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Bu c¢alisgma, Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme (OYD) araciligiyla saglanan doniitiin
ogrencilerin yazma motivasyonu, yazma 0z-yeterlik inanglar1 ve yazma basarisi iizerindeki
etkililigini aragtirmayr amaglamaktadir. Arastirmaya Tiirkiye'de bir devlet iiniversitesinde
2020 yilinda 6grenim goren 91 hazirlik 6grencisi katilmis ve 6grenciler ii¢ gruba ayrilmistir:
deney grubu 1 (S: 31), deney grubu 2 (S: 28) ve kontrol grubu (S: 32). Calismadan once,
tiim gruplarin yazma basarilarinin birbirine benzer olup olmadigini gérmek igin 6grencilerin
kompozisyonlar: toplanmistir. Calismada iki farkli OYD sisteminin {icretsiz versiyonlari
kullanilmistir (her deney grubu i¢in bir OYD araci kullanilmistir). Deney gruplarindaki
katilimcilar 6gretmen + OYD doniitii alirken, kontrol grubundaki katilimcilar sadece
ogretmen doniitli almistir. Deney gruplarindaki her bir 6grenci, OYD doniitiinii kullanarak
alt1 kompozisyon yazmistir. Kompozisyonlarin ilk ve son taslaklari, 6grencilerin OYD geri
bildiriminden nasil yararlandiklarin1 arastirmak igin arastirmaci tarafindan toplanmis ve
analiz edilmistir. Uygulamadan iki hafta sonra, 6grencilerin yazma basarilarinda herhangi
bir gelisme olup olmadigini arastirmak i¢in arastirmadan once toplanan kompozisyonlarla
karsilastirilmak iizere O6grencilerin ¢aligmadan sonra yazmis olduklart kompozisyonlar
toplanmistir. Ayrica, OYD kullaniminin 6grencilerin yazma 6z-yeterlik inanglar1 tizerindeki
etkilerini arastirmak i¢in ¢alismadan Once ve sonra bir anket (yazma 06z-yeterlik anketi)
uygulanmistir. Ayrica, 6grencilerin OYD geri bildirimine iligkin algilar1 yazili bir goriis
anketi ve odak grup goriismeleri yoluyla toplanmistir. Nitel veriler, OYD doniitiiniin
Ogrencilerin yazma 0z yeterligi ve yazma motivasyonu iizerindeki etkilerini incelemek igin
de kullanilmistir. Calismanin sonucu, OYD doniitiiniin 6grencilerin yazma motivasyonunu,
yazma 0Oz yeterliligini ve yazma basarisin1 artirdigini gostermistir. Bulgular ayrica
ogrencilerin OYD sistemlerini hem gramer referanst hem de esanlamlilar s6zliigii amaciyla
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kullandiklarini gostermistir. Son olarak, nitel verilerin analizi, 6grencilerin OYD doniitii
hakkindaki goriislerinin ¢ogunlukla olumlu oldugunu gostermistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler  :Otomatik Yazma Degerlendirme, yazma 0z-yeterligi, yazma
motivasyonu, yazma basarisi
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ABSTRACT

This study aimed at investigating the effectiveness of feedback provided via Automated
Writing Evaluation on learners’ writing motivation, writing self-efficacy beliefs, and writing
achievement. 91 preparatory school students studying at a state university in Turkey in 2020
participated in the study and they were divided into three groups: experimental group 1 (N:
31), experimental group 2 (N: 28), and control group (N: 32). Prior to the study, learners’
writing tasks were collected to ensure that all groups were similar to each other with their
writing achievement. Free versions of two different AWE systems were employed in the
study (one for each experimental group). Participants in the experimental groups had
teacher+AWE feedback, while participants in the control group had only teacher feedback.
Each learner in the experimental groups wrote six essays using AWE feedback. The first and
the final drafts of the essays were collected and analyzed by the researcher to investigate
how learners made use of AWE feedback. Two weeks after the intervention, learners’ essays
were collected to be compared with the writing tasks collected prior to the study to explore
whether there were any improvements in their writing achievement. Moreover, one
questionnaire (a writing self-efficacy questionnaire) was implemented before and after the
study to investigate the effects of AWE use on learners’ writing self-efficacy beliefs.
Furthermore, learners’ perceptions of AWE feedback were gathered via a written opinion
survey and focus group interviews. Qualitative data were also utilized to explore the effects
of AWE feedback on learners’ writing self-efficacy and writing motivation. The result of the
study indicated that AWE feedback increased learners’ writing motivation, writing self-
efficacy, and writing achievement. The findings also demonstrated that learners utilized
AWE systems both as grammar reference and thesaurus. Finally, the analysis of qualitative
data indicated that learners’ opinions of AWE feedback were mostly positive.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background of the Study

Language as a medium of communication has aroused a new surge of interest in the past
decades and nowadays it may be considered as a tool, which is likely to be affecting the
societies' cultural lives and social interactions. When the present status of the globalized
world is taken into consideration from the point of common use of language, English
language is regarded as the leading one being learned and taught most (McKay, 2010). That
is, English language is learned as a second or foreign language all over the world and
additionally considered as lingua franca. Turkey, as being one of the countries that English
is taught as a foreign language, attaches importance to English language teaching of its
citizens. Learning a foreign language is not a simple process as it necessitates learners to
develop various skills so as to communicate effectively in the target language. Although all
of these skills require attention, writing is one of the most important means of
communication not only in the personal life of the individuals, but also in education and
business world. Therefore, writing can be considered as a means of communication that
gives opportunities to learners to reflect their feelings and ideas on any medium of written
work, to arrange their knowledge and beliefs into conveying arguments, and to express
meaning via well-established texts. “Learning to write in a second language is one of the
most challenging aspects of second language learning” (Hyland, 2003, p. xiii). In American
universities and colleges, even native speakers of English, not surprisingly, have difficulties
in writing effectively, which demands a considerable instruction (Hyland, 2003). Similarly,
components of writing might be challenging to be internalized by foreign language learners
(Evans & Green, 2007). Considering this, learning to write requires a considerable focus and

