinizla ilgili
geribildirim aliyor musunuz?

[WEvet [] Hayir

3) Yazma derslerinde 6devlerinizi teslim ettiginizde Ingilizceniz Sdevinizin bir parasi olarak
degerlendirilir mi? Yzni, ingilizcedeki yetkinlikleriniz (yani, dogruluk, akicilik, akademik
dil, fikir organizasyonu) ddeviniz igin bir degerlendirme kriteri midir?

M\»’et ] Hayrr
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4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

33

Yazma dersi Ogretmeninizin Ingilizcenizi degerlendirebilecek ve dil hatalarmiza
geribildirim verebilecek yetkinlige sahip oidugunu diisiiniiyor musunuz?
M\/et [ Hayw

Dil 6grenmek ya da dilinizi gelistirmek igin herhangi bir bilgisayar programi kullandiniz
mi?

[ 1Evet [ Hayir

Evet ise, liitfen programin ismini yaziniz:

Bilgisayar teknolojisinin Ingilizcenizi gelistirmenize yardimer olabilecegini diisliyor
musunuz?

@/Evet ] Hayir
Ogretmeninize &devinizi teslim etmeden once bir bilgisayar programimin dilinizi
degerlendirmesini ve dil hatalarimiza geribildirim almak ister misiniz?

mvet [___]Haylr

Bilgisayar teknolojisinin dilinizi dogru bir sekilde degerlendirebilecegini diiglintiyor
musunuz?

] Evet [Z/Haytr

ingilizcenizin agagidaki hangi ozellikleri agisindan daha cok geribildirime ihtiyag
duyarsiniz? (birden fazla segenegi secebilirsiniz)

IE’T)ilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, zamir, 6zne-ytiklem uyumu, vs.)

[7] Teknik yénler (yani, noktalama, biiyiik harf kullanimi, yazim denetimi, vs.)
E]'](ullamm (yani, karigtirilan kelimeler, edat, olumsuzlastirma, vs.)

[T Bigim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun climleler, uygunsuz kelimler, vs.)

[} Diizenleme ve fikir gelistirme (yani, ana ciimle, ana fikirler, vs.)

10) Dil 6grenmek igin bir bilgisayar programt kullanabileceginizi diistiniiyor musunuz?

(] Evet Mfyll’

11) Eger bir bilgisayar programi dil hatalarinizla ilgili geribildirim verebilirse, bunun igin para

ddemeyi kabul eder misiniz?
[]Evet layir
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Degerli Katilimeilar,

<40

Bu anket Towa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme aract) adli aragtirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten
uyarlanmustir. Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiiriittiigiim yiiksek
lisans tezi i¢in veri toplama amagli uyarlanmistir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim
alma yontemleriyle ilgili diistincelerinizi 6grenmek ve dil dgrenme stirecinde teknoloji kullanimimizi
incelemektir. Anket sonuglari farkli bir amag i¢in kullaniimayacaktir.

Degerli katilimlariniz i¢in ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.

Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali, Ufuk Universitesi

Yas:
Cinsiyet:
Boliim:
Brans:
Ders:

Simf:

Uygulama Oncesi Ogrenci Anketi

1%

[ABavan [ ]Bay

it  OCedpenliol
) )

1) Yazma derslerinizde Ingilizcenizin gelistigini diisiiniiyor musunuz?

/Evet [ Hayr

2) Yazma derslerinizde teslim ettiginiz ddevlerinize 6gretmeninizden dil hatalarinizla ilgili

geribildirim aliyor musunuz?

A Evet ] Hayrr

3) Yazma derslerinde ddevlerinizi teslim ettiginizde Ingilizceniz 6devinizin bir pargasi olarak
degerlendirilir mi? Yani, Ingilizcedeki yetkinlikleriniz (yani, dogruluk, akicilik, akademik
dil, fikir organizasyonu) ddeviniz i¢in bir degerlendirme kriteri midir?

Evet [ Hayir
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5)

6)

8

9)

Yazma dersi ogretmeninizin Ingilizcenizi degerlendirebilecek ve dil hatalarimza
geribildirim verebilecek yetkinlige sahip oldugunu diisiiniiyor musunuz?
Evet ] Hayir

Dil 6grenmek ya da dilinizi gelistirmek i¢in herhangi bir bilgisayar programi kullandimz

mi? /
[ Evet 7] Hayir

Evet ise, liitfen programin ismini yaziniz:

Bilgisayar teknolojisinin Ingilizcenizi gelistirmenize yardimei olabilecegini diisiiyor
musunuz?

Dj Evet [ Hayir

Ogretmeninize odevinizi teslim etmeden once bir bilgisayar programimn dilinizi
degerlendirmesini ve dil hatalariniza geribildirim almak ister misiniz?
] Evet [\l Hayir

Bilgisayar teknolojisinin dilinizi dogru bir sekilde degerlendirebilecegini diisiiniiyor
musunuz?
(] Evet [ Hayir

Ingilizcenizin asagidaki hangi ozellikleri agisindan daha gok geribildirime ihtiyag
duyarsiniz? (birden fazla segenegi secebilirsiniz)

[ Dilbil gisi (yani, zamanlar, zamir, 6zne-ytiklem uyumu, vs.)

[:]‘ Teknik yonler (yani, noktalama, biiyiik harf kullanimi, yazim denetimi, vs.)

Eﬂ Kullanim (yani, karigtirilan kelimeler, edat, olumsuzlastirma, vs.)

[T] Bigim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun ciimleler, uygunsuz kelimler, vs.)

[] Diizenleme ve fikir gelistirme (yani, ana ciimle, ana fikirler, vs.)

19) Dil 6grenmek igin bir bilgisayar programi kullanabileceginizi diistintiyor musunuz?

] Evet Hayir

11) Eger bir bilgisayar program dil hatalarinizla ilgili geribildirim verebilirse, bunun i¢in para

Gdemeyi kabul eder n}isiniz?

] Evet [ Hayir
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Degerli Katihmecilar,

Bu anket Iowa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme aract) adli arastirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten
uyarlanmustir. Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiiriittiigiim yiiksek
lisans tezi igin veri toplama amacli uyarlanmugtir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim

alma yontemleriyle ilgili diisiincelerinizi 8grenmek ve dil dgrenme siirecinde teknoloji kullanimmizy
incelemektir. Anket sonuglart farkl: bir amag igin kullanilmayacaktir.

Degerli katihmlarmiz i¢in gok tesekkiir ederim.

Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dal, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Oncesi Ogrenci Anketi

Yas: 1€

Cinsiyet: M/Bayan []Bay
Boliim: lapilice featmanlip
Brans: ; : .
Ders: !’4:0;‘,';”-«47.

Simif: M)f{azw]lk sinifi

(] 1. siuf
2. smuf

[13. simf
] 4. siuf

1) Yazma derslerinizde Ingilizcenizin geligtigini diigtiniiyor musunuz?

MEvet (] Hayir

2) Yazma derslerinizde teslim ettiginiz 6devlerinize 6gretmeninizden dil hatalarmizla ilgili
geribildirim aliyor mysunuz?
Evet [] Hayir

3) Yazma derslerinde devlerinizi teslim ettiginizde Ingilizceniz 8devinizin bir pargast olarak
degerlendirilir mi? Yani, Ingilizcedeki yetkinlikleriniz (yani, dogruluk, akicilik, akademik
dil, fikir organizasyony) ddeviniz igin bir degerlendirme kriteri midir?

Evet (] Haymr
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4)

5

6)

8)

9)

W

Yazma dersi gretmeninizin Ingilizcenizi degerlendirebilecek ve dil hatalarimiza
geribildirim verebilecek yetkinlige sahip oldugunu diisiiniiyor musunuz?
Evet ] Hayir

Dil dgrenmek ya da dilinizi gelistirmek i¢in herhangi bir bilgisayar programi kullandiniz

m1?
] Evet \jHayzr

Evet ise, liitfen programin ismini yaziniz: ==

Bilgisayar teknolojisinin Ingilizcenizi gelistirmenize yardimer olabilecegini diigiiyor
musunuz?
[ Evet Q{Haylr

Ogretmeninize Gdevinizi teslim etmeden once bir bilgisayar programinmn dilinizi
degerlendirmesini ve dil hatalariniza geribildirim almak ister misiniz?
Evet ] Hayir

Bilgisayar teknolojisinin dilinizi dogru bir sekilde degerlendirebilecegini diisiiniiyor
musunuz? ./
Evet [ Hayrr

Ingilizcenizin asagidaki hangi &zellikleri agisindan daha ¢ok geribildirime ihtiyag
duyarsiniz? (birden fazla segenegi secebilirsiniz)

[] Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, zamir, 6zne-yiiklem uyumu, vs.)

[] Teknik yénler (vani, noktalama, biiyiik harf kullanimi, yazim denetimi, vs.)
MKullamm (yani, kantirilan kelimeler, edat, olumsuzlagtirma, vs.)

] Bigim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun ciimleler, uygunsuz kelimler, vs.)

[ Diizenleme ve fikir gelistirme (yani, ana ciimle, ana fikirler, vs.)

10) Dil 6grenmek igin bir bilgisayar programi kullanabileceginizi distiniiyor musunuz?

] Evet Hayir

11) Eger bir bilgisayar programi dil hatalarmizla ilgili geribildirim verebilirse, bunun i¢in para

odemeyi kabul eder misiniz?
Evet [ Hayir
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Degerli Katiimeilar,

2
6’1

Bu anket Towa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme aract) adli aragtirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten
uyarlanmugtir. Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda ytiriittiigiim yiiksek
lisans tezi igin veri toplama amagli uyarlanmigtir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim
alma yontemleriyle ilgili distincelerinizi 6grenmek ve dil 6grenme siirecinde teknoloji kullaniminizi
incelemektir. Anket sonuglari farkli bir amag icin kullanilmayacaktir.

Degerli katilimlariniz igin ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.

Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dah, Ufuk Universitesi

Yas:
Cinsiyet:
Bolim:
Brans:
Ders:

Sinif:

Uygulama Oncesi Ogrenci Anketi

i
[#Bayan [ Bay
> N ol s
&55% ilio ce QQP(E:HY\Q’”I f) |
{noilioce
J
[X] Hazirlik sy
(] 1. siuf
[]2. siuf

3. siif
4. smif

1) Yazma derslerinizde Ingilizeenizin gelistigini diisiiniiyor musunuz?

