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ABSTRACT

AN ASSESSMENT OF ACADEMIC WRITING NEEDS
OF GRADUATE STUDENTS
Akcaoglu, M. Oztiirk
M.S., Department of Curriculum and Instruction
Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Yesim Capa-Aydin

September 2011, 80 pages

This study mainly aimed at investigating the academic writing needs and writing
self-efficacy beliefs of graduate students studying at an English-medium university,
Ankara. Furthermore, such areas that have a crucial role in determining writing needs
as the frequency of writing tasks, usefulness of written sources, perceived importance
of academic writing, and role of Turkish while writing were explored. In this study,
quantitative data via “Academic Writing Needs Assessment Survey for Graduate
Students” were collected from 213 graduate students enrolled at Graduate School of
Social Sciences. Descriptive statistics, exploratory factor analysis, and multiple
regression analyses were employed to analyze the data. The results of descriptive
statistics indicated that the graduate students need a wider vocabulary repertoire in
order to cope with the challenges of academic writing and they are mostly assigned
longer research papers. In addition, using journal articles published in the area of
specialization during writing was the most common method and more than half of
the graduate students stated that when stuck with finding the right word, they first

look for a Turkish word first.

The exploratory factor analysis produced two factors and the regression analyses
were carried out. The results yielded that the predictors accounted for 24% of the
variance in productivity-related academic writing needs, and 22% of the variance in
accuracy-related academic writing needs. For the productivity-related academic

writing needs, writing self-efficacy and academic status made a significant



contribution and for the accuracy-related academic writing needs, writing self-

efficacy and English proficiency exam score were significant.

Keywords: Academic Writing, Writing Self-Efficacy, Writing Tasks, Written

Sources
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' LISANSUSTU OGRENCILERININ
AKADEMIK YAZI IHTIYACLARI UZERINE BiR DEGERLENDIRME
Akcaoglu, M. Oztiirk
Tezli Yiksek Lisans, Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim Anabilim Dali

Tez Yoneticisi: Yrd. Dog. Dr. Yesim Capa-Aydin

Eylul 2011, 80 sayfa

Bu calisma temelde, Ankara’da bulunan gretim dili Ingilizce olan bir {iniversitedeki
lisansiistii 6grencilerin akademik yazi ihtiyaclarini ve yazma 6zyeterligi inanglarini
aragtirmay1 amaglamistir. Buna ek olarak yazma ile ilgili ihtiyaclarin belirlenmesinde
onemli rolii olan yazma ile ilgili 6dev tiirlerinin siklig1, yazili kaynaklarin faydalilik
derecesi, akademik yazinin algilanan 6nemi ve Tiirkgenin yazma sirasindaki rolii
incelenmistir. Calisma i¢in gerekli nicel veriler Sosyal Bilimler Enstitlisti’ne kayith
213 lisansiistii 6grenciden “Lisansiistii Ogrenciler i¢in Akademik Yazi Ihtiyaglarini
Degerlendirme Anketi” yoluyla toplanilmistir. Verilerin analizinde ise betimsel
istatistik, agiklayici faktor analizi ve c¢oklu regresyon analizleri uygulanmistir.
Betimsel istatistik sonuglari lisansiistii 6grencilerin akademik yazinin zorluklarinin
iistesinden gelebilmek icin daha genis bir kelime dagarcigina ihtiya¢ duyduklarini ve
daha uzun arastirma makaleleri ile gorevlendirildiklerini gostermistir. Buna ek olarak
uzmanlik alanlarinda yayimlanan akademik dergilerdeki makalelerin yazilmasinda en
stk bagvurulan metot oldugu gozlemlenmistir ve g¢alismaya katilan lisansUstu
Ogrencilerin yarisindan ¢ogu dogru kelimeyi bulamadiklarinda once kelimenin

Tirkgesini belirtmislerdir.

Aciklayici faktor analizi sonucunda iki farkli faktor ortaya ¢ikmis ve regresyon
analizleri yapilmistir. Sonuglar, yordayicilarin bir tarafta Uretkenlikle ilgili akademik
yazi ihtiyac¢larindaki yiizde 24°liik degisimi aciklarken, dogruluk ile ilgili akademik
yazi ihtiyaglarindaki yiizde 22’lik degisimi agikladigini gostermistir. Uretkenlikle

ilgili akademik yazi ihtiyaglarina yazma 6zyeterligi ve akademik durum anlamli

Vi



katki saglamuslardir. Diger yandan, yazma dzyeterligi ve Ingilizce yeterlilik smavi

dogruluk ile ilgili akademik yazi ihtiyaglari i¢in anlamli olmustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Akademik Yazi, Yazma Ozyeterligi, Yazma Géorevleri, Yazil
Kaynaklar
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

This chapter aimed at presenting a general notion regarding the structure of the
thesis. To this end, the background to the study and the purpose, research questions,

significance of the study, and the definitions of some crucial concepts are presented.