attention of the learners. Spoken language is naturally acquired by a person due to being
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exposed to it whereas writing ability needs to be taught purposefully (Harmer, 2004). When
children are born, they are exposed to the language by listening, and it is a natural process
for a child to learn to speak in his/her native language, but they learn to write only when they
start formal education in schools. Thus, it can be one of the most challenging aspects of
language learning for them when language learners are introduced to writing, as the ability
to write is more complicated than that of other language skills since the language learners
are to utilize their ideas to produce their papers, which requires several skills to succeed. In
addition to these skills, affective factors such as self-efficacy beliefs and motivation also

affect the writing achievement of foreign language learners.

Teaching or learning writing effectively might not guarantee a desired level of writing
achievement. Self-efficacy, being one of the factors affecting learners’ achievement in
English language learning, is connected to the writing performance of the learners. Defined
by Bandura (1997), the term self-efficacy is related to the “beliefs in one's capabilities to
organize and execute the courses of action required to manage prospective situations” (p. 2).
Pajares and Miller (1995) concluded that a number of research studies have enlightened the
link between self-efficacy and learning outcomes. Self-efficacy perceptions affect how
much people strive and how stable they act in spite of obstacles. In that manner, individuals
with higher self-efficacy beliefs are making significant efforts to come through the
difficulties, which is the cue of upper level of success. As for language learning, learners’
own judgments of their abilities are likely to influence their successes and failures in learning
English. Moreover, learners tend to maintain faulty beliefs regarding their language skills
and weaken their willingness to learn, which might impede the progress of language learning
(Horwitz, 1988). In this sense, it should be explicitly noted, while writing is discussed within
this context, that an individual's understanding of his or her capacity to write efficiently is a
key constituent. Namely, the term writing self-efficacy covers the perceptions of learners
concerning the psychological strategies they use when they face with writing difficulties.
Employing learning strategies in writing tasks, creating appropriate classroom conditions
and effective writing instruction may reinforce the learners’ self-efficacy beliefs about

activities encompassing writing.

Along with self-efficacy, motivation is also regarded as one of the factors influencing foreign
language learning. That is, motivation is a critical issue in promoting EFL education
involving diverse psychological, social, and cognitive characteristics, and motivation is
among the most significant ones. Described as the preference of, the perseverance with, and

2



commitment to a particular behavior or act by Dornyei and Ushioda (2013), motivation is of
great importance to be able to meet the needs of writing successfully. It is also recognized
as being positively and overwhelmingly connected with EFL writing attainment (Masgoret
& Gardner, 2003). In other words, one of the major issues restricting or promoting writing
skills is the motivation of learners to write in EFL settings. As motivating students for EFL
writing is a critical issue, the problems leading learners to become demotivated need to be
addressed. Learners’ consideration of writing as a tedious activity constitutes one of the
problems in learning and teaching writing. Moreover, the fact that the completion of a
writing task requires a long time and effort may also decrease learners’ writing motivation.
Another problem is learners’ perceptions related to the process of writing which mostly
includes multiple drafting procedures, and the difficulty of the tasks that may cause learners
to lose their motivation. In addition, teachers’ insufficient and not individualized feedback

is seen as a factor affecting learners’” writing motivation (Bahous et al., 2011).

Learners may still not succeed in writing even if they have writing motivation and positive
writing self-efficacy beliefs; that is, they are likely to need feedback for their written work.
Feedback can be described as the explanations provided with a written or oral way, implicit
or explicit to the students to correct their errors. Feedback “has long been regarded as
essential for the development of second language (L2) writing skills” (Hyland & Hyland,
2006, p.83). Thus, to ensure learners writing improvement, they must be provided with
written corrective feedback. However, the benefits of corrective feedback as a tool to
develop learners’ writing achievement are controversial. Even though there's more than
enough evidence that the error treatment is of benefit to students (Ashwell, 2000; Fathman
& Whalley, 1990; Ferris & Roberts, 2001, Ferris, 2004), studies have also shown that the
correction of grammatical errors of learners does not produce any positive outcomes in terms
of their development in writing (Truscott, 1996, 1999, 2007). As a writing instructor, the
researcher of this very study is of the belief that written corrective feedback improves
learners’ writing achievement in areas such as grammar, spelling, punctuation, content and
organization. Thanks to advancements in technology, learners now have the option to get

feedback from some software systems created for providing feedback for their written work.

Basically defined as the computer capacity to evaluate papers, Automated Writing
Evaluation (AWE) systems have gained the interest of the researchers and the instructors
lately. Shermis and Burstein (2003) stated that AWE systems can be explained as computer-
based technologies in which the coded systems evaluate the compositions. These systems

3



grade learners’ written work thanks to utilizing artificial intelligence technologies. As for
the success of AWE scoring, a number of research studies have found positive correlation
between human scoring and AWE scoring (Elliot, 2003). AWE was firstly developed to
grade papers to assist teachers with this tedious process (Chen & Cheng, 2008). Later, when
the demand for these systems increased, the developers enhanced the capacity of the systems
by adding feedback features. Li et al. (2015) stated that written corrective feedback, which
is an essential part of writing instruction, can now be integrated with AWE, and it will benefit
EFL/ESL writers. With the help of AWE feedback, learners are now able to get immediate
feedback for their compositions and do not have to consult teacher or peer feedback
especially for surface level errors such as grammar, spelling, and punctuation. Even though
AWE software systems’ usage may show differences, the feedback procedure is similar in
that learners’ errors are labeled or underlined, and the systems provide explanations, rules
and possible correct versions. Along with providing feedback, AWE systems also encourage
learners to self-edit their errors, which increases learners’ writing self-efficacy and fosters

writing development of the learners (Ranalli, 2018).