Evet (] Hayir

2) Yazma derslerinizde teslim ettiginiz ddevlerinize 6gretmeninizden dil hatalarinizla ilgili
geribildirim aliyor musunuz?

Evet [ Hayir

3) Yazma derslerinde ddevlerinizi teslim ettiginizde Ingilizceniz ddevinizin bir parcasi olarak
degerlendirilir mi? Yani, Ingilizcedeki yetkinlikleriniz (yani, dogruluk, akicilik, akademik
dil, fikir organizasyonu) 6deviniz i¢in bir degerlendirme kriteri midir?

@ Evet ] Hayrr
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4)

6)

7)

8)

9)

Yazma dersi Ogretmeninizin Ingilizcenizi degerlendirebilecek ve dil hatalarimza
geribildirim verebilecek yetkinlige sahip oldugunu diisiiniiyor musunuz?
(M) Evet [ Hayir

Dil dgrenmek ya da dilinizi gelistirmek igin herhangi bir bilgisayar programi kullandiniz

mi1?
e (@

Evet ise, liitfen programin ismini yazimz:

Bilgisayar teknolojisinin Ingilizcenizi gelistirmenize yardimer olabilecegini diisiiyor
musunuz?
[X] Evet [] Hayrr

Opretmeninize Odevinizi teslim etmeden &nce bir bilgisayar programinin dilinizi
degerlendirmesini ve dil hatalarimiza geribildirim almak ister misiniz?

(A Evet ] Hayir

Bilgisayar teknolojisinin dilinizi dogru bir sekilde degerlendirebilecegini diistintiyor
musunuz?
K] Evet [ Hayrr

Ingilizcenizin asagidaki hangi ozellikleri agisindan daha ¢ok geribildirime ihtiyag
duyarsmiz? (birden fazla secenegi segebilirsiniz)

[ADilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, zamir, 6zne-yiiklem uyumu, vs.)

[ Teknik yonler (yani, noktalama, biiyiik harf kullanimi, yazim denetimi, vs.)

[ Kullanim (yani, karistirilan kelimeler, edat, olumsuzlastirma, vs.)

[\UBicim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun ciimleler, uygunsuz kelimler, vs.)

[UDiizenleme ve fikir gelistirme (yani, ana ciimle, ana fikirler, vs.)

10) Dil 6grenmek i¢in bir bilgisayar programi kullanabileceginizi diisiiniiyor musunuz?

(B Evet [] Hayir

11) Eger bir bilgisayar programi dil hatalarmizla ilgili geribildirim verebilirse, bunun i¢in para

ddemeyi kabul eder misiniz?
(X Evet [ Hayir
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Degerli Katiimetlar,

Bu anket Iowa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulugu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme aract) adl aragtirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten
uyarlanmugtir. Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiiriitttigiim yiiksek
lisans tezi i¢in veri toplama amagli uyarlanmistir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim

alma yontemleriyle ilgili diisiincelerinizi $grenmek ve dil 6grenme siirecinde teknoloji kullanimimizi
incelemektir. Anket sonuglart farkli bir amag i¢in kullamlmayacaktir.

Degerli katilimlariniz igin gok tesekkiir ederim.
Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dah, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Oncesi Ogrenci Anketi

Yas: =

Cinsiyet: M Bayan [ Bay

Boliim: T{»{\i”;?:lr e O "n,w o \iE)
Brang:
Ders: lhotice

J

Sinif: mazzrhk sinifi

[]1.simf
2. smf
[13. siuf
] 4. sif

1) Yazma derslerinizde Ingilizcenizin gelistigini diisiiniiyor musunuz?

(/] Evet (] Hayir

2) Yazma derslerinizde teslim ettiginiz ddevlerinize 6gretmeninizden dil hatalarinizla ilgili
geribildirim alryor musunuz?

[ Evet (] Hayir

3) Yazma derslerinde ddevlerinizi teslim ettiginizde Ingilizceniz 6devinizin bir pargast olarak
degerlendirilir mi? Yani, Ingilizcedeki yetkinlikleriniz (yani, dogruluk, akicihik, akademik
dil, fikir organizasyonu) édeviniz i¢in bir degerlendirme kriteri midir?

Evet [ Hayir
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4) Yazma dersi ogretmeninizin Ingilizeenizi degerlendivebilecek ve dil hatalariniza
geribildirim verebilecek yetkiniige sahip oldugunu diistintiyor musunuz?
Evet [ Hayir

5) Dil 6grenmek ya da dilinizi gelistirmek i¢in herhangi bir bilgisayar programi kullandiniz

mi?
[Q/Evet O] Bayr

% iz % ¥ % o S |
Evet 1s€, liitfen programin ismint yaziniz: H? “‘Q !g;](ak

6) Bilgisayar teknolojisinin Ingilizeenizi gelistirmenize yardimc: olabilecegini disiiyor
musunuz?
Q/Evet ] Haywr

7) Ogretmeninize 6devinizi teslim etmeden &nce bir bilgisayar programimin dilinizi
degerlendirmesini ve dil hatalariniza geribildirim almak ister misiniz?
Evet [] Hayir

8) Bilgisayar teknolojisinin diiinizi dogru bir sekilde degerlendirebilecegini diistintiyor

musunuz?
[ Evet m Hayir
9) Ingilizcenizin agagidaki hangi ozellikleri agisindan daha ¢ok geribildirime ihtiyag

duyarsmniz? (birden fazla segenegi segebilirsiniz)
] Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, zamir, 6zne-yiiklem uyumu, vs.)
O Teknik yonler (yani, noktalama, biiyitk harf kullanimi, yazim denetimi, vs.)
{AKullanim (yani, karistinilan kelimeler, edat, olumsuzlagtirma, vs.)

icim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun ciimleler, uygunsuz kelimler, vs.)
/Dﬁzenleme ve fikir gelistirme (yani, ana ciimle, ana fikirler, vs.)

10) Dil 6grenmek igin bir bilgisayar programi kullanabileceginizi diisiiniiyor musunuz?
Evet [ Hayn

11) Eger bir bilgisavar programi dil hatalarmizla ilgili geribiidirim verebilirse, bunun igin para

Gdemeyi kabul eder misiniz?
@ Evet [ Hayur
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Degerli Katilimeilar,

Bu anket Towa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme araci) adli aragtima grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten
uyarlanmigtir. Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiiriittiigiim yitksek
lisans tezi i¢in veri toplama amagli uyarlanmustir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim

alma yontemleriyle ilgili diistincelerinizi 6grenmek ve dil 6grenme siirecinde teknoloji kullaniminizi
incelemektir. Anket sonuglar: farkli bir amag igin kullanilmayacaktir.

Degerli katilimlariniz icin ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.
Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dah, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Oncesi Ogrenci Anketi

Yas: Q.i. g
Cinsiyet: [ Bayan %ay

Bélim: 1y Wice os/etren L‘§i
\J
Brang:
. '
Ders: Ing! lrl_ce
Sinif: \Z’Hazxrhk sinifi
[]1. simf
[]2.simf
ERTH
L] 4. simf

1) Yazma derslerinizde Ingilizcenizin gelistigini diisiiniiyor musunuz?

vgvet (] Hayir

2) Yazma derslerinizde teslim ettiginiz 6devlerinize 6gretmeninizden dil hatalarmizla ilgili
geribildirim altyor mygunuz?
Evet (] Hayir

3) Yazma derslerinde 8devlerinizi teslim ettiginizde Ingilizceniz 6devinizin bir pargast olarak
degerlendirilir mi? Yani, Ingilizcedeki vetkinlikleriniz (yani, dogruluk, akicilik, akademik
dil, fikir organizasyopu) Gdeviniz i¢in bir degerlendirme kriteri midir?

\dE\'et [ Hayir
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4) Yazma dersi ogretmeninizin Ingilizcenizi degerlendirebilecek ve dil hatalarmiza
geribildirim verebilecek yetkinlige sahip oldugunu diiginiiyor musunuz?

\E Evet ] Hayir

5) Dil 6grenmek ya da dilinizi gelistirmek iin herhangi bir bilgisayar programi kullandiniz

mi? r
(] Evet \Q’éylr

Evet ise, liitfen programin ismini yaziniz:

6) Bilgisayar teknolojisinin Ingilizcenizi gelistirmenize yardimer olabilecegini disiiyor

musunuz?
[ Evet Hayir

7) Ogretmeninize 6devinizi teslim etmeden Gnce bir bilgisayar programmin dilinizi
degerlendirmesini ve dil hatalariniza geribildirim almak ister misiniz?
(] Evet Hayir

8) Bilgisayar teknolojisinin dilinizi dogru bir sekilde degerlendirebilecegini disiiniiyor
musunuz?
] Evet Hayr

9) Ingilizeenizin asagidaki hangi ozellikleri agisindan daha gok geribildirime ihtiyag
duyarsimz? (birden fazla segenegi segebilirsiniz)
Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, zamir, 6zne-yiiklem uyumu, vs.)
[[] Teknik yonler (yani, noktalama, biiyiik harf kullanimi, yazim denetimi, vs.)
\% Kullanim (yani, karistirilan kelimeler, edat, olumsuzlagtirma, vs.)
Bigim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun ciimleler, uygunsuz kelimler, vs.)
\/Z Diizenleme ve fikir gelistirme (yani, ana ciimle, ana fikirler, vs.)

10) Dil dgrenmek igin bir bilgisayar programi kullanabileceginizi diisiintiyor musunuz?
(] Evet \Q/ Hayir

11) Eger bir bilgisayar program1 dil hatalarinizla iigili geribildirim verebilirse, bunun igin para
ddemeyi kabul eder misiniz?
[] Evet Hayir

131



W
S
(92

Degerli Katihmeilar,

Bu anket Iowa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulugu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme aract) adli arastirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten
uyarlanmstir, Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiriittigim yiiksek
lisans tezi igin veri toplama amagch uyarlanmistir. Bu anketin amact yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim
alma yontemleriyle ilgili duisiincelerinizi grenmek ve dil 6grenme siirecinde teknoloji kullanimimizi
incelemektir. Anket sonuglart farkli bir amag i¢in kullamlmayacaktir.