1.1. Background to the Study

Language as a means of communication tool has gathered importance in the previous
decades and today this crucial tool seems to be affecting the communities’ culture
and social interactions deeply. When the current situation in the “global” world is
considered in terms of a language’s common use, English is regarded as one of the
most widely used and taught languages in the world, although there are other
languages spoken by more people in populated countries (McKay, 2010). As a result
of this, in language teaching contexts the use of English as an International Language
has become a popular term (Brutt-Griffler, 2003; Crystal, 2003; Jenkins, 2003;
McKay, 2002). In addition, as stated by Carey (2010), English has progressively
begun to be the international academic language especially because of the Internet
and multimedia, which are regarded as the agents of the need for a common world
language. Besides, the idea of English as an international language is supported by
the fact that the amount of academic research papers, which are published in English,
is more than 85-90% when the academic research papers are examined on a global
level (Ammon, 2007; Hamel, 2007). Therefore, to take part in and contribute to
conferences and publications, improving academic English is indispensable and of
great importance for graduate students and faculty members of all countries world-
wide (Carey, 2010).

The quest for a common world language and accepting English as a medium of
communication, both spoken and written, has resulted in the teaching of the language

in the wide arena. For this reason, teaching English, particularly the teaching of four



main skills either segregated or integrated has become an integral part of language
classes. This has also brought about another important concept for the academicians,
including master and doctoral degree students, which is “academic literacy.” Spack
(1997) defined the term as being able to read and write the texts assigned at the
university level. Later, Braine (2002) added that “academic literacy is a knowledge
of one’s chosen field of study; in addition, research skills, and good reading and
writing skills form only the foundation for the acquisition of academic literacy” (p.
60). Except for the additions made, the two similar points in the definitions are the
two language skills, namely reading and writing. The significance of the two skills,
especially writing in terms of academic success was also implied by Carey (2010)
who pointed out the requirement of “reading and writing literacy in academic
English to access professional success” and asserted that “the inability to write well
in academic English constitutes a barrier of immense proportions to academic and
professional advancement” (p. 148). Therefore, it can overtly be said that writing,
apart from other skills, is thought to be a crucial part of thinking and learning in the
classroom, especially when the requirements of 21%century are taken into account
(Johannessen, 2001). In addition, the writing tasks assigned to the students are
regarded as important tools in the development of both the individual and the society
(Bruning & Horn, 2000).

However, as indicated by a study carried out in Turkey, the students are unable to
convey their ideas even when they write in their first language (Kose & Sahin, 2008).
Since the results of the study showed that Turkish university students had a score of
48.87 out of 100 for their compositions in their first year when they wrote in their
native language. Kose and Sahin (2008) also stated that it was because the necessary
language skills for writing even in the first language were not taught to these students

during primary and secondary schools.

Apart from the above mentioned issue that the Turkish students face while writing in
their own language, the indispensability of English for academic writing in the
academic world worsens the problem in some situations. One of the reasons for this

is that English has been widely recognized as the language of publication for many



international articles and the scholars are to publish in English to be recognized at the
international level. From this point of view, academic writing in English, especially
for the non-native students, constitutes both an opportunity and a threat. As asserted
by Wang and Bakken (2005), for the majority, academic writing is perceived as a
barrier because of the complex nature of writing as a skill and writing is regarded as

a challenging skill for the novice scholars.