1.2. Statement of the Problem

McNamara et al. (2015) suggested that learners, who are not able to write effectively, are
more likely to have problems with regard to conveying their ideas, convincing others and
becoming successful in personal and academic life. Thus, learners are to be equipped with
the necessary linguistic knowledge so as to write and convey their ideas efficiently. Even
though L2 writing instruction has changed its focus from depending on grammar to giving
priority to meaning, surface features of writing still facilitate L2 writers to transfer their
intended message efficiently (Ferris, 2006). In this respect, grammatical accuracy, along
with content and organization, is one of the vital aspects of academic writing which
determines the quality of a written text. In process-based writing instruction, one frequently
emphasized method for improving learners’ writing skills is to involve learners in preparing,
drafting, revising, and editing processes of their essays (Graham & Sandmel, 2011). Teacher
feedback becomes more of an issue in developing learners’ writing skill in process-based
writing due to the fact that learners need feedback during each process in order to create
well-constructed texts. Biber et al. (2011) explain the five categories of teacher feedback as
lexis, grammar, mechanics, organization, and content. However, teachers may not cope with

all these feedback points as it takes a great amount of effort. Besides being a tedious task,
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there can usually be time constraints in the classroom to provide each student with a
satisfactory corrective feedback that can contribute to a better understanding (Lin et al.,
2014). Moreover, in situations where the number of students in each class is high, it becomes
highly impossible for teachers to provide each learner with individualized feedback, and
teachers spend most of the feedback time giving priority to grammatical errors of students
focusing less on issues such as content and organization which are seemingly more important
aspects of writing. Furthermore, process-based writing instruction turns into product-based
in crowded classrooms, as teachers are forced to prefer explicit rather than implicit feedback
to be able to provide assistance to each student, which discourages learners to write multiple
drafts and makes them less active in writing process as the teacher explicitly corrects
learners’ errors preventing learners from editing or correcting their own errors. Additionally,
learners tend to ignore teacher feedback, lose their writing motivation and use simpler
structures to avoid making errors after being repeatedly criticized for their grammatical
problems in their written work (Truscott, 1996, 1999). Similarly, as Boscolo and Hidi (2007)
suggested, learners may be unwilling to write because of some writing difficulties, and
feedback exceedingly on grammatical errors is considered as one of the difficulties learners
face with, which in turn decreases learners’ writing motivation. In addition, learners’ writing
self-efficacy beliefs may be adversely affected since negative feedback may leave a bad
impression on learners by making them believe that they are not capable of creating well-
developed papers (Pajares et al., 2007). Thus, taking these writing problems into
consideration, new approaches for providing feedback to the learners’ papers should be

addressed and analyzed.

1.3. Aims of the Study

This study aims to investigate the effectiveness of Automated Writing Evaluation feedback
(Grammarly and ProWritingAid) on improving tertiary level learners’ writing achievement.
It is also aimed to examine the effects of AWE feedback on learners’ writing motivation and
writing self-efficacy beliefs. Moreover, kinds of errors that learners correct using AWE
software systems will be analyzed. Additionally, learners’ opinions about using Automated
Writing Evaluation systems will be explored. As for the final purpose of the study, the
traditional teacher-peer grammar feedback and AWE grammar feedback will be compared
with respect to the effects on learners’ writing self-efficacy beliefs, learners’ writing

motivation and learners’ writing achievement.
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The present study addresses the following research questions:

1. Is Automated Writing Evaluation feedback effective in improving learners’ writing
achievement?

2. Does using Automated Writing Evaluation feedback increase learners’ writing
motivation?

3. Does using Automated Writing Evaluation feedback increase learners’ writing self-
efficacy beliefs?

4. What kind of errors do learners correct using Automated Writing Evaluation
feedback?

5. What are the learners’ perceptions of using Automated Writing Evaluation as a source

of feedback in writing classes?