Degerli katilimlariniz i¢in gok tesekkiir ederim.
Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dah, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Oncesi Ogrenci Anketi

Yas:
Cinsiyet: Q’ﬁiyan [ Bay
Boliim:
Brang:
Ders:
Sinif: [FFHazirhik smifi
[]1.smf
2. smf
[]3.smf
4. siuf

1) Yazma derslerinizde ingilizcenizin gelistigini diistintiyor musunuz?

(L] Evet (] Hayur

2) Yazma derslerinizde teslim ettiginiz 6devlerinize 6gretmeninizden dil hatalarinizla ilgili
geribildirim aliyor musunuz?

[ Evet ] Hayrr

3) Yazma derslerinde 6devlerinizi teslim ettiginizde Ingilizceniz 6devinizin bir pargast olarak
degerlendirilir mi? Yani, Ingilizcedeki yetkinlikleriniz (yani, dogruluk, akicilik, akademik
dil, fikir organizasyonu) ddeviniz i¢in bir degerlendirme kriteri midir?

(7] Evet (] Hayir

132



4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

Yazma dersi Ogretmeninizin Ingilizcenizi degerlendirebilecek ve dil hatalariniza
geribildirim verebilecek yetkinlige sahip oldugunu distiniiyor musunuz?
Evet ] Hayir

Dil 8grenmek ya da dilinizi gelistirmek igin herhangi bir bilgisayar programi kullandiniz
mi?

’/évct [ Hayrr

Evet ise, liitfen programin ismini yaziniz: O @ev M irel
Al

Bilgisayar teknolojisinin Ingilizcenizi gelistirmenize yardimer olabilecegini diisiiyor
musunuz?

IE/}évet ] Hayir

Ogretmeninize odevinizi teslim etmeden once bir bilgisayar programinm dilinizi
degerlendirmesini ve dil hatalariniza geribildirim aimak ister misiniz?
vet (] Hayir

Bilgisayar teknolojisinin dilinizi dogru bir sekilde degerlendirebilecegini diisiiniiyor

musunuz?
] Evet IE’gaylr

Ingilizcenizin asagidaki hangi ozellikleri agisindan daha ok geribildirime ihtiyag
duyarsiniz? (birden fazla se¢enegi secebilirsiniz)

[} Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, zamir, 6zne-yiiklem uyumu, vs.)

] Teknik yonler (yani, noktalama, biiyiik harf kullanmmi, yazim denetimi, vs.)

[ Kullamm (yani, karistirilan kelimeler, edat, olumsuzlastirma, vs.)

[ZBigim (vani, tekrar, kisa/uzun ciimleler, uygunsuz kelimler, vs.)

@'ﬁﬁzenleme ve fikir gelistirme (vani, ana ciimle, ana fikirler, vs.)

16) Dil 6grenmek i¢in bir bilgisayar programi kullanabileceginizi diisiiniiyor musunuz?

[7] Evet OHayr

11) Eger bir bilgisayar program: dil hatalarinizla iigili geribildirim verebilirse, bunun igin para

ddemeyi kabul eder misiniz?

I Evet [} Hayir
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Appendix 9: Post-implementation student surveys

Degerli Katilimeilar,

Bu anket lowa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme arac) adli arastirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten uyarlanmistir.
Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiiriittiigiim yiiksek lisans tezi igin veri
toplama amagli uyarlanmigtir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim alma yontemleriyle ilgili
diigiincelerinizi 6grenmek ve dil dgrenme siirecinde teknoloji kullaniminizi incelemektir. Anket sonuglari
farklt bir amag i¢in kullanilmayacaktir.

Degerli katilimlariniz i¢in ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.

Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Sonrasi Ogrenci Anketi

Yas: 0
Cinsiyet: []Bayan Bﬁy
Boliim: ST
Brans:
0 ]
Ders: Lasilizee

Simif: Mle’llk sinifi
(] 1. siif
2. smif
[]3. smif
(] 4. simf

1) CyWrite’1ilk kez mi kullandiniz?
a. [;LB\//et [ Hayir

2) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmek igin daha once bir bilgisayar programi kullanmig

miydiniz? ;
a. []Evet MIr

b. Evet ise, litfen programin adin1 yazimiz? :

3) Sizce CyWrite Ingilizce’nizi gelistirmeye yardimer oldu mu?
a. ‘Wet [J Hayir

4) Sizce CyWri ﬁgilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmeye yardimci oldu mu?
a. vet O Hayir
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5) CyWrite't kullanmig olmaktan ne kadar memnunsunuz?
a. [] Cok Memnunum
b. emnunum
¢. [ ]Kararsizim
d. []Memnun degilim
e. []Hig memnun degilim

6) CyWrite geribildiriminden asagidaki basliklar agisindan ne kadar memnun kaldiniz?

Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, etken-edilgen ¢atilar, 6zne-yiiklem uyumu, vs.)
(] Cok Memnunum memnunum (] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

Teknik y6nler (yani, nokt#lama, biiyiik harf kullanimu, vs.)
[] Gok Memnunum [\ / Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

Kullanim (yani, karigtirilan kelimeler, olumsuzlagtirma, vs.)
[ Cok Memnunum mmnunum [[] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [ ] Hi¢ memnun degilim

Bigim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun ctimleler, uygunsuz kelimeler, vs.)
[] Gok Memnunum f J#emnunum [] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [] Hig memnun degilim

Diizenleme ve Fikir gelistirme (yani, ana ciimle, ana fikirler, vs.)
[ Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum ararsizim [_| Memnun degilim [_] Hi¢ memnun degilim

7) CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinize nasil katki sagladi?

Picicam  ygehih déoe|bmele e Aenlisloriqnn
B) >S90 § X v J X
VA - § % G
L kine Ved” Oy v vE du&d\c« [P SF enmem/
(ﬁ'u:'c;“l/

8) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmede CyWrite size hangi durumlarda yardim edemedi?

9) CyWrite’in kullanirken herhangi bir zorluk yagadiniz m1?
a. Vet [] Hayir

Evet ise, ne zorluklar yasadiginizi yaziniz: 5(:'«) Lol 2l %nes
‘6@»%’;'\(-;10\ co ]z Q.QJB'.L‘” o
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10) CyWrite't kullanmada kendinize ne kadar giiveniyorsunuz?

a. [UCok

b. []Biraz

¢. [Kararsiz
d. []Biraz

e. [Hig

11) ilerleyen yillayda derslerinizde CyWrite’s kullanmaya devam etmek ister misiniz?
a. “vet ] Hayir

12) Eger varsa, CyWrite ile ilgili diger yorumlarmiz nelerdir:
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Degerli Katihmeilar,

Bu anket Iowa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme araci) adli aragtirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten uyarlanmistir.
Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiiriittigiim yiiksek lisans tezi igin veri
toplama amagli uyarlanmigtir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim alma yéntemleriyle ilgili
diigiincelerinizi dgrenmek ve dil 6grenme siirecinde teknoloji kullaniminizi incelemektir. Anket sonuglari
farklt bir amag i¢in kullaniimayacaktir.

Degerli katilimlarimiz i¢in ok tegekkiir ederim.

Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Sonrasi Ogrenci Anketi
Yas: /lO?

Cinsiyet: [JBayan [ Bay

~

Béliim: Th)

Brang: I o *’ﬁroeﬂm’@‘

Ders: Nt S
5

Smuf: XTI Hazirlik sinifi

1. simif
(] 2. smif
[13. smuf
[ 4. siuf

1) CyWrite’1 ilk kez mi kullandiniz?
a. Evet [ Hayir

2) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmek igin daha ¢nce bir bilgisayar programi kullanmig
miydiniz?

a. []Evet IZ[ Hayir

b. Evetise, liitfen programin adini yaziniz? :

3) Sizce CyWrite Ingilizce’nizi gelistirmeye yardimci oldu mu?
a. [ Evet [] Hayur

4) Sizce CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmeye yardime1 oldu mu?

a. [X|Evet [] Hayir
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5) CyWrite’1 kullanmus olmaktan ne kadar memnunsunuz?
a. X] Cok Memnunum
b. [] Memnunum
¢. []Kararsizim
d. [[J Memnun degilim
e. [ Hig memnun degilim

6) CyWrite geribildiriminden asagidaki baghklar agisindan ne kadar memnun kaldiniz?

Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, etken-edilgen catilar, 9zne-yiiklem uyumu, vs.)
K] Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [_] Kararstzim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hi¢ memnun degilim

Teknik yonler (yani, noktalama, biiyiik harf kullanimu, vs.)
X] Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [ ] Kararsizim [ ] Memnun degilim [ ] Hig memnun degilim

Kullanim (yani, karigtirilan kelimeler, olumsuzlagtirma, vs.)
JX] Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [] Memnun degilim [_] Hi¢ memnun degilim

Bigim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun ciimleler, uygunsuz kelimeler, vs.)
[] Cok Memnunum ﬁ] Memnunum [_| Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

Diizenleme ve Fikir gelistirme (yani, ana ciimle, ana fikirler, vs.)
[] Cok Memnunum f] Memnunum [] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [] Hi¢ memnun degilim

7) CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinize nasil katki sagladi?

‘m v Ve 2N ocyd
QR.QE\}‘C’)L‘ Parn ’Lv\\\\oq Aaada r\‘\,l wh

8) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmede CyWrite size hangi durumlarda yardim edemedi?