Writing, as mentioned before, among the other main skills, is considered to be an
effortful and complex activity and to be able to handle the many limitations in
writing, the organization of cognitive activities is a basic need for the writers (Kieft,
Rijlaarsdam, & Van den Bergh, 2006). Therefore, the students need support in
handling the necessities of academic writing. However, the graduate students have
few opportunities to take courses that will provide them with a transition from
writing a term paper to writing an academic paper. Moreover, these few
opportunities sometimes cause a concern since there seems to be a wide gap between
what is required from the graduate students and what is taught during writing classes.
Because, the courses offered for the graduate students by preparatory classes often
focus on composition types and they do not prepare the students to deal with
graduate-level academic writing (Angelova & Riazantseva, 1999). As a result of this,
the graduate students would assert that academic writing can be the most difficult
part of learning and studying (Pelias, 2003). Therefore, the literature regarding the
undeniable role of English as a commanding language has increased to a great extent.
Especially, the topics related to the part English plays as a language of scientific
publication and the difficulties this presents for non-native English scholars who are
required to write in English to gain audience have been the focus of many research
studies (Ammon, 2007; Benfield & Feak, 2006; Buckingham & Geri, 2008; Curry &
Lillis, 2004; Kaplan & Baldauf, 2005; Uzuner, 2008).

Although writing is a demanding activity and despite the drawbacks it may pose, the
central function it has in the academic world, because of its extensive usage in
teaching, research and administrative tasks is undeniable. (Antonioua & Moriartyb,
2008; Eyres, Hatch, Turner, & West, 2001; Lee & Boud, 2003; Rose & McClafferty,



2001). For academics written outputs produced through academic writing are the
most crucial agents that characterize a long and successful career (Antonioua &
Moriartyb, 2008; Lee & Boud, 2003; McGrail, Rickard, & Jones, 2006) and these
outputs also support the visibility of the authors (Tahar, 2010).

In addition, academic writing is an essential component of a successful academic
career; however, the number of graduates who are blamed for being unprepared for
the academic writing tasks in the universities is rapidly increasing. One of the
reasons for this is the amount of knowledge related to the processes regarding the
needs and perceptions of graduate students through which students acquire the
academic writing skills to achieve success is very little. Apart from the needs and
perceptions of the graduate students, having knowledge about self-efficacy, which
was defined as “beliefs in one's capabilities to organize and execute the courses of
action required to manage prospective situations”(Bandura, 1997, p. 2), is of great
importance. Because the term encompasses the graduate students’ perceptions of
themselves regarding the coping strategies they utilize when they encounter
challenges related to academic writing. While defining self-efficacy, Pajares (1996)
stated “knowledge, skill, and prior attainments are often poor predictors of
subsequent attainments because the beliefs that individuals hold about their abilities
and about the outcome of their efforts powerfully influence the ways in which they
will behave” (p. 543). When academic writing is considered within this framework, it
can be clearly stated that the perception an individual has regarding his or her ability
to write effectively is a crucial constituent. In other words, the theory of self-efficacy
has powerful implications for student writing if belief so strongly influences behavior
(McCarthy, Meier, & Rinderer, 1985).

Nevertheless, research regarding a crucial impact on the quality of student writing,
which is the relatedness between the writing attainment of students and their sense of
efficacy about their writing, is in the beginning stages (McCarthy et al., 1985;
Pajares & Johnson, 1994; Shell, Murphy, & Bruning, 1989; Zimmerman & Bandura,
1994; Zimmerman & Risemberg, 1997). What is more, the emphasis in the research

has been on the academic writing tasks in terms of their requirements and



expectations rather than the processes the students go through while writing (Braine,
1989; Bridgeman & Carlson, 1983; Canseco & Byrd, 1989; Casanave & Hubbard,
1992; Horowitz, 1986a, 1986b; Johns, 1981; Kroll, 1979). In addition to this, the
research studies carried out so far have utilized the analysis of documents or texts
(Canseco & Byrd, 1989; Hale et al., 1996; Horowitz, 1986b; Rose, 1983), surveys for
the faculty members (Bridgeman & Carlson, 1983; Casanave & Hubbard, 1992;
Johns, 1981; Sherwood, 1977) or for the students (Kroll, 1979; Leki & Carson,
1994). Apart from these methods, gathering information through a needs analysis
regarding the needs of the students could also be an important indicator. Because,
when the underlying reasons behind the students’ target needs are identified, the
curriculum developers and the faculty members can be supported with crucial
information related to the design of a successful curriculum or a course (Kirkgoz,
2009). To this end, changing the current situation for academic writing, which
involves the already established writing tasks independently of student needs, and

placing the graduate students’ needs at the center has become a necessity.

Based on the above mentioned studies that utilized a variety of methods, this
research will take a further step in academic writing by combining the results of a
needs analysis and self-efficacy. The results of the study will be an important agent
for the graduate students; in that, detecting the needs and self-efficacy beliefs of
students will have an immediate effect on the nature of academic writing courses,

workshops or seminars for the graduate students.