1.4. Significance of the Study

Lately, the demand for technology implementation in educational settings has increased the
tendency of using AWE systems in writing classes by teachers and students; therefore,
research on the effectiveness of AWE systems needs due attention (Chen & Cheng, 2008;
Shermis & Burstein, 2003). Similarly, Zhang and Hyland (2018) asserted that with the
advancements of computer assisted instructional technologies, a growing number of research
studies have started to contain AWE feedback. A lot of studies have been conducted by either
the producers of AWE systems or researchers endorsed by the developers of AWE systems,
which resulted in reaching findings on behalf of AWE systems (Stevenson & Phakiti, 2014).
That is, in most of the studies in the literature, premium versions of AWE software systems
were implemented. For instance, in previous studies (Caveleri & Dianati, 2016; Chen &
Cheng, 2008; Dikli, 2010; Dikli & Bleyle, 2014; El-Ebyary & Windeatt, 2010; Fang, 2010;
Ghufron & Rosyida, 2018; Lai, 2010; Lavolatte et al., 2015; Li et al., 2015; Li et al, 2017;
Liao, 2016; Liu & Kunnan, 2016; O’Neill & Russell, 2019; Ranalli, 2008; Wang et al., 2012;
Wilson & Czik, 2016; Zhang, 2020), the participants utilized premium versions of AWE
systems. However, few studies (Koltovskaia, 2020; Nova, 2018) employed free version of
Grammarly in their choice of AWE systems. In the literature, it is seen that the researchers
preferred various AWE software systems. Among aforementioned studies, four studies
(Chen & Cheng, 2008; Dikli, 2010; Fang, 2010; Lai, 2010) used My Access!, six studies
(Dikli & Bleyle, 2014; El-Ebyary & Windeatt, 2010; Lavolatte et al., 2015; Li et al., 2015;
Liao, 2016; Ranalli, 2008) used Criterion, one study (Wang et al, 2012) used
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CorrectEnglish, one study (Liu & Kunnan, 2016) used WriteToLearn, one study (Wilson &
Czik, 2016) used PEG Scholar Writing, and five studies (Caveleri & Dianati, 2016; Ghufron
& Rosyida, 2018; Koltovskaia, 2020; Nova, 2018; O’Neill & Russell, 2019) implemented
Grammarly. To the knowledge of the researcher, no study using ProWritingAid for AWE
feedback was found in the relevant literature. Also, mentioned studies employed only one
AWE software system in their designs. These studies investigated the effects of AWE
feedback on learners’ written texts and explored learners’ opinions of using AWE. In
Turkish context, to the researcher’s knowledge, AWE studies are also scarce. One study
(Erdal-Bulut, 2019) used premium version of PEG Scholar Writing. Erdal-Bulut (2019)
investigated the effects of AWE use on learners’ writing achievement and learners’ writing
motivation. In another study, Genger (2019) implemented CyWrite and explored its effects
on writing achievement and examined learners’ perceptions of utilizing AWE with no
indication of whether premium or free version of AWE was used. Therefore, this very study
is significant due to some reasons. Firstly, this study will employ two different AWE
software systems (Grammarly and ProWritingAid) in its design. Also, free versions of these
AWE systems will be used by the participants in the study; thus, the results obtained from
this study may also guide the teachers and the learners in writing instruction in that the study
will investigate to what extent the feedback provided by the free versions of AWE systems
is efficacious. The design of this study focusing on the use of free versions is crucial when
costly prices of premium versions are considered since not all learners could afford to
purchase the premium versions of these systems. With free versions, it is aimed that learners
will be able to consult AWE feedback whenever they need assistance for their written work.
Therefore, it will contribute to writing instruction of the teachers to use it as a supplementary
tool for providing feedback and will be of great help for learners to reach immediate
feedback. In the literature, the effects of AWE feedback with regard to learners’ writing
motivation and writing self-efficacy beliefs have been found to be scarce; hence, this study
will be beneficial to fill this gap by providing deeper insights on these affective factors which
are thought to influence the learners’ language achievement. Consequently, this study aims
to contribute to the relevant literature as it will provide an understanding of AWE feedback
and its effects on learners’ writing achievement, writing self-efficacy, and writing

motivation.



1.5. Hypotheses of the Study

The current study aims to address the following hypotheses:

1.

Automated Writing Evaluation feedback makes a significant difference in improving
learners’ writing achievement.
Automated Writing Evaluation feedback positively affects learners’ writing self-

efficacy beliefs.

1.6. Assumptions of the Study

The following assumptions have been taken into consideration in this current study:

1.
2.

All participants are assumed to answer frankly to the items in the questionnaire

All participants are assumed to be sincere while answering questions in the opinion
survey and in the focus group interview.

All participants are assumed to carefully analyze and adapt AWE feedback into their
subsequent drafts.

The data collection tools used in this study are assumed to be sufficient in collecting
data about learners’ writing motivation and writing self-efficacy beliefs.

The participants’ computer literacy was not tested, but it is assumed that learners’
computer literacy is adequate to be able to use AWE software systems and send e-

mails.

1.7. Limitations of the Study

This study has certain limitations:

1.

This study is limited to 91 tertiary level EFL learners studying at Sivas Cumhuriyet
University School of Foreign Languages.

This study focused on writing skills of the learners studying at Sivas Cumhuriyet
University School of Foreign Languages.

The participant groups are limited to two experimental and one control group.

This study is limited to exploring the effects of AWE feedback on learners’ writing
achievement, learners’ writing motivation and learners’ writing self-efficacy beliefs.

The increase in writing achievement may result from the learning effect.



6. The difference in writing motivation and writing self-efficacy beliefs of the learners

may be due to learning effect.

1.8. Definition of the Terms

AWE: The computer ability to assess and score written texts and provide feedback on written

work.

Motivation: An internal desire a learner has to learn the language in order to succeed in

learning process.

Self-editing: A learner-centered activity where learners spot and correct errors in their own

writing tasks.

Self-efficacy: People’s own judgments of their capabilities which affect the type of activities
they want to participate (Bandura, 1986).

Writing Motivation: The feeling of being willing to take part in the writing process.

Writing Self-efficacy: Learners’ own judgments of their abilities to write in the target

language (McCarthy et al., 1985).



CHAPTER I

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Writing as a Language SKill

Language skills are divided into two as receptive skills and productive skills. Receptive skills
involve reading and listening skills in which the learners extract the meaning from a context
while speaking and writing are the two productive skills where learners are expected to
generate the language themselves (Harmer, 2007). Due to the requirement of composing a
written product, writing skill is presumed as one of the most complicated language skills for
learners. Writing is also a required skill for language learners to be able to succeed in their
academic lives. During the 1970s, L1 research has affected the approach towards second
language writing in that processes involved in two languages may not be totally the same
but could be similar (Brown & Lee, 2015). Moreover, L2 teachers were suggested to use the
techniques in L1 teaching. However, Silva (1993) suggested that the texts of L2 writers were
less coherent (including fewer words), less correct (having more errors) and less efficient
(getting less holistic scores). In this vein, it is obvious that despite having some similarities

such as drafting and revising, L1 and L2 writing show a great deal of differences.

2.2. Writing as a Foreign Language Skill

According to Cumming (2001), writing in a foreign language includes three basic
dimensions, which are texts people write, composing process people follow during the
production stage of their texts, and sociocultural contexts where people produce their texts.
The first dimension includes knowledge of syntax and vocabulary in its micro-level while
consisting of cohesive devices in macro level. In this stage, Harley and King (1989) stated
that learners of English as a foreign language develop their micro-level of context, namely
their language knowledge regarding syntax and morphology. About the vocabulary range,
10



the improvement in foreign language writing proficiency enhances the capacity of the
learners’ use of vocabulary items (Grant & Ginther, 2000). Even though these micro-levels
may show the text accuracy in terms of grammar and vocabulary, the usage of cohesive
devices at macro level is of great importance to make the text fluent. Connor (1996) asserted
that thanks to cohesive devices, learners become a lot more successful in improving their

texts to become fluent.