9) CyWrite’in kullanirken herhangi bir zorluk yasadiniz m1?

a. {8l Evet E] Hayir

Evet ise, ne zorluklar yasadiginizi yaziniz: UlL i ,(.lg Wl Ynase-

v

~
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10) CyWrite'r kullanmada kendinize ne kadar giiveniyorsunuz?
a. []Cok
b. []Biraz
¢. [ JKararsiz
d. []Biraz
e. [JHig

11) flerleyen yillarda derslerinizde CyWrite’1 kullanmaya devam etmek ister misiniz?
a. [JEvet (] Hayir

12) Eger varsa, CyWrite ile ilgili diger yorumlariniz nelerdir:
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Degerli Katihmecilar,

Bu anket lowa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendi'rme aract) adli aragtirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten uyarlanmistir.
Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiiriittiigiim yiiksek lisans tezi i¢in veri
toplama amagli uyarlanmistir. Bu anketin amac1 yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim alma yontemleriyle ilgili

diistincelerinizi dgrenmek ve dil 6grenme siirecinde teknoloji kullanimiizt incelemektir. Anket sonuglari
farklr bir amag i¢in kullanilmayacaktir,

Degerli katilimlariniz i¢in ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.
Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dal, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Sonras1 Ogrenci Anketi

Yas: \9

Cinsiyet: X Bayan [IBay

Baliim: ELY
Brans:
Ders: lnailice
J
Sinif: T Hazirlik simifi
1. siif
2. simif
[13. siuf
4. simf

1) CyWrite’1 ilk kez mi kullandiniz?
a. X Evet [J Hayir

2) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmek igin daha once bir bilgisayar programi kullanmig
miydiniz?
a. []Evet B Hayir
b. Evetise, liitfen programin adini yaziniz? :

3) Sizce CyWrite Ingilizce’nizi gelistirmeye yardimer oldu mu?
a. X Evet (] Hayir

4) Sizce CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmeye yardimer oldu mu?
a. X Evet [J Hayir
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CyWrite’1 kullanmig olmaktan ne kadar memnunsunuz?
. Cok Memnunum

. []Memnunum

. []Kararsizim

. []Memnun degilim

. [[] Hig memnun degilim

I~

o 0 T

6) CyWrite geribildiriminden asagidaki basliklar agisindan ne kadar memnun kaldiniz?

Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, etken-edilgen ¢atilar, 6zne-ytiklem uyumu, vs.)
X1 Cok Memnunum [] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [[] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

Teknik yonler (yani, noktalama, biiytik harf kullanimi, vs.)
[ Cok Memnunum [X] Memnunum [] Kararsizim [[] Memnun degilim [] Hi¢ memnun degilim

Kullanim (yani, karigtirilan kelimeler, olumsuzlagtirma, vs.)
X1 Cok Memnunum [] Memnunum [] Kararsizim [] Memnun degilim [ ] Hig memnun degilim

Bigim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun ciimleler, uygunsuz kelimeler, vs.)
[ Cok Memnunum §<] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

Diizenleme ve Fikir geligtirme (yani, ana ciimle, ana fikirler, vs.)
[] Cok Memnunum [<] Memnunum [_] Kararstzim [] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

7) CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinize nasil katki sagladi?

~ N .
kolayce  adighildim
\J : J

8) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi geligtirmede CyWrite size hangi durumlarda yardim edemedi?

‘Dam%fn{-‘ “orma d¥1eninde * yardumey s\ai\ly @ml\&\x%

uery ., Sakic  bosloriany acsdd ko\\m.\cmcs\\_ ¥onusuadg \\}‘O'AL”.C‘

Sl

9) CyWrite’in kullanirken herhangi bir zorluk yasadiniz mi?
a. []Bvet X Hayir

Evet ise, ne zorluklar yasadiginizi yaziniz:
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10) CyWrite’r kullanmada kendinize ne kadar giiveniyorsunuz?
a. []Cok
b. B Biraz
¢. [JKararsiz
d. []Biraz
e. [JHig

11)Ilerleyen yillarda derslerinizde CyWrite’t kullanmaya devam etmek ister misiniz?

a. dEvet [ Hayir
12) Eger varsa, CyWrite ile ilgili diger yorumlarimiz nelerdir:

Ram i varel bl vuavlemafidt daha  Jdo_ aidrel
J AY) [§) U

oluaagiar  dSydal o
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Degerli Katihmecilar,

Bu anket lowa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme araci) adli aragtirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten uyarlanmistir.
Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda ylrlittligtim yiiksek lisans tezi igin veri
toplama amagl uyarlanmigtir. Bu anketin amact yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim alma yontemleriyle ilgili
diistincelerinizi dgrenmek ve dil 8grenme siirecinde teknoloji kullaniminizi incelemektir. Anket sonuglari
farklr bir amag igin kullanilmayacaktir.

Degerli katilimlarimiz i¢in ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.
Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Sonras1 Ogrenci Anketi

Yas: 7 %

Cinsiyet: ]/B/A’yan [ Bay

Boliim: ﬁn,\ ]

Brang: e [\ ce a;;\ C,Jmp A ;
Ders: L'\« |"\3 ce

-

Sintf: mrhk sinifi

1. smf
J2. smif
[]3. smif

[14. simf

1) CyWrite1ilk kez mi kullandiniz?
a. Evet~— [ ] Hayrr
D O

2) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmek igin daha once bir bilgisayar programi kullanmig
miydiniz?
a. []Evet [/] Hayir

b. Evetise, litfen programim adini yaziniz? :

3) Sizce CyWrite quijizce’nizi gelistirmeye yardimei oldu mu?
a. [JBEvet”  []Hayr
=

4) Sizce CyWrite Iggilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmeye yardimer oldu mu?
a. | Vel O Hayir
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5) CyWrite’t kul/l;mm']'g olmaktan ne kadar memnunsunuz?
a. [/JCok Memnunum

1 Memnunum

. [ Kararsizim

. ] Memnun degilim

. [ Hi¢ memnun degilim

o a0 o

6) CyWrite geribildiriminden asagidaki bagliklar agisindan ne kadar memnun kaldiniz?

Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, ctken-edilgen ¢atilar, 6zne-yitklem uyumu, vs.)
] Gok Memnunum E]Mﬁnnunum [] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

Teknik yonler (yani, noktalama, bityiik harf kullanimu, vs.)
[ ¢ok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [} Kararsizim [ ] Memnun degilim [] Hig memnun degilim

Kullanim (yani, karigtirilan };e[i'meler, olumsuzlagtirma, vs.)
] Cok Memnunum (7] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [ Hig memnun degilim

Bigim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun cimleler, uygunsuz kelimeler, vs.)
(] Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum @Ka’térsmm ] Memnun degilim [] Hig memnun degilim

Diizenleme ve Fikir gelistirme (yani, ana ciimle,ana fikirler, vs.)
[ Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [} Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

7) CyWrite ingilizce yazma becerilerinize nasil katki sagladi?
\ \ . > — T - o= s
Mool oeunt a&(\m ! U\Jl ‘S&(N\(’m, 209 /er(l
— ) C z =
Spe\ipe badalacimy  “dHbebmene fjo?-clrmﬂ/
odoiii ; 5

8) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi geligtirmede CyWrite size hangi durumlarda yardim edemedi?

Clalelecdet’, heidalaer ek fig
AY 9 Uqé:@i(j( 3 =S

9) CyWrite’in kullanirken her g/x bir zorluk yasadiniz mi?
a. []Evet Hayir

Evet ise, ne zorluklar yasadiginiz: yaziniz:
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10) CyWrite’1 kullanmada kendinize ne kadar giiveniyorsunuz?

a. []Cok
b. %ﬁirzz//
(2 Kararsiz
d. []Biraz

¢. [Hig

11) ilerleyen yillarda derslerinizde CyWrite’s kullanmaya devam etmek ister misiniz?
—
a. (] Hayir

12) Eger varsa, CyWrite ile ilgili diger yorumlariniz nelerdir:

Co'r_ uc(o\‘\\ .
J
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Degerli Katiimeilar,

Bu anket lowa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test lizmeti kurulusu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme aract) adli aragtirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten uyarlanmistir.
Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiiriittigiim yiiksek lisans tezi icin veri
toplama amagh uyarlanmistir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim alma yontemleriyle ilgili
diigiincelerinizi 6grenmek ve dil 6grenme stirecinde teknoloji kullaniminizi incelemekiir. Anket sonuglart
farkls bir amag igin kullanilmayacakur,

Degerli katilimlariniz igin gok tegekkiir ederim.

Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Sonras1 Ogrenci Anketi

Yas: //f{
Cinsiyet: [] Bayan Qﬁy
Boliim: \‘m I ol ol
Brans: Asilnee . § PO ;1;.:,
Ders: Ixs ige o
N)

Simf: Bffazxrhk sinifi

1. siif

[]2. siuf

[J3. siuf

4. siuf

1) CyWrite’t ilk-kez mi kullandiniz?
a. Evet [ Hayir

2) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmek igin daha 6nce bir bilgisayar programi kullanmig

miydiniz? 5
a. []Evet Bﬁlyn‘

b. Evetise, liitfen programin adint yaziniz? :

3) Sizce CyWrijté Ingilizce’nizi gelistirmeye yardimet oldu mu?
a. Q{iet [ Hayir

4) Sizce C%x(fe Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmeye yardimer oldu mu?
a. [/] Bvet [] Hayur
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5) CyWrite’tkullanmug olmaktan ne kadar memnunsunuz?
a. Cok Memnunum
b. [] Memnunum
¢. [JKararsizim
d. [[] Memnun degilim
e. [ Hi¢c memnun degilim

6) CyWrite geribildiriminden agagidaki bagliklar agisindan ne kadar memnun kaldiniz?

Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanl,ﬁ, etken-edilgen catilar, 6zne-yiiklem uyumu, vs.)
] Cok Memnunum [/) Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

]‘é%yénler (yani, noktalama, biiyiik harf kullanimi, vs.)
Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

Kullanim (yani, karlsng‘fén kelimeler, olumsuzlastirma, vs.)
[ Cok Memnunum [/] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hi¢ memnun degilim

Bigim (yani, tekrar, kun ciimleler, uygunsuz kelimeler, vs.)
] Cok Memnunum [ Memnunum [ ] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

Diizenleme ve Fikir gelistirme (yani, E?c/umle, ana fikirler, vs.)
[ Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [/] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

7) CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinize nasil katki sagladi1?

~ C_‘a“g Aol ol o ulhrcj" Lasicnados o [ ynoee (: Y

S \agh

8) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmede CyWrite size hangi durumlarda yardim edemedi?