1.2.  Purpose of the Study

The aim of the study was to shed a light on the academic writing needs of the
graduate students at the Graduate School of Social Sciences. To this end, graduate
students’ needs, perceptions, and self-efficacy beliefs regarding academic writing,
the frequency of academic writing tasks assigned, the usefulness of written sources,
and the role Turkish plays while writing were explored through a survey research. In
addition to this, the study attempted to identify the relationship between English

proficiency scores and writing self-efficacy beliefs.



1.3. Research Questions

The following research questions were formulated in the current study:
1. What are the academic writing needs of the graduate students at the Graduate
School of Social Sciences?
2. What is the level of writing self-efficacy of the graduate students at the
Graduate School of Social Sciences?
3. How well do perceived importance of academic writing, writing self-efficacy,

and English proficiency predict academic writing needs of graduate students?

1.4.  Significance of the Study

The main idea behind the writing assignments at the graduate level is to lead the
students to discover, think critically, and learn while searching for information. At
this level, the closed-book type exams are replaced with take-home type exams
which require the graduate students to evaluate and synthesize other documents
(Vifansi, 2002). In addition to the take-home exams, there are quite a few prevailing
ideas related to the writing tasks carried out. According to Rose (1983), most of the
writing tasks require expository or transactional writing and within these tasks
rhetorical conventions change from discipline to discipline. In addition, Canseco and
Byrd (1989), after analyzing the syllabi, pointed out that apart from the discipline
related conventions, writing at this level is partially controlled by faculty members.

Other than the effect of discipline related rules and the faculty members, the effect of
first language (L1) on second language (L2) writing has been a focus for some other
researchers. To this end, Cumming (1990) asserted that knowing writing in L1 helps
L2 writing tasks while language problems hinder writing and make transition from
one writing style (L1) to another difficult process. Besides this, lack of knowledge of
grammar and familiarity with the features of written academic discourse and
rhetorical principles in English can be stated as reasons for experiencing difficulties

in academic writing.



Within the framework of above mentioned assertions, there are a few important
aspects of the current study. Initially, as mentioned above, the focus was on the
academic writing needs and self-efficacy beliefs of the graduate students. Because at
the graduate level, students’ feelings related to academic writing can expose a great
deal of information regarding the problems they encounter. Therefore, knowing the
graduate students’ feelings is crucial. Although academic writing, which includes
such crucial tasks as research reports, take-home exams, reflection papers, is an
important component of graduate studies, it can sometimes be a burden for some
students. Thus, such an important component of academic career needs to be
clarified, so that the idea of writing can relieve itself from being a cause of anxiety

for the students.

The problems faced by the graduate students are not the same for native and non-
native students. Native students, in terms of academic writing, are regarded as
advantageous since the background education they have provides them with an
abundant resource to utilize during writing, such as lexical information, formal and
informal writing skills and rules related to organization of a written document.
However, non-native speakers, although some has a good vocabulary repertoire,
occasionally face the problem of using the appropriate word, idiom or connotation in
the right place (Vifansi, 2002). Besides, such concepts as cohesion and unity can also
become problematic issues for these students. When the current situation in the social
sciences is taken into account, academic writing for the non-native students becomes
more important. Because, it was also pointed out that there is no alternative in social
sciences as regards to academic writing in English. Nevertheless, the number of
studies, focusing particularly on Turkish graduate students’ writing processes and
challenges, is only a few and the literature regarding these issues is very limited
(Yagiz, 2009). When the existing literature is thoroughly examined, it is seen that the
majority of the studies attempted to investigate composing process in the foreign
language especially at the high school or undergraduate level (Akyel, 1994; Akyel &
Kamisli, 1996; Alagozlu, 2007; Uysal, 2008) and the studies mentioned focused on
the “similarities, differences, strategies, experiences, attitudes and/or effect of foreign

language instruction” (Gurel, 2010, p. 28). In addition, it is thought-provoking that



when the first language education is considered, it is noted that Turkish students are
not provided with any formal first language writing instruction at any level (Yagiz,
2009).