The second dimension is the composing process of writers. This dimension is the stage where
learners search for the appropriate words for their texts, and also, they plan and revise their
papers during the composing procedure. Given that English is not the learners' own language,
EFL learners have trouble finding proper words that match best for the intended meaning.
Although the equivalent of a word in learners’ native language may sometimes sound
correct, the context in which the word is used may necessitate a different word to fully
express the intended meaning of the learner. Hence, the pursuit of searching the words is a
challenging process for the EFL learners, which requires a lot effort to spend till reaching
the desired proficiency level. In their research, Chenoweth and Hayes (2001) found out that
proficient EFL learners are able to locate context-related words and phrases. Moreover, these
learners, as Akyel (1994) stated, have the capacity of using strategies while composing their
texts such as planning, drafting and revising. Thus, learners’ language proficiency may tend

to influence the processes of their language learning.

The last dimension is the social contexts where people produce their texts. In social contexts,
people learn ways to search for help from various people and to get used to the new
situations. An example of this is that learners consult teacher and peer support in educational
settings while language learning process takes place. Moreover, they participate in a

discourse community which determines the type of texts they produce.

2.3. Approaches to Writing

There are different forms of teaching writing in EFL classrooms. It will be wrong to state
that one approach is the most appropriate, or the other one is inadequate. It is the
responsibility of the teachers to determine which approach is the best by taking into

consideration the learner types, syllabus and curriculum.

In the past, writing was employed as a complementary practice to be used by teachers to

teach grammar and vocabulary subjects to learners. The learners were given a topic and
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expected to write based on that topic in product based writing. After the advancements in
the research area that emphasize teaching writing, teachers started to shift from product-

based approach to process-based approach.

2.3.1. Product Approach

Harmer (2007) defines product approach as “it values the construction of the end-product as
the main thing to be focused on” (p. 325). Thus, in product based approach in writing,
students’ final product is of great importance in that the teachers only evaluate that particular
product to decide whether students reach the desired level in writing or not. In addition,
Pincas (1982) stated that product-based approach in writing focuses highly on accuracy in
learners’ writings and the appropriate use of lexical and cohesive devices is crucial. In
product-based approach in writing, learners are to be equipped with the necessary knowledge
of grammar, vocabulary, punctuation, spelling, and the skills of idea development to be able
to produce clear and meaningful writings (Hedge, 2005). However, due to the focus on
grammatical and lexical units a lot during the writing process in product-based writing,

learners are likely to neglect another vital point of writing, the content.

“Controlled sentence construction, free composition, and the homework function”
(McDonough & Shaw, 1996, p.178) are employed in product based writing approach.
Moreover, for Nunan (1995), what language learners do in product based approach is to
imitate and copy the model paragraphs and essays. In product-based approach, learners start
to the writing activity by first reading a model text and analyzing its features, such as
language and vocabulary use, and organization of ideas. Next, they perform controlled
writing activity where they practice, for instance, the target grammar form used in the model
text. Later on, during the next stage, which is a crucial stage for learners, they organize their
ideas in line with the model text they read. On the final stage, they produce their papers using
the structures, vocabulary items and organization patterns they practiced in the previous

stages.

2.3.2. Process Approach

The dominant teaching way of second language writing skill in the 1960s depended on
product and grammatical structures, and lexical varieties of texts were given importance by

the teachers of English (Hyland, 2003). This hinders learners to produce texts in different
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contexts due to the fact that learning based exclusively on grammatical and lexical
knowledge limits learners to build their products communicatively. Later on, when this
teaching method seemed to be proven not to be effective, the teaching method shifted onto
language forms combining linguistic structures and lexical knowledge with functions. In this
vein, learners were to create structures and use vocabulary items in meaningful units.
However, in the recent history, as Murray (1985) and Elbow (1998) stated, a lot of writing
teachers from different cultures started to see their classroom objectives to improve learners’
communicative abilities. That is, writing classrooms evolved, and learners shared their
personal experiences and opinions making the lessons more creative providing an
opportunity for learners to discover. After this evolution, the approach to writing turned into

process-based writing instruction.

For a long time, writing was seen as a product leading students’ attention to ‘what’, which
prevented students from focusing on the process of writing, namely ‘how’ to produce a text
by following a process including stages such as, brainstorming, drafting, revising, and
editing (Harmer, 2004), and many teachers started to prefer to adopt process based approach
to teach writing (Harmer, 2007). L2 writing not only necessitates syntax and spelling
knowledge in order to convey ideas in the appropriate form, but it also requires planning and
reviewing so as to meet the goals of writing (Ransdell & Barbier, 2002). Nonetheless, Zen
(2005) stated that most of the time, the product of the learners is taken into consideration
during the evaluation process neglecting the process of composing; that is to say, process-
based approach in writing is not always applicable for any learning situation. In process-
based approach, the focus is given on the procedure that learners follow. That is, learners are
encouraged to brainstorm about the topic they are going to write before starting to the writing
process at once in process-based approach. Many teachers are not aware of the impact of the
brainstorming technique or the value of strategic training in encouraging learning skills of
students (Bejarano et al. 1997). Not only does it encourage thinking and lead the students to
focus and plan their ideas, but it also supports understanding and thinking about the language
(Rao, 2007). In this stage, teachers are to encourage students to come up with ideas in pairs
or groups. Moreover, for drafting, students should be given assistance by their teachers after
they write each draft. Peer editing can also be implemented in the writing process where the
students reflect on each other’s papers. Instead of giving feedback on the final draft only,
teachers are to provide feedback to students between the first and the final drafts. In process-
based writing approach, learners first brainstorm ideas to be used in the writing process.
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Here, all ideas are invaluable and not criticized by the teacher. Next, students evaluate their
ideas and create an outline, which helps learners see the hierarchical order of ideas. Later,
they write their first drafts. During the next stage, written drafts are exchanged between
students, and they comment on each other’s papers. Teacher feedback can be provided in
this stage as well. Taking the feedback given by peers and the teacher into consideration,
students write their final drafts. Finally, learners are provided final feedback by their teacher

and peers.

2.3.3. Genre Approach

Another approach in writing, genre approach, refers to learners’ writing on some genres for
use in particular situations such as writing e-mails, writing letters in business situations,
writing essays in educational settings (Flowerdew, 1993). Cope and Kalantsiz (1993)
explained the three stages in genre writing where the learners first model the target genre to
get the gist of composing effectively related to the genre, then learners and teacher work
together to create the composition, and finally, learners, on their own, write their
compositions based on the genre they studied. However, explicit instruction for genre
writing may decrease learners’ creativity and limit their expression ability because it
resembles a copy-paste process; thus, teachers are expected to choose and implement the
most appropriate approach for their students in the process of teaching writing.

2.4. Feedback in Writing

Error correction and feedback in L2 writing concern many researchers and writing teachers.
Moreover, L2 teachers mostly report that error correction in writing is one of the most
demanding and tiring processes in their language teaching instruction (Ferris, 1999). For
grammar correction, Truscott (1996) puts forth that almost all of the language teachers
correct their students’ grammar errors in one way or another. However, error correction is
troublesome for teachers and students inasmuch as students devote a lot effort to be more
accurate, and for the teachers, the long term effect of error correction is of uncertainty (Ferris,
1999). Correspondingly, Truscott (1996) asserted teachers are, most of the time, unwilling
to accept the fact that feedback on grammar is not efficient, and also research findings are

not likely to seem enough to convince the teachers for that matter.
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Ferris et al. (1997, 2013) suggested that grammar feedback plays a vital role to motivate and
assist language learners. Similarly, providing error feedback may be in favor of learners and
their writing development while the absence of feedback might be disadvantageous (Ferris,
2004). Truscott (1996) suggested that research on grammar correction in writing classes
revealed that feedback on grammar correction is not effective for learners’ writing
competence and achievement. Based on his meta-analysis on research related to feedback
on error correction, Truscott (2007) concluded that grammar error correction has harmful
effects on students’ writing, and we, as researchers and English language teachers, can be
95% sure that the positive effects are very little. Learners, after being corrected and criticized
again and again, may not be eager to use complex structures and advanced vocabulary so as
to avoid being criticized because of their grammatical errors (Truscott, 1996, 1999).
Moreover, they are likely to develop negative attitudes towards writing, and even the learners
who approve grammar feedback will end up being discouraged because of being constantly
criticized and corrected. In parallel, unclear feedback results in demotivating learners for
learning writing; thus, so as to prevent this undesired effect, teachers are supposed to develop
error charts and rubrics to become understandable for learners (Ferris, 2004; Ferris et
al.,1997).

Truscott (1996) believes that even selective correction technique for grammar does not
improve learners’ writing competence. On the other hand, Ferris (1999) suggested that
unplanned and poorly provided error correction is surely not effective for learners to reach
the desired writing achievement; however, “selective, prioritized, and clear” (p. 4) error
correction will foster learners’ writing. Furthermore, Truscott (1996) suggested that the
general approach to correct grammatical errors of learners’ writing is to provide them the
correct answers explicitly or implicitly leading them to discover their errors themselves.
However, this knowledge transfer from teacher to students does not necessarily guarantee
the learners’ acquisition of the rules and applying them in their future writings. Unitedly,
Truscott (1996) and Ferris (2004) agreed that grammar includes lexical, morphological, and
syntactic knowledge; thus, the same correction technique will not apply to all, which requires

the teachers to implement different kinds of techniques.

For Truscott (1996), another problem with the inefficiency of grammar feedback on writing
is related to teachers’ ignorance about the learners’ developmental stages. That is, learners
may not be cognitively ready for the provided feedback. Ferris et al. (1997) and Ferris (2004)

warns language teachers to be aware of the fact that learners’ abilities to write, their needs,
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and their personalities are distinct; therefore, teachers should know there is no certain type
of feedback which will fit for all errors and all learners. Ferris’ (2006) suggestions for L2
writing teachers are that teachers must provide implicit feedback mostly, locate the errors
directly instead of using codes and implement different kinds of feedback techniques for

varying errors.

As for the teachers’ role in providing feedback, Truscott (1996) explains that grammar
feedback on writing is lack of effectiveness due to teachers’ inability to spot errors and
teachers” workload, which includes grading a great number of papers, may negatively affect
the quality of the feedback of the teachers. Another point about feedback problems related
to teachers is the teachers’ feedback being inconsistent that makes the understanding of the
feedback difficult for the learners. This problem arises due to teachers’ being busy and
having to deal with different kinds of errors at the same time. However, even the teacher
could spot all the errors and become consistent about grammar feedback, it will prevent the
teachers from focusing on content and idea organization and take a great deal of time, which
in turn is not practical. On the other hand, Ferris (2006) noted that teachers’ comments on

students’ writing were found to be accurate and comprehensible for the learners.

Ferris (1999, 2004) assumes that because there is no handbook for providing effective
feedback, teachers are to develop strategies and plan their feedback sessions beforehand in
their classes. This careful planning will enable teachers to become more accurate with their
feedback. However, Truscott (1999) criticizes this, for all these preparations and providing
learner-specific grammar correction are likely to be time-consuming and end up with not
focusing on more important points of writing than grammar correction; moreover, because
learners also need to devote a great amount of time for grammar feedback revisions, they
may lose their interest in writing, and all these might be considered as the disadvantages that

could occur with feedback.

Considering the advantages, Ferris’ (1995) research revealed that strategy training for self-
edit improved learners’ grammatical accuracy. On that matter, Ferris et al. (1997) found that
feedback provided for the whole semester improved learners’ writing and developed their
self-editing abilities. Moreover, participants in the study indicated that feedback was helpful
for their writing development. Instead of leaving grammar correction thoroughly, L2
teachers are required struggle to make their feedback more efficient (Ferris, 1999). In their
experimental research, Ferris and Roberts (2001) found that learners made use of feedback
and improved their accuracy in writing; moreover, less explicit feedback provided with error
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type codes encouraged learners to self-edit their papers. Provided that the learners are trained
on how to self-edit their papers and teachers give focused and selective feedback, the results
will be promising for the development of learners’ writing achievement (Ferris, 1999, 2004,
2006). It was also claimed by Ferris et al. (2013) that perceptions of learners on written
corrective feedback, which was provided with different techniques such as revisions and
interviews, were positive, and learners made progress in developing their accuracy in

writing.

To summarize, the researcher of this study is a supporter of Truscott’s view about the
grammar feedback being time-consuming and tedious for language teachers; on the other
hand, the reseracher supports Ferris’ views, for he believes grammar feedback is necessary
for learners for their writing accuracy development, and the researcher also thinks that when
the learners self-edit their papers, they will improve their writing achievement. Thus, AWE
systems are believed to be efficient for learners since they will both have feedback for their
grammatical errors and have the opportunity to self-edit their papers.

2.5. Motivation

The issue of the definition of motivation has been problematic for long years in that writers
could not agree upon a consensus. Littman (1958) states that the exact meaning for
motivation still needs agreement; moreover, he also asserted that motivation is a kind of
psychological process, which may be innate or acquired regulating or defining how the
behavior is started, preserved or ended. That is, it can be inferred that not just the emergence
of a certain behavior is due to the motivation but also the maintenance and the closure. The
definition given by Pintrich and Schunk is “motivation is the process whereby goal-directed
activity is instigated and sustained” (1996, p.4). Thus, the behavior is shaped according to
people’s aim of doing that action. For Harmer (2001), "at its most basic level, motivation is
some kind of internal drive which pushes someone to do things in order to achieve
something" (p. 51). Dornyei (2005) posits that "motivation provides a primary impetus to
initiate learning in the L2 and later the driving force to sustain the long and often tedious
learning process" (p. 65). Hence, a desired amount of motivation will pave the way for the
learner to consider the long process of L2 learning. Motivation refers to the direction and
strength of human behavior (Dornyei & Ushioda, 2011) which explains preference,
endurance, and effort respecting human behavior; namely, determining the reason why

people are carrying out the behavior, the amount of time they could sustain, and how much

17



they are eager to try. Dornyei (1998) indicated that even though the term of motivation has
been widely used not only in educational context but also in research context, the agreement
on the exact definition of the term is lack of high consensus. When all these definitions are
taken into consideration, it is, though defined differently by various scholars, generally

accepted that motivation is a prerequisite for L2 learning.

For Ellis (1997), L2 motivation includes affective situation and attitudes of language learners
that affect the effort learners make to be able to learn the language. That is to say, L2
motivation may have an undeniable impact on learners’ language learning process.
Correspondingly, Dornyei (1998) alleged motivation has been largely regarded as one of the
fundamental factors affecting the achievement of L2 learning. Along with providing an
essential impulse for L2 learning, motivation also plays a vital role as a driving force for

learners and is accepted as having an influence on the other factors involved in L2 learning.

2.5.1. Types of Motivation

Deci and Ryan (1985) introduced two types of motivation as intrinsic and extrinsic. Various
researchers (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000a, 2000b; Dornyei, 1994; Pae, 2008; Ushioda, 2008)
argued that intrinsic motivation already in existence with people can be described as carrying
out an action due to the action being intrinsically interesting or pleasing; thus, increasing the
quality of the learning process while extrinsic motivation, on the other hand, can be regarded
as carrying out an action due to the fact that it generates the desired outcome such as a
reward. Moreover, intrinsic motivation is of great importance for people’s lifelong learning
increasing their interest and curiosity for learning throughout their lives (Ryan & Deci,
2017). To summarize, Deci and Ryan (2020) considered that extrinsic motivation is related
to one’s completing an activity “for reasons” rather than their intrinsic interest or
satisfaction. The best way to understand whether an activity is carried out with extrinsic
motivation or not according to Csikszentmihalyi and Nakamura (2014) is to ask: “Would a
person do this even if no reward or punishment followed from the activity?’’ If the answer
is ““No, he or she would not,’’ it makes sense to assume that the motivation was extrinsic”
(p. 180). To illustrate, learning English for self-development and cultural enrichment can be
regarded as intrinsic motivation while learning English to have higher grades or a qualified-

job in the future are examples of extrinsic motivation.
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Ushioda (2008) asserted that a lot research evidence showed that intrinsic motivation
presents a more effective language learning compared to extrinsic motivation, and
intrinsically motivated language learners have a tendency to use creative thinking and a great
variety of problem-solving strategies. However, even though intrinsic motivation may sound
the most favorable type of motivation for a language learner to have, what actually matters
is whether the motivation is internalized and reaches long-term success or not (Ushioda,
2008). From this point of view, English language teachers are supposed foster any type of

motivation which will help the learner improve himself/herself.

Vallerand (1997) explained the three subtypes of intrinsic motivation as (a) learning which
is related to one’s involvement in an activity for the satisfaction of understanding the given
task, (b) for achievement, which can be considered as one’s desire for achieving a difficult
situation, and (c) experiencing impulse, which can be considered as one’s involvement in an

activity with the aim of satisfying one’s own feelings thanks to the activity.

Deci and Ryan (1985) offers four stages of extrinsic motivation as external regulation,
introjected regulation, identified regulation, and integrated regulation. External regulation
refers to the motivation the individual has, which is coming totally from external factors
such as rewards by teachers or threats by parents. The second one, introjected regulation, is
related to the individuals’ having motivation not to feel guilty; that is to say, the laws of the
country or social norms can be examples of introjected regulation. The third one, identified
regulation, refers to the fact that the individual sustains the activity for they value its
usefulness; for example, the advantages of learning English on the individuals’ pursuing
their hobbies such as watching movies may be regarded as an illustration of identified
regulation. The last one, integrated regulation, is the most advanced type of extrinsic
motivation, which includes the behavior the individual personally chooses to carry out. As
an example, the individual has the motivation for learning English as s/he sees learning and

having proficiency in English as a part of being an educated person in society.

Brown (1990) highlighting the priority of intrinsic motivation in the classrooms of L2
claimed that activities in traditional classrooms are mostly encouraging learners’ extrinsic
motivation where students are focused on financial rewards of learning not on the
satisfaction, exploration and creativity that will help the learner internalize the language
learning process. Accordingly, Dornyei (1994) assumed that if the learners are obliged to
meet some extrinsic necessities such as compulsory English education in schools, they are
likely to lose their intrinsic interest in language learning. That is, a student may be into an
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activity with the hope of reaching a reward in the first place; nonetheless, if the reward is
not too controlling, the student may become intrinsically motivated thanks to having the

satisfaction or pleasure from that activity.

Two other types of motivation defined by Gardner and Lambert (1959, p. 267) are integrative
and instrumental motivation. In their pioneer work, they describe integrative and
instrumental motivation as “integrative, where the aim in language study is to learn more
about the language group or to meet more and different people; instrumental, where the
reasons reflect the more utilitarian value of linguistic achievement”. Instrumental motivation
is the motivation type where learners make effort for various functional reasons (Ellis, 1997).
Learners may be motivated to learn the language to pass an exam or to get a better job in
their future careers. Moreover, Schmidt and Savage (1992) implied that instrumental
motivation emerges due to the realization of the practical benefits of learning the language.
Gardner (1978) also alleged that integrative motivation refers to learners’ willingness to be
a member of the target language community. That is to say, a learner is motivated to learn
the target language to be like one of the members of that language’s community. However,
Dornyei (2005, 2009) criticizes Gardner’s theory of integrative motivation in that Gardner’s
theory is based on studies in Canada where language learners have a chance to speak with
the members of target community; however, in countries where the language is taught as a
school subject and individuals have no chance to contact with the members or target
language, the integrative motivation term becomes an ambiguous term. In a similar vein,
Noels (2001) also said integrative motivation becomes a term related to some specific
contexts where the individuals are already able to contact with the target language group.
Peter et al. (2009) inferred that with English spreading all over the world, English language
has become less and less related to any specific culture. Moreover, because of this rapid
spread, there is no culture-linguistic specific identity that one language learner can adapt
himself/herself. Yashima (2000) explains that now individuals are motivated to learn the
language due to “interest in foreign or international affairs, willingness to go overseas t0
study or work, readiness to interact with intercultural partners and ... a non-ethnocentric
attitude toward different cultures” (p. 57). Therefore, the current meaning of integrative

motivation has undergone a change in covering all world English context, Global English.
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2.5.2. Writing Motivation

About the concept of writing motivation, Boscolo and Hidi (2007) stated that owing to
different kinds of writing difficulties, writers may be reluctant to write decreasing their
motivation towards writing. Especially, novice writers of English consider these difficulties
as an obstacle being complex to overcome; thus, facing with these problems poses
undesirable effects on learners’ writing motivation. However, on the other hand, proficient
writers of English consider these difficulties as problems to be solved not affecting their
motivation towards writing considerably. Nelson (2007) explains that people in different
settings produce writing due to experiencing a rhetorical situation, which refers to the
situations writers are motivated for writing. Moreover, Bitzer (1968) considers the rhetorical
situation as a necessity that invites utterance. An illustration of this is that professors are in
a rhetorical situation in which they try to write articles to be published, which in turn
motivates them to write. When it comes to writing in educational settings, learners are
required mostly to write assignments as a requirement of the course and provided prompts
which have them take a move to write, which is related to the motivation for writing. Lee et
al. (2017) found that more proficient students were more motivated to write compared to
low-level students. In accord, the proficiency of students has a direct effect on their writing
performance, which is closely related to writing motivation (Troia et al., 2013).

2.6. Self-Efficacy

According to a definition provided by Bandura (1986), self-efficacy is “people’s judgments
of their capabilities to organize and execute courses of action required to attain designated
types of performances” (p. 391). People’s self-efficacy judgments dramatically affect the
type of activities they choose to participate (Bandura, 1982; Wigfield & Ecles, 1992). Also,
self-efficacy decisions of people influence how much energy they are able to spend on the
activity and the amount of time that they can keep doing the activity. Pajares and Johnson
(1994) argued that self-efficacy beliefs influence behavior by controlling people's decisions,
commitment, and perseverance in overcoming obstacles and difficulties, and habits of
thinking and emotional reactions. Shell et al. (1995) asserted that self-efficacy is the
individuals’ own perceptions of his/her capabilities of carrying out an activity successfully,
which necessitates the individual to implement the necessary cognitive and behavioral skills.

People, therefore, tend to stay away from the activities they consider as exceeding their
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abilities; however, they take part in the ones they consider themselves as capable of

succeeding.

“Self-efficacy beliefs function as an important set of proximal determinants of human self-
regulation” (Bandura, 1991, p.257). That is to say, self-efficac