>
9) CyWrite’in kullanirken h /hangi bir zorluk yasadimiz mi?
a. []Evet Hayir

Evet ise, ne zorluklar yasadigimz yaziniz:
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10) CyWrite’1 kullanmada kendinize ne kadar giiveniyorsunuz?
3 g v

/

a. [/ Cok

b. []Biraz

¢. [JKararsiz
d. []Biraz
e

. OHig

11) Herlcyeyarda derslerinizde CyWrite’1 kullanmaya devam etmek ister misiniz?
a. [/ Bvet [ Hayir

12) Eger varsa, CyWrite ile ilgili diger yorumlariniz nelerdir:
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Degerli Katiimalar,

Bu anket lowa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme arac1) adli aragtirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten uyarlanmigtir.,
Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiirlittigiim yiiksek lisans tezi i¢in veri
toplama amagh uyarlanmistir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim alma yontemleriyle ilgili

dugiincelerinizi 6grenmek ve dil 6grenme siirecinde teknoloji kullanimmizr incelemektir. Anket sonuglari
farklt bir amag igin kullanilmayacaktir,

Degerli katilimlarimz igin ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.

Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Sonras1 Ogrenci Anketi
Yas: 19

Cinsiyet: Eﬂ/Bayan []Bay

Bolim: lopilizee Ozelmenlip!
SN
Brang:
Ders: |’ il cg
J

Smif: [j Hazirlik sinifi

O] 1. sif

2. smif

[J3. simf

[ 4. suf

1) CyWrite’yilk kez mi kullandimiz?
a. [V]Evet [J Hayir

2) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmek igin daha once bir bilgisayar programi kullanmig

miydiniz?
a. []Evet fjHaylr

b. Evetise, liitfen programin adini yaziniz? :

3) Sizce Clyz\?/rite Ingilizce nizi gelistirmeye yardimei oldu mu?
a. [\ Evet (] Hayir

4) Sizce Cl}%ﬁite Ingilizee yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmeye yardimer oldu mu?
a.

Evet [] Hayir
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5) CyWrite’1 kullanmig olmaktan ne kadar memnunsunuz?

. [ Cok Memnunum

b. QrMemnunum

¢. []Kararsizim

d. [[] Memnun degilim

e. []Hig memnun degilim

()

6) CyWrite geribildiriminden asagidaki basliklar agisindan ne kadar memnun kaldiniz?

Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, etken-edilgen atilar, 6zne-yitklem uyumu, vs.)
[] Cok Memnunum [*] Memnunum [] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

Teknik yonler (yani, noktalama, biiyiik harf kullanimu, vs.)
[] Cok Memnunum [V] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim ] Memnun degilim [] Hig memnun degilim

Kultanim (yani, karitirilan kelimeler, olumsuzlagtirma, vs.)
Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [ Hig memnun degilim

Bigim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun ciimlel%/fygunsuz kelimeler, vs.)
(] Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [\/] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim (] Hig memnun degilim

Diizenleme ve Fikir gelistirme (yani, EF/ climle, ana fikirler, vs.)
] Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum M Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hi¢ memnun degilim

7) CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinize nasil katki sagladi?

Volimelésn  dogru Wrondn ok i’éguiik batise aldu.

‘ Sy :
Nokrtolama * Viconitprinl  boymom () ggrllen  yorleri o0k
i S T = 7 7
uy e Banetd! % U {
t f - :

\4

8) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmede Cy Write size hangi durumlarda yardim edemedi?

Al T , . A | N | i,
(il sinalamolonned - ok (&;'J‘ e r_///é-w-';/l
Vi

9) CyWrite’m kullanirken herhangi bir zorluk yasadimiz mi?

a. []Evet Hayir

Evet ise, ne zorluklar yasadiginizi yaziniz:
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10) CyWriter/kullanmada kendinize ne kadar giiveniyorsunuz?
a. Cok
b. []Biraz
c¢. [JKararsiz
d. []Biraz
e. [Hi¢

11) flerleyen yillarda derslerinizde CyWrite’1 kullanmaya devam etmek ister misiniz?
a. [V|Evet [ Hayir

12) Eger varsa, CyWrite ile ilgili diger yorumlarmiz nelerdir:

Gifel hir propralM hates m};;”d duzeq hotalor  olobl uol
) TRE I ' : ! ' /
Aolomsiz yoziton - olmiolor j‘z’/ Wors@ cok dohg fg - (/
’ v v

bir  aroorbm - alul.

8}
1
v
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Degerli Katihmellar,

Bu anket lowa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme araci) adli aragtirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten uyarlanmigtir.
Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiiriittiigtim yiiksek lisans tezi i¢in veri
toplama amagl uyarlanmistir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim alma yontemleriyle ilgili
diigtincelerinizi 6grenmek ve dil 6grenme siirecinde teknoloji kullaniminizi incelemektir. Anket sonuglari
farklt bir amag igin kullanilmayacaktir.

Degerli katilimlariniz igin gok tesekkiir ederim.
Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dal, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Sonrasi Ogrenci Anketi

Yas: )

Cinsiyet: i Bayan []Bay

Boliim: [ \idee et i

Brans:
Ders: |
Sinif: @ Hazirlik sinifi
[]1. smuf
2. simf
[J3. smif
[14. simf

1) CyWrite’1 ilk kez mi kullandiniz?
a. [X]Evet [ Hayir

2) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmek igin daha &nce bir bilgisayar programu kullanmig
miydiniz?

a. [ Evet [] Hayir

b. Evet ise, liitfen programin adin yazimz? : Gropneer!

3) Sizce CyWrite Ingilizce’nizi gelistirmeye yardimet oldu mu?

a. X Evet [] Hayir

4) Sizce CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmeye yardimei oldu mu?
a. [N Evet [ Hayr
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5) CyWrite’1 kullanmis olmaktan ne kadar memnunsunuz?
a. [] Cok Memnunum
b. X Memnunum
¢. [ Kararsizim
d. [ Memnun degilim
e. []Hig memnun degilim

6) CyWrite geribildiriminden agagidaki bagliklar agisindan ne kadar memnun kaldiniz?

Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, etken-edilgen atilar, 6zne-yiiklem uyumu, vs.)
] Cok Memnunum M Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hi¢ memnun degilim

Teknik yonler (yani, noktalama, biiyiik harf kullanimu, vs.)
E] Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_| Memnun degilim [_] Hi¢ memnun degilim

Kullanim (yani, karistirilan kelimeler, olumsuzlagtirma, vs.)
] ¢ok Memnunum [] Memnunum E Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

Bigim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun ciimleler, uygunsuz kelimeler, vs.)
[ Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [ Memnun degilim [ ] Hig memnun degilim

Diizenleme ve Fikir gelistirme (yani, ana ciimle, ana fikirler, vs.)
[ Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [ Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

7) CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinize nasil katki sagladi?

ﬁ)l dlivle Noialen  Paetoion (_S(kl,‘,'i Hyve e
\ ik 1’ - ) : ‘x 1 ¥ -
Nam @il ot ter( R [@Z= 1t notiGonG
lae WS \K'\{'»ﬁimuf\,-{‘\
8) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi geligtirmede Cy Write size hangi durumlarda i2

9) CyWrite’in kullanirken herhangi bir zorluk yasadiniz mi?
a. []Evet (] Hayir

- e | BN 1
C WA 5 Al
N0 8 4 o (A @ LK DN G

Evet ise, ne zorluklar yasadiginizi yaziniz:
gofubler: yosoohpn | Cuctitr o Gintiinet - ioZleaste
: - — — e

)]

AN Eooay
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10) CyWrite’1 kullanmada kendinize ne kadar giiveniyorsunuz?
a. []Cok
b. 4 Biraz
¢. [JKararsiz
d. []Biraz
e. [Hig

11)Tlerleyen yillarda derslerinizde CyWrite’1 kullanmaya devam etmek ister misiniz?
a. A Evet [] Hayir

12) Eger varsa, CyWrite ile ilgili diger yorumlariniz nelerdir:

/k{‘o‘ WA (N /“" )
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Degerli Katiimeilar,

Bu anket lowa State Universitesindcki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme arac) adh aragtirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten uyarlanmstir.
Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiiriittiigiim yiiksek lisans tezi i¢in veri
toplama amagli uyarlanmugtir. Bu anketin amact yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim alma yontemleriyle ilgili
diiglincelerinizi dgrenmek ve dil 8grenme siirecinde teknoloji kullaniminizi incelemektir. Anket sonuglari
farklt bir amag i¢in kullanilmayacaktir.

Degerli katilimlariniz i¢in ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.
Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Sonrasi Ogrenci Anketi

Yas: il

Cinsiyet: XBayan [ ]Bay

Boliim: /nq‘l‘,« o f"i:j!'r( edmenl sl
o 7} U

Brang:

Ders:

Simf: [ Hazirhk sinifi

O 1. sif
J2. smif
(] 3. simif

4. sif

1) CyWrite’1ilk kez mi kullandiniz?
a. [X Evet (] Hayrr

2) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmek igin daha énce bir bilgisayar programi kullanmig
miydiniz?
a. [|Evet [4 Hayir
b. Evetise, litfen programm adin1 yaziniz? :

3) Sizce CyWrite Ingilizce’nizi gelistirmeye yardimei oldu mu?

a. [N Evet [] Hayir

4) Sizce CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmeye yardimer oldu mu?
a. [ﬂ Evet (] Hayir
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5) CyWrite’t kullanmis olmaktan ne kadar memnunsunuz?
a. Cok Memnunum
b. [ Memnunum
¢. []Kararsizim
d. []Memnun degilim
e. [] Hic memnun degilim

6) CyWrite geribildiriminden agagidaki baghiklar agisindan ne kadar memnun kaldinz?

Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, etken-edilgen ¢atilar, 6zne-yiiklem uyumu, vs.)
[] Cok Memnunum [X] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

Teknik yonler (yani, noktalama, bityiik harf kullanimu, vs.)
(X Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

Kullanim (yani, karigtirilan kelimeler, olumsuzlagtirma, vs.)
[ Gok Memnunum [ ] Memnunum [] Kararsizim [[] Memnun degilim [_] Hi¢ memnun degilim

Bigim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun ciimleler, uygunsuz kelimeler, vs.)
Cok Memnunum [[] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [] Hi¢ memnun degilim

Diizenleme ve Fikir gelistirme (yani, ana ciimle, ana fikirler, vs.)
[ Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

7) CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinize nasil katk: sagladi?
Arhk ~ alaclaca poktalamalace U ) ia Aibbad pf/&domm,

: J = = Y ,
velimede — gonhe  oldupinnla }‘aué,/\ Use /-H(//f’ BELNa
% . TR 3 -
Landeslarim: sarehilludrim. : :
g

8) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi geligtirmede Cy Write size hangi durumlarda yardim edemedi?