Besides the effect of the students’ being native or non-native, researchers have also
focused on the different faculties’ point of view regarding academic writing. To this
end, Casanave and Hubbard (1992) reported that when compared in terms of the
weight put on development of ideas, organizational issues, and appropriateness of
vocabulary and style, humanities and social science faculties place a greater
importance on academic writing than science and technology faculties. Similarly,
Buckingham and Geri (2008) stated that humanities consider academic writing as the
main way to put ideas into words and, when compared in terms of the nature of
writing, humanities seems to be more challenging than the sciences. On the other
hand, social sciences and arts received relatively little attention despite the high
number of studies concerning non-native academics (Dong, 1998; Flowerdew, 1999;
P. Shaw, 1991). More specifically, there is a scarcity of research investigating the
academic writing process and students’ needs and the challenges arousing from the
difference between the theoretical and practical applications. Hence, gathering data
about the perceived needs of the graduate students regarding academic writing is of
great importance. In addition, the results might be helpful for academicians in
designing and offering academic writing courses at the graduate level in English-
medium Turkish universities (Buckingham & Geri, 2008; Yagiz, 2009; Zhu, 2004).

Moreover, although various studies focused on the challenges faced while writing in
English as a native language, issues encountered in English as a second or foreign
language settings in a foreign country have not been highlighted adequately before.
Buckingham and Geri (2008) emphasized that previous research focusing on the
graduate students at a university in an English-speaking country has so far
overgeneralized the results and has not shed a light on the realistic needs. As a result,
the findings provided are far from being a solution for the non-native graduate

students at a university in a foreign country. Therefore, literature regarding the



situation of the academic writing related studies, especially in the Turkish context, is

insufficient at the graduate level (Yagiz, 2009).

Apart from the challenges faced by the non-native students, the relation between self-
efficacy and academic writing is one of the academic fields which have received very
little attention from the researchers although the importance of self-efficacy is so
clear. Beach (1989) stated that to have an idea regarding writing instruction, the
students’ self-efficacy beliefs constitute a particularly promising road of research.
When the important role that writing skill play at the graduate level is considered, the
place of self-efficacy and students’ needs comes to the fore and this adds further to
the significance of this study. To sum up, it can be stated that the importance of this
study stems from its role in exploring the academic writing needs and writing self-
efficacy beliefs of graduate students and identifying the relations among variables
and adding depth to the previously carried out studies.

1.5. Definition of Terms

Academic writing: In the research paper prepared by Finnish Institutions, academic
writing is defined as “structured research” written by “scholars” for other scholars
(with all university writers being ‘'scholars' in this context). The objective of
academic writing is the creation of “new knowledge” via a review of what is
currently known about a given topic based on the author's new views or perspectives
(2011, p. 3).

Academic Literacy: The term is broadly defined as the ability;
e to summarize and synthesize various literary and theoretical texts;
e to compare and contrast academic texts with one another and with popular
cultural texts and empirical data;
e to analyses both academic and popular-cultural texts as well as empirical
data;
e to critique arguments presented in academic and popular texts;

e to explain and defend a written or oral argument;



o to effectively challenge opposing arguments;

e to engage and incorporate multiple theoretical perspectives into the
formulation of research questions, the development of research methodolo-
gies, and the analysis of data; and

e to use the appropriate tools of research and the language (discourse) of the

research community. (Morrell, 2004, pp. 53-54).

Self-efficacy: “People's judgments of their capabilities to organize and execute
courses of action required to attain designated types of performances” (Bandura,
1986b, p. 391).

Writing self-efficacy: The confidence that students possess regarding their ability to
complete required writing tasks successfully (McCarthy et al., 1985; Zimmerman &
Bandura, 1994).

Needs analysis: Activities involved in gathering information that will serve as the

basis for developing a curriculum that will meet the learning goals of a particular

group of students (Brown, 1995).
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CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter, literature regarding the importance of writing and academic writing,
writing self-efficacy, need and needs analysis are reviewed. Moreover, research

conducted worldwide on academic writing and writing self-efficacy is presented.

2.1.  Importance of Writing

Writing has an important place in language learning when compared to other skills.
In the report named as “The Neglected ‘R’ — The Need for a Writing Revolution,”
The National Commission on Writing in America’s Schools and Colleges asserted
that one of the main goals of education has always been to develop writing fluency;
however, the expectations based on this idea has never been totally accomplished
(Magrath et al., 2003). The commission emphasized that writing is not restricted only
to such elements as grammar and punctuation; writing is seen as a complex
intellectual activity. In addition, it is expressed that writing cannot be regarded as a
device to show what a student knows; it is a way to aid the students to comprehend
what they know - “At its best, writing is learning” (Magrath et al., 2003, p. 13).
Because of this, writing constitutes a basis for an academic career (Horowitz, 1986b)
and the academicians are regarded as ‘writers’ due to the requirements of the writing
tasks, which range from the research papers, dissertation or some kind of written
assignment, to the writing of conference papers, journal articles and books
(Cameron, Nairn, & Higgins, 2009). Therefore, the ability to write well is a crucial
component of academic achievement, and the requirements of the universities
implicitly support that writing well is integral to academic success (Leki & Carson,
1994). The idea is further supported by the fact that in most of the departments
graduate students are required to write a thesis, some type of professional research
paper or a dissertation to complete the program. In this sense, writing, as stated by
Saville-Troike (1984) is “the language skill which is most likely to develop ...

academic competence” (p. 217).
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The graduate students are aware of the role the skill plays for their survival in the
academia (Yagiz, 2009), but they confront some difficulties when they are assigned
writing tasks and also the professionals are usually left to rely largely on guesswork
of what their students need (Horowitz, 1986b). This type of ‘guesswork’ results in
the notion that learning academic writing in EFL contexts is challenging (Daoud,
1998). One of the reasons for this is “the academic writer’s task is not to create
personal meaning but to find, organize and present data according to fairly explicit
instructions” (Horowitz, 1986b, p. 455). Because of this, academic writing is
regarded as a highly complex and anxiety provoking activity (Johanson, 2001;
Torrance, Thomas, & Robinson, 1994; Zhu, 2004). This is mostly the result of the
nature of the skill. Because writing is a constrained activity on many levels:
cognitively, communicatively, textually, linguistically, and contextually (Daoud,
1998), it is more than listening, speaking or reading (Frederiksen & Dominic, 1981).
According to the results of the studies based on this idea, writing is reported as a
complex activity that calls for the unification and utilization of numerous subskills
(Benton, Kraft, Glover, & Plake, 1984; Hayes & Flower, 1980; Shanahan, 1984;
Stanovich & West, 1981). Therefore, the graduate students have to be supported to
overcome the challenges brought about by this activity. These challenges in learning
academic writing are even greater in countries where English is a compulsory
subject. In the studies carried out in Turkey, it was reported that the students were
not required to practice writing even in their native language and therefore, they were
not able to produce proper texts while writing (Ayyildiz & Bozkurt, 2006; Gurel,
2010; Karageci, 2006). These studies have also given rise to the idea that academic
writing is performed differently by native and non-native students since the non-
native students may depend on the translation of native language into English too
much. As a result they encounter such problems as lack of lexical resources, less
ability to revise, inability to express their own ideas, less effective writing with more

errors at the discourse level (Silva, 1997, p. 668).

In line with these factors, for some researchers, knowledge of vocabulary seems to be
the foremost factor influencing good writing (Leki & Carson, 1994; Santos, 1988;

Vifansi, 2002). Saville-Troike (1984) also claims that in second language learning,
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knowledge of vocabulary is the most significant field. Students mostly state that
their inefficiency in grammar and vocabulary results in poor writing. Other studies
also reported that lexical inadequacy is a common problem in graduate students’
texts and the students have difficulty finding the right word to express their ideas in
English (Yagiz, 2009) and writing requires having a large vocabulary to be able to
produce the scientific work (Gdurel, 2010). In addition to vocabulary, the EFL
students do not have enough knowledge regarding audience awareness, rhetorical
patterns, coherence, tones, and the compositions skills and strategies which are
important components of language education in English speaking countries (Wang &
Bakken, 2005). In line with these, Sherwood (1977) expressed that EFL students
need such important skills as ‘“organization, summarization, sentence structure,

research skills, usage, vocabulary” (p. 146) in order to write effectively.

The feeling of inadequacy regarding one of the problems listed above may also lead
to a corrupt practice, which is regarded as deceptive, corrupt and even criminal
behavior in academia: “plagiarism.” The term is at the heart of academic writing
because of its key role in drawing the ethical boundary for the graduate students. In a
document published by Middle East Technical University Academic Writing Centre
(2011), plagiarism is defined as the use of someone else’s words or ideas without
taking permission. This kind of academic dishonesty can go up to 80% among the
students (Franklyn-Stokes & Newstead, 1995) and these students consult to such a
method because of a variety of reasons. There are some who deliberately plagiarize
and their only motivation is to gain undeserved benefits and there are still others who
plagiarize because of lack of knowledge or writing skills rather than honesty reasons
(Davis & Carroll, 2009). However, most of them plagiarize because they lack
confidence in writing and rely too much on textual borrowing (Pecorari, 2003; Ryan,
2000). In addition, according to the results of a study carried out in Turkey there are
some factors affecting plagiarism like problems arousing from using a foreign
language, constraints related to time, little or no knowledge regarding academic
writing, too much course requirements, assignments’ level of difficulty, insufficient
understanding regarding the content of the assignment, lack of enough academic
skills, and others (Ellery, 2008; Eret & Gokmenoglu, 2010). Besides these problems,
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it is asserted that the frequency of plagiarism and other issues regarding academic
dishonesty have significantly increased due to the unlimited sources the Internet
presents (Diekhoff et al., 1996). Because of this, some studies have been carried out
to understand plagiarism and find solutions. Pritchett (2010) stated that establishing a
plagiarism policy based on the perceptions, informing the students of this policy and
finally enforcing strict consequences may deter the students from carrying out such
an act. Another solution might be the integration of plagiarism related topics into
higher education institutions’ graduate curricula, especially the academic writing
courses, with clear instructions (Ellery, 2008; Eret & Gokmenoglu, 2010). Apart
from these, taking attention to the good practices, having the students detect
plagiarism in their own work, supporting them for better writing and citing styles can

help to prevent plagiarism (Anderson, 2009).

As implied, writing courses have significant place in the prevention of plagiarism
and helping the graduate students overcome the difficulties they face while writing.
However, for some researchers the basis for the problems may also be attributed to
the writing courses at the undergraduate level. In an EFL context, these courses are
mostly based on composing letters to a friend, describing argumentations, which are
far from being a part of the discourse of academic writing. As a result the graduate
students are not able to make transitions and they fail to connect paragraphs (Girel,
2010). To highlight this inadequacy, Yagiz (2009) asserted that most of the graduate
students in his study have not taken any academic writing course at university level
which could provide valuable information to the students in learning about language
to realize the convenience and correctness of their texts. Despite the type of tasks
required from the students during writing courses in a traditional EFL context,
Horowitz (1986b), to imply the difference of academic writing, stated that at the
graduate level the types of tasks required were: “summary of or reaction to reading,
annotated bibliography, reports, connection of theory and data, case study, synthesis,

research projects” (p. 449).

14



In addition to the differences in the task requirements, academic writing also calls for
the students to transfer from writer-based writing to reader-based writing, from
personal writing to expository writing and from knowledge telling to knowledge
transforming (Vifansi, 2002). This brings about the idea that while writing something
there are a variety of influences which are the writer, the professor, the language and
the source text (Jiang, 2001). Because of the influence of these groups, the role their
expectations play cannot be disregarded when the writing tasks at the graduate level
are considered. Among the groups that affect writing, the influence of the faculty
members, who are mostly stated as professors in the literature and the graduate
students themselves, whose needs and self-efficacy beliefs are the foundations of this
study come to the fore. Since the two groups have a crucial effect on student’s
writing and, sometimes students’ understanding of what is expected may interfere
with the expectations of the faculty members. Therefore, the discrepancies in the
expectations of the students and the faculty members regarding task interpretations
result in unsatisfactory written products (Jiang, 2001). This discrepancy between the
two groups were clearly pointed out in the results of two different studies carried out
by Leki and Carson (1994) and Gambell (1991). In the first study, when the feelings
of the students related to the expectations of faculty members were asked, they stated
that the faculty members did not focus on sentence level features of writing and
ignored spelling or grammar errors, which were stated by many as one of the most
important problems. On the other hand, in the second study, professors were stated to
believe that the students write poorly because of the inability to understand the type
of discourse required by the discipline and their expectations. In order to find out a
solution to these kinds of discrepancies, a needs analysis, which helps identify the

constituents of target English situations, can act as a guide for the graduate students.

In spite of the fact that the requirement for more and better writing at the graduate
level has increased, support for the graduate students to develop as an academic
writer seems to be inadequate. Little is known regarding the processes the graduate
students go through, their beliefs and the challenges they face while writing (Lavelle
& Bushrow, 2007). Academic writing is blamed for being a complex part of

graduate studies, which may be a result of writing’s being a difficult skill. However,
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putting the blame on the skill without offering the graduate students an academic
writing course during their education which would prepare them for the knowledge
transformation stage is not a plausible solution (Gurel, 2010). Therefore, studies
based on revealing the difficulties should be carried out. The results of this study will
build on to the findings on academic writing needs and self-efficacy beliefs of the
graduate students that have been studied in the studies carried out before.
Furthermore, the ideas of the nonnative graduate students will be elicited so as to

help them figure out the reason behind the challenges they face while writing.

2.2.  Self-Efficacy and Writing

The beliefs individuals have regarding the capacities they have and the consequence
of their endeavors strongly affect the way they will act in a particular manner
(Bandura, 1986b). Self-efficacy, which is defined as “people's judgments of their
capabilities to organize and execute courses of action required to attain designated
types of performances” (Bandura, 1986b, p. 391), is believed to be the most effective
control in human agency and describes the reason behind changing behavior even
when the people have almost identical knowledge and skills (Pajares & Johnson,
1994). If people do not believe in their ability to create necessary things and prevent
undesired effects, their motivation will be very little. Therefore, because of its effect
on behavior and other factors such as “goals and aspirations, outcome expectations,
affective tendencies, and perception of obstacles and opportunities in the social
environment,” self-efficacy is considered to be an important agent (Bandura, 2000, p.
75). In addition to these factors, the influence of self-efficacy beliefs can be
broadened to such behaviors as the choices, efforts, perseverance, thought patterns,
and emotions of individuals (Pajares & Johnson, 1994).

According to Bandura (2000),
Efficacy beliefs influence whether people think erratically or strategically,
optimistically or pessimistically; what courses of action they choose to
pursue; the goals they set for themselves and their commitment to them; how

much effort they put forth in given endeavors; the outcomes they expect their
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efforts to produce; how long they persevere in the face of obstacles; their
resilience to adversity; how much stress and depression they experience in
coping with taxing environmental demands; and the accomplishments they

realize (p. 75).

By asserting this, Bandura (1986b) dismissed the theories of behaviorists and
suggested a theory emphasizing the crucial part the self-referent beliefs play. In his
theory, the term self-efficacy, as mentioned above, plays an important role. Contrary
to what behaviorists suggest, individuals are not passively shaped by reactions, they
are active participants (Bandura, 1997; Maddux, 1995) and it is strongly argued that
from this active participation purposeful behavior and learning are attained. Because
of this in general terms, self-efficacy, as a theory, is considered under social-
cognitive theory in which indirect experiences, or the act of watching another's
success and/or failure, can promote self-efficacy. Therefore, self-efficacy involves
those beliefs one has about specific capabilities that can influence actions leading to
goal or skill attainment since the level of confidence, higher or lower, determines the
anticipation regarding success (Pajares & Johnson, 1994). In other words, people
believing they have no power to change an outcome may not make an effort to do so.
Because, the influences on the behavior are not solely the external elements, the
personal or internal beliefs one holds regulate choices, outcomes, and functioning
(Bandura, 1997). In addition, these internal beliefs the individuals have enable them
to have control over their thoughts, feelings and actions (Pajares, 2003) and Bandura
(1986b) thought that these self-beliefs can be better predictors of the capabilities. It
was also stated that To this end, self-efficacy is described as “a powerful
motivational construct regarding the pattern and supervision of goal-directed
behavior” (Wentzel, 1996, p. 392).

In line with Bandura’s thinking pattern and based on the research carried out, it can
be concluded that in predicting an individual’s performance, abilities are less
effective compared to that of self-efficacy beliefs. Therefore, even if the person has
the ability, he or she might feel that a task is more difficult to achieve than it actually

is if the individual has low self-efficacy, which may result in stress, task avoidance,
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and/or depression (Pajares, 1996). On the other hand, higher self-efficacy can
enhance the motivation, because when students “perceive” progress, they may
experience increased motivation (Schunk, 1995). Zimmerman (1995) also found that
the persistence, effort and motivation of a student towards an academic task
increased as a result of high self-efficacy.

The level, strength, and generality of self-efficacy beliefs can change (Bandura,
1991). For instance, an individual may overrate his efficacy and experience failure or
underrate his efficacy and restrain his development (Multon, Brown, & Lent, 1991).
In an educational setting, the influence of self-efficacy on motivation can be
complicated (Schunk, 1995). Since, in terms of its function, self-efficacy is either
regarded as influencing all areas or a specific area such as reading in English or
mathematics