"-%mx ir(nsri(ﬂ &/}m@/&,‘f/ Zola ul e')lfY\ufof &C'J@'] IOCE}IGQ}G{T!O
kg L(Dt‘u‘ f‘!";ﬂm. il \/
£ — il

~

9) CyWrite’in kullanirken herhangi bir zorluk yasadiniz mi1?
a. [N Evet (] Hayir

Evet ise, ne zorluklar yasadigimizi yaziniz: s
Sau(» AC_zo\C.dq : "_v\k(r)ﬁ/_ar ol %@)e/]
m&'\%ﬂ; Vporiibles T Solus Ry
el T

156



S

10) CyWrite’t kullanmada kendinize ne kadar giiveniyorsunuz?

a. Cok

b. []Biraz

¢. [JKararsiz
d. []Biraz

e. []Hig

11)flerleyen yillarda derslerinizde CyWrite’1 kullanmaya devam etmek ister misiniz?

a. [X]Evet [ Hayir

12) Eger varsa, CyWrite ile ilgili diger yorumlarmiz nelerdir:
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Degerli Katthmcailar,

Bu anket lowa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme arac1) adl aragtirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten uyarlanmistir.
Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiiriittiigiim yiiksek lisans tezi igin veri
toplama amagli uyarlanmugtir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim alma yontemleriyle ilgili
diisincelerinizi 6grenmek ve dil dgrenme stirecinde teknoloji kullaniminizt incelemektir. Anket sonuglari
farkln bir amag igin kullanilmayacakr.

Degerli katilimlariniz igin ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.

Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Sonras1 Ogrenci Anketi

Yas: %

Cinsiyet: [ABayan [ ]Bay

Boliim: EL ’(
Brang:
Ders:
Sinif: @Haﬂrhk sinifi
L)1 siuf
[]2. sif
[]3. siif
4. simif

1) CyWrite’r ilk kez mi kullandmiz?
a. Evet O Hayir

2) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmek igin daha énce bir bilgisayar programi kullanmig
miydiniz?

a. [ JEvet [ Hayir

b. Evetise, liitfen programin adini yaziniz? :

3) Sizce CyWrite ingilizce’nizi gelistirmeye yardimer oldu mu?

a. [/AEvet [] Hayir

4) Sizce CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmeye yardimer oldu mu?
a. [} Evet [] Hayir
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5) CyWrite’r kullanmig olmaktan ne kadar memnunsunuz?
a. % Cok Memnunum
b. [] Memnunum
¢. []Kararsizim
d. [] Memnun degilim
e. []Hig memnun degilim

6) CyWrite geribildiriminden agagidaki baglklar agisindan ne kadar memnun kaldiniz?

Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, etken-edilgen gatilar, 6zne-yiiklem uyumu, vs.)
] Cok Memnunum @Memnunum [[] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

Teknik yonler (yani, noktalama, bitytik harf kullanim, vs.)
Cok Memnunum I:] Memnunum |:| Kararsizim D Memnun degilim [ Hi¢ memnun degilim

Kullanim (yani, karistirilan kelimeler, olumsuzlastirma, vs.)
[] Cok Memnunum 74 Memnunum [] Kararsizim ] Memnun degilim [] Hi¢ memnun degilim

Bigim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun climleler, uygunsuz kelimeler, vs.)
[ Gok Memnunum f#} Memnunum [ ] Kararsizim [ ] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

Diizenleme ve Fikir gelistirme (yani, ana ciimle, ana fikitler, vs.)
[] Gok Memnunum f Memnunum [] Kararsizim [ ] Memnun degilim [] Hig memnun degilim

7) CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinize nasil katki sagladi?

0 1 . ‘ ) s o
HaYglor it daha et  aisrmere gotdiracs oldud

8) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmede Cy Write size hangi durumlarda yardim edemedi?

Lar elireler?  donly  olplamasinam hl@d\ Aopru
Non kelivelorion; daptedirdipion adraanior oldy |
- { —

J

9) CyWrite’in kullanirken herhangi bir zorluk yasadiniz mi1?
a. []Bvet [@ Hayir

Evet ise, ne zorluklar yasadiginizi yazimz:
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10) CyWrite’s kullanmada kendinize ne kadar giiveniyorsunuz?
a. []Cok
b. ¥ Biraz
¢. []Kararsiz
d. []Biraz
e. []Hig¢

11) ilerleyen yillarda derslerinizde CyWrite’1 kullanmaya devam etmek ister misiniz?

a. %Evet ] Hayir

12) Eger varsa, CyWrite ile ilgili diger yorumlariniz nelerdir:
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Degerli Katilimeilar,

Bu anket JTowa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu tarafindan geligtirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme araci) adli aragtirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten uyarlanmigtir.
Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiiriittiigiim yiiksek lisans tezi i¢in veri
toplama amagli uyarlanmigtir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim alma yontemleriyle ilgili
diisiincelerinizi 8grenmek ve dil §grenme siirecinde teknoloji kullaniminizt incelemektir. Anket sonuglari
farkl1 bir amag i¢in kullanilmayacaktir.

Degerli katilimlariniz i¢in ¢ok tegekkiir ederim.

Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Sonras1 Ogrenci Anketi
Yas: f)(\ )

Cinsiyet: @ Bayan [ ]Bay
[

n

q ol ¥ \ n ~
Boliim: \f\ﬁ’i\\”(‘ﬁ [’\@/E}\»mm"f‘\

Brang:
Ders: ((\QJJ\\('Q_C €
Simif: ¥ Hazirlik sinifi
[]1. simf
[]2. smuf
[]13. simf
4. sif

1) CyWrite’1 ilk kez mi kullandiniz?
a. X Evet (] Hayir

2) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmek igin daha once bir bilgisayar programi kullanmig
miydiniz?

a. []Evet ] Hayir

b. Evet ise, litfen programin adini yazimz? :

3) Sizce CyWrite Ingilizce’nizi gelistirmeye yardimer oldu mu?

a. [Y] Evet [] Hayir

4) Sizce CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmeye yardimer oldu mu?

a. K} Evet [] Hayir
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5) CyWrite’ kullanmis olmaktan ne kadar memnunsunuz?
a. [X] Cok Memnunum
b. [] Memnunum
¢. []Kararsizim
d. [_]Memnun degilim
e. [_]Hig memnun degilim

6) CyWrite geribildiriminden asagidaki bagliklar agisindan ne kadar memnun kaldmiz?

Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, etken-cdilgen gatilar, 6zne-yiiklem uyumu, vs.)
[ Cok Memnunum [K] Memnunum [] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

Teknik yénler (yani, noktalama, biiyitk harf kullanimu, vs.)
[] Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [ Kararsizam [_] Memnun degilim E Hig memnun degilim

Kullamm (yani, karigtirilan kelimeler, olumsuzlagtirma, vs.)
[] Cok Memnunum [ ] Memnunum [K] Kararsizim [[] Memnun degilim [ Hig memnun degilim

Bicim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun ciimleler, uygunsuz kelimeler, vs.)
] Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum K] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [] Hi¢ memnun degilim

Diizenleme ve Fikir gelistirme (yani, ana ciimle, ana fikirler, vs.)
[ Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [ ] Kararsizim ] Memnun degilim [ Hi¢ memnun degilim

7) CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinize nasil katki saglad1?
Detboy hig i wealtice uay aGiliaonm
I J

8) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi geligimede'CyWrﬁc size hangi durumlarda yardim edemedi?

Letmetel  dioeitmnest ddooibpl ledn Singuda
\49(\d1m\ Yt i et Uon s Calvigon,
_ Dol _I\l_L\aP,'ﬁ\mP\ P_J\m_mfhaﬂ. J

9) CyWrite’in kullanirken herhangi bir zorluk yasadiniz mi?
a. []Evet \a| Hayir

Evet ise, ne zorluklar yasadiginizi yazimz:
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10) CyWrite’1 kullanmada kendinize ne kadar giiveniyorsunuz’.;‘
a. []Cok
b. E] Biraz
¢. [JKararsiz
d. []Biraz
¢. [Hig¢

11) ilerleyen yillarda derslerinizde CyWrite’1 kullanmaya devam etmek ister misiniz?
a. [JEvet [E Hayir

12) Eger varsa, CyWrite ile ilgili diger yorumlariniz nelerdir:-
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Degerli Katihmeilar,

Bu anket lowa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Deéerlendi;mc aract) adl aragtirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten uyarlanmigtir.
Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiirlittiigiim yitksek lisans tezi igin veri
toplama amagh uyarlanmigtir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim alma yontemleriyle ilgili

diigiincelerinizi 6grenmek ve dil dgrenme stirecinde teknoloji kullaniminizi incelemektir. Anket sonuglart
farklr bir amag igin kullaniimayacaktir.

Degerli katilimlariniz igin ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.

Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Sonrasi Ogrenci Anketi

Yas: 20
Cinsiyet: %ayan [ Bay
Boliim: aEl LF
Brang: i\"‘j’th ace
Ders: N Qb 24L&
Simif: \Z(Hazwhk sinifi
1. siuf
[]2. siif
3. sif
4. smuf

1) CyWrite’t jk kez mi kullandimz?
a. Evet O Hayir

2) Ingilizee yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmek igin daha once bir bilgisayar programu kullanmig

miydiniz?
a. [ ]Evet Eﬁ{aylr

b. Evetise, liitfen programn adini yaziniz? :

3) Sizce CyWrite Ingilizce’nizi gelistirmeye yardimer oldu mu?
a. YA Evet [ Hayr

4) Sizce CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmeye yardimer oldu mu?
a. %vet [_] Hayir
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5) CyWrite’1 kullanmis olmaktan ne kadar memnunsunuz?
a. [ Cok Memnunum

3 ﬁMcmnunum

b

¢. []Kararsizm

d. [] Memnun degilim

e. [] Hig memnun degilim

6) CyWrite geribildiriminden agagidaki bagliklar agisindan ne kadar memnun kaldiniz?

Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, etken-edilgen ¢atilar, 6zne-yjiklem uyumu, vs.)

] Gok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim /] Memnun degilim (] Hig memnun degilim

]ﬁdk yonler (yani, noktalama, biiyiik harf kullanimu, vs.)

Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hi¢ memnun degilim

Kullanim (yani, karigtirilan kelimeler, olumsuzlastirma, ys.)
] Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim Mﬁl

Bigim (yani, tekrar, kisajuzun ciimleler, uygunsuz kelimeler, vs.)

] Cok Memnunum ] Memnunum [] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [] Hi¢ memnun degilim

Diizenleme ve Fikir geligtirme (yani, ana ctimle, ana fikjrler, vs.)

] Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim ] Memnun degilim [_] Hi¢ memnun degilim

7) CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinize nasil katki sagladi?
\fom\l <lariena ,(‘t:r,r lotrens 5 <3-3lad.q °

8) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmede Cy Write size hangi durumlarda yardim edemedi?

9) CyWrite’n kullanirken herhangi bir zorluk yagadiniz mi1?
a. []Evet ErHaylr

Evel ise, ne zorluklar yasadigmiz1 yaziniz:
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10) CyWrite’s kullanmada kendinize ne kadar giiveniyorsunuz?
a. []Cok
b. Biraz
¢. [JKararsiz
d. []Biraz
e. []Hig

11)flerleyen yylarda derslerinizde CyWrite’s kullanmaya devam etmek ister misiniz?
a. Evet ] Hayir

12) Egger varsa, CyWrite ile ilgili diger yorumlarniz nelerdir:
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Degerli Katihmeilar,

Bu anket lowa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme aract) adli arastirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten uyarlanmistir,
Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiriittigiim yiiksek lisans tezi icin veri
toplama amagli uyarlanmugtir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim alma yontemleriyle ilgili
diisincelerinizi 6grenmek ve dil 6grenme siirecinde teknoloji kullaniminizi incelemektir, Anket sonuglari
farklr bir amag igin kullanilmayacaktr,

Degerli katilimlariniz igin ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.

Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Sonras1 Ogrenci Anketi
Yas: 20

Cinsiyet: @’ﬁayan [ Bay

/
Béliim: gg 2l #ee é&fénuflﬁ[
Brans: [é @‘/ 28

Ders: /}/,%?(a

Sinif: IEﬁamrllk sinifi
] 1. simif
2. siif
[73. siuf
4. simf

1) CyWrite1ilk kez mi kullandiniz?

a. [Evet (] Hayir

2) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmek igin daha 6nce bir bilgisayar programi kullanmig
miydiniz?

a. []Evet A Hayr

b. BEvetise, liitfen programin adini yaziniz? :

3) Sizce CyWrite Ingilizce’nizi gelistirmeye yardimei oldu mu?

a. [ Evet []Hayir

4) Sizce CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistitmeye yardimer oldu mu?
a. []Evet m’ﬁt;ﬂr
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5) CyWrite’1 kullanmis olmaktan ne kadar memnunsunuz?
a. [] Cok Memnunum
T Il Memnunum
¢. [WXKararsizm
d. [_]Memnun degilim
e. [] Hig memnun degilim

6) CyWrite geribildiriminden asagidaki bagliklar agisindan ne kadar memnun kaldiniz?

Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, etken-edilgen catilar, zne-yitklem uyumu, vs.)
[J Cok Memnunum [ AMemnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

Teknik yonler (yani, noktalama, bityiik harf kullanimu, vs.)
[] Gok Memnunum [ Memnunum [] Kararsizim [ ] Memnun degilim [] Hi¢ memnun degilim

Kullanim (yani, karistirilan kelimeler, olumsuzlagtirma, vs.)
] Cok Memnunum Memnunum [ Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

Bigim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun cimleler, uygunsuz kelimeler, vs.)
] Cok Memnunum [ Memnunum [ ] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hi¢ memnun degilim

Diizenleme ve Fikir gelistirme (yani, ana ciimle, ana fikirler, vs.)
] Cok Memnunum memnunum [ Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [ Hi¢ memnun degilim

7) CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinize nasil katki sagladi?
Didbiloins - adndale  Lath ' iolad:

7 wle /ol 4 e _n/n/:p

Ll alcle

8) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmede Cy Write size hangi durumlarda yardim edemedi?

9) CyWrite’in kullanirken herhangi bir zorluk yasadiniz mi?

a. @Evet ] Hayir

Evet ise, ne zorluklar yasadiginizi yaziniz:
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10) CyWrite’1 kullanmada kendinize ne kadar giiveniyorsunuz?
a. []Cok
b. []Biraz
¢. []Kararsiz
d. []Biraz
e. [Hic

11)[lerleyen yillarda derslerinizde CyWrite’1 kullanmaya devam etmek ister misiniz?
a. [JEvet [] Hayir

12) Eger varsa, CyWrite ile ilgili diger yorumlariniz nelerdir:
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Degerli Katiimeilar,

Bu anket Towa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu tarafimdan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme aract) adl aragtirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten uyarlanmigtir.
Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Eitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiiriitttigiim yiiksek lisans tezi icin veri
toplama amagl uyarlanmustir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim alma yontemleriyle ilgili
diigtincelerinizi 6grenmek ve dil 6grenme stirecinde teknoloji kullaniminizi incelemektir. Anket sonuglari
farklt bir amag i¢in kullaniimayacaktir.

Degerli katilhmlariniz igin ¢ok tegekkiir ederim.

Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Sonras1 Ogrenci Anketi

Yas: Z Z
Cinsiyet: (] Bayan EjBay

Béliim: r l [

Brans: ]fs‘-‘ L@ leot

Ders:

Smif: MHaz1rlnk sinifi

] 1. smif
[]2. smf

[13. siif
[14. smf

1) CyWrite’t ilk kez mi kullandiniz?

a.‘\/ 7 1Evet [ Hayir

2) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmek igin daha énce bir bilgisayar programi kullanmig

miydiniz?
a. []Bvet mylr

b. Evetise, liitfen programm adini yaziniz? :

3) Sizee CyWrite Ingilizce’nizi gelistirmeye yardimer oldu mu?
a.\ Evet [J Hayir

a. Evet (] Hayir

/

4) Sizce Cy %’,-rite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmeye yardimer oldu mu?
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5) CyWrite’1 kullanmus olmaktan ne kadar memnunsunuz?
aj Cok Memnunum
b. [] Memnunum
¢. []Kararsizim
d. [] Memnun degilim
e. [_] Hig memnun degilim

6) CyWrite geribildiriminden agagidaki bagliklar agisindan ne kadar memnun kaldiniz?

Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, etken-edilgen ¢atilar, dzne-yiiklem uyumu, vs.)
[ Cok Memnunum, [/] Memnunum [J Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hi¢ memnun degilim

Teknik yonler (yani, noktalama, biiytik harf kullanmu, vs.)
/E Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [] Hi¢ memnun degilim

Kuyllanim (yani, karigtirilan kelimeler, olumsuzlastirma, vs.)
y] Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hi¢ memnun degilim

Bigim (yani, tekrar, kisd/uzun ciimleler, uygunsuz kelimeler, vs.)
(] Cok Memnunum [j] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

Diizenleme ve Fikir gel’i’stirme (yani, ana climle, ana fikirler, vs.)
[ Cok Memnunum\l:[] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

7) CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinize nasi katki sagladi? ,

\J8 il omonlelaa |, Ll Q) \Gi1S, 00 € XAt O p Do Qlad
N 5t e 7 -

8) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmede CyWrite size hangi durumlarda yardim edemedi?

. a ; ~ L 1 Ny
| €1 0N oA den sl :/\/{CM - LN Yok

9) CyWrite’in kullanirken herhangi bir zorluk yagadiniz mi?

a. [JEvet dZ'Haynr

Evet ise, ne zorluklar yasadiginiz1 yaziniz:
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10) CyWrite’t kullanmada kendinize ne kadar giiveniyorsunuz?
a. []Cok
b.| |/ Biraz
¢. "[[]Kararsiz
d. []Biraz
e. [ ]Hig

11) ilerleyen yillarda derslerinizde CyWrite’s kullanmaya devam etmek ister misiniz?
a., }Z/Evet [J Hayir
\

12) Eger varsa, CyWrite ile ilgili diger yorumlarmiz nelerdir:
P | V.

f 'q I"r A iy f’,-{ y< 2
¢ "L* de~lra Touf My v A v @ e
"‘LL"F (\0 V- = \1/ ; it 0 ’L.’Jf/( K ,\f’\ \\e
du.,.‘.l‘; A 2{ U
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Degerli Katihmeilar,

Bu anket lowa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme arac1) adli arastirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten uyarlanmistir.
Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiriittiigiim yiiksek lisans tezi igin veri
toplama amagli uyarlanmistir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim alma yontemleriyle ilgili
diigtincelerinizi ogrenmek ve dil 6grenme siirecinde teknoloji kullaniminizi incelemektir. Anket sonuglar
farklr bir amag igin kullanilmayacaktir.

Degerli katilimlariniz i¢in gok tesekkiir ederim.

Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Sonrasi Ogrenci Anketi

Yas: B

Cinsiyet: XBayan [ ]Bay

Bolim: |ngi|.‘ 2ce ( %‘ca*:m_@h'g"

Brans:

Ders: [qS4 ince

Simif: Hazirlik sinifi

1. sif
[]2. siif

[]3. siif
[14. simuf

1) CyWrite’1 ilk kez mi kullandiniz?
a. Q/Evet []Hayir

2) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmek igin daha once bir bilgisayar programi kullanmig
miydiniz?
a. []Evet JXHaylr
b. Evetise, liitfen programin adini yaziniz? :

3) Sizce CyWiite Ingilizce’nizi gelistirmeye yardimei oldu mu?
a. NMEvet (] Hayir

4) Sizce C&N/g?é Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmeye yardimet oldu mu?
ve

a. t [[] Hayir
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5) CyWrite’1 pullanmig olmaktan ne kadar memnunsunuz?
a. B)gjok Memnunum
b. [ Memnunum
¢. [ ]Kararsizim
d. []Memnun degilim
e. [ Hig memnun degilim

6) CyWrite geribildiriminden agagidaki basliklar acismdan ne kadar memnun kaldiniz?

Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlgr, etken-edilgen gatilar, dzne-yiiklem uyumu, vs.)
[ Cok Memnunum [] Memnunum [ ] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

Teknik yonler (yani, noktalama, biiyiik harf kullanimi, vs.)
Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

Kyflanim (yani, karistirilan kelimeler, olumsuzlagtirma, vs.)
Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

Bign (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun climleler, uygunsuz kelimeler, vs.)
E?&k Memnunum [_] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [] Hig memnun degilim

Ig‘zenleme ve Fikir gelistirme (yani, ana ciimle, ana fikirler, vs.)
Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [] Kararsizim [] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

7) CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinize nasil katki sagladi?
=ud A
_ ind Ly - e o
gak_tatk, (ogﬂadl

8) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmede CyWrite size hangi durumlarda yardim edemedi?

——

9) CyWrite’m kullanirken herhangi bir zorluk yasadiniz mi?
a. [\ Evet (] Hayrr

Evet ise, ne zorluklar yasadiginizi yaziniz: lﬂgmr E bo"slc&]sl ;
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10) CyWrite’ kullanmada kendinize ne kadar giiveniyorsunuz?
a. Q%on
b. []Biraz
c¢. []Kararsiz
d. []Biraz
e. [JHi¢

11)Tlerleyen yjllarda derslerinizde CyWrite’s kullanmaya devam etmek ister misiniz?
a. MEvet [] Hayir

12) Eger varsa, CyWrite ile ilgili diger yorumlarimiz nelerdir:

+

g i
ve aksallbler Tinterpot us. ) diadlilicse i,; olur
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Degerli Katithmeailar,

Bu anket Towa State Universitesindeki Criterion (Egitim Test Hizmeti kurulusu tarafindan gelistirilen
Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme aract) adli aragtirma grubu tarafindan hazirlanan anketten uyarlanmigtir.
Bu anket Ufuk Universitesi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dalinda yiiriittiigtim yiiksek lisans tezi igin veri
toplama amagli uyarlanmustir. Bu anketin amaci yazma dersleriyle ve geribildirim alma yontemleriyle ilgili

diisiincelerinizi 6grenmek ve dil 9grenme siirecinde teknoloji kullanimimizt incelemektir. Anket sonuglart
farkli bir amag igin kullanilmayacaktir.

Degerli katilimlarmiz igin ¢ok tegekkiir ederim.

Ozlem GENCER

Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali, Ufuk Universitesi

Uygulama Sonras1 Ogrenci Anketi

Yas:

Cinsiyet: [JBayan [ ]Bay

Boliim:
Brans:
Ders:
Siif: (] Hazirlik sinifi
(] 1. simif
] 2. siuf
3. simf
4. simif

1) CyWrite’1 ilk kez mi kullandiniz?
a. [_]Evet [] Hayir

2) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmek igin daha once bir bilgisayar programi kullanmig
miydiniz?

a. []Evet [ Hayr
b. Evetise, litfen programm adint yaziniz? :

3) Sizce CyWrite Ingilizce’nizi gelistirmeye yardimel oldu mu?
a. [ Evet [] Hayir

4) Sizce CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi gelistirmeye yardimet oldu mu?

a. []Evet O Hayir
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5) CyWrite’1 kullanmig olmaktan ne kadar memnunsunuz?
a. [] Gok Memnunum
b. [L] Memnunum
¢. []Kararsizim
d. [ Memnun degilim
e. []Hi¢ memnun degilim

6) CyWrite geribildiriminden agagidaki bagliklar agisindan ne kadar memnun kaldiniz?

Dilbilgisi (yani, zamanlar, etken-edilgen catilar, 6zne-yiklem uyumu, vs.)
[] Cok Memnunum [~] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig memnun degilim

Teknik yonler (yani, noktalama, biiyiik harf kullanimi, vs.)
] Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [ ] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hi¢ memnun degilim

Kullanim (yani, kanistirilan kelimeler, olumsuzlastirma, vs.)
[] Cok Memnunum [2] Memnunum [] Kararstzim [_] Memnun degilim ("] Hig memnun degilim

Bigim (yani, tekrar, kisa/uzun climleler, uygunsuz kelimeler, vs.)
[ Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [_] Hig¢ memnun degilim

Diizenleme ve Fikir gelistirme (yani, ana ciimle, ana fikirler, vs.)
[] Cok Memnunum [_] Memnunum [_] Kararsizim [_] Memnun degilim [[] Hi¢ memnun degilim

7) CyWrite Ingilizce yazma becerilerinize nasil katki sagladi?

1

8) Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizi geligtirmede Cy Write size hangi durumlarda yardim edemedi?

9) CyWrite’m kullanirken herhangi bir zorluk yasadiniz mi?
a. [ ]Evet (] Hayir

Evet ise, ne zorluklar yasadiginizi yaziniz:
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10) CyWrite’t kullanmada kendinize ne kadar gliveniyorsunuz?

. ) Cok

. [ Biraz

. [Kararsiz
. [Biraz

. [JHig

£

(g I = SO o T =

11) ilerleyen yillarda derslerinizde CyWrite’t kullanmaya devam etmek ister misiniz?
a. []Evet [ Hayir

12) Eger varsa, CyWrite ile ilgili diger yorumlarmiz nelerdir:
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Appendix 10: The Participants’ Informed Consent Form

BILGILENDIRILMi$ ONAY FORMU
(Gonulli Katilim Formu™)

Sayin Katilimel,

Bu galisma Ufuk Universitesi- Psikoloji Bslimirnde yiirittlen bir arastirmadir. Bu ¢alismanin amaci; Bu
arastirmanin amaci baglanma stilleri ile kisilik 6zelliklerinin internet bagimlihgr tzerinde ki etkisini
incelenmesidir.

Bu calismaya katilim tamamen géniillik esasina dayalidir. Eger katilmayi kabul ederseniz, sizden konuyla ilgili
bazi 6lgekleri doldurmaniz istenecektir. Lutfen sorulari olmasi gerektigini diigtindugtiniiz bigimde degil, sizin
distincelerinizi tim gercekligi ile yansitacak bigimde cevap veriniz. Samimi ve igtenlikle vereceginiz cevaplar
calismanin saghgi agisindan ¢ok énemlidir.

Sizden anket tizerinde belirtilecek highir kimlik belirleyici hicbir bilgi istenmeyecektir. Cevaplarniniz sadece
arastirmanin amacina uygun olarak bilimsel agidan kullanilacak ve gizli tutulacaktir.

Bu calismaya katilmayi kabul edebilir, reddedebilirsiniz ayrica ¢alismanin herhangi bir yerinde onayinizi gekme
hakkina da sahipsiniz. Ancak formlari sonuna kadar ve eksiksiz doldurmaniz, bu aragtirmanin gegerli olabilmesi
icin onem tasimaktadir.

Caligma ile ilgili herhangi bir bilgi almak isterseniz, asagidaki elektronik iletisim adresinden ulasabilirsiniz.

Arastirma Koordinatori: (6gretim tiyesinin ismi)
e-posta adresi:

Arastirmaci: (6grencinin ismi)
e-posta adresi:

Katiiminiz ve ayirdiginiz vakit i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz.

Katimci beyani:

Aragtirma ile ilgili yukaridaki bilgiler bana aktarildi. Bana yapilan tim agiklamalari ayrintilariyla anlamis
bulunmaktayim. Verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amagli yayinlarda kullaniimasini kabul ediyorum. Bu arastirmada
‘katiime!’ olarak yer alma kararini aldim.

Isim Soyad:

imza:

NOT: Bilgi ve kontak adresleri kismi kesilerek sizlere verilecektir. imza ve isim sadece galismaya gontlli olarak
katildiginizi gésterir niteliktedir. Anketleriniz size verilmeden teslim alinacak ve ayri olarak tutulacaktir.
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Appendix 11: Ethics Board Waiver Form

T.C.
UFUK UNIVERSITESI

SOSYAL VE BESERI BILIMLER BiLiMSEL
ARASTIRMA VE YAYIN ETiGI KURULU

Karar Tarihi :20.06.2019
Toplant1 Sayisi :2019/5
Karar Sayist :2019/56

Ufuk Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Midiirltigii tarafindan 10.06.2019 tarih ve
96064710-5014.10-E.4619 sayih yaz: ile Kurulumuza génderilen, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Yiksek Lisans
Programu tezli yiiksek lisans ogrencisi Ozlem GENCER’in, Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Neslihan OZKAN’n
tez danigmanhiginda devam ettirdigi “Yabanci Dil Olarak Ingilizce Baglanunda Otomatik Yaz
Yazma Degerlendirmesinin Kullanim: Paragraf Yazmundan Kompozisyon Yazimuna/Automated
Writing Evaluation Use in an EFL Context: From Paragraph Writing to Essay Writing” bashikli
tez galigmasina iliskin bagvurusu goriisiildii.

Yapilan incelemeler sonucunda hazirlanan tez ¢alismasinin, bilimsel aragtirma ve yayin etigi
agisindan uygun olduguna karar verildi.

ETiK KURUL UYELERI iMZA e
=
Prof. Dr. Semih BUKER 7 /7
Prof. Dr, Cenap ERDEMIR /L;_{:%%,//éz—/’
7 7
Prof. Dr. Emel ERDOGAN BAKAR W

Prof. Dr. Orhan AYDIN W/m

Prof. Dr. Mchmet TOMANBAY iﬁiﬂ“‘é’%«

g
= | Prof. Dr. Tiirkmen DERDIYOK W A/_,//
s !

Prof. Dr; C. Sencer IMER

s

ADRES : Ufuk Universitesi Incek Sehit Saver Mehmet Selim Kiraz Bulvari No:129 (06836) Incek-Golbagt -Ankara
Tel: (0312) 586 70 00 Faks : (0312) 586 71 24
WEB : www.ufuk.edutr  e-mail : ufukuni@ufuk.edu.tr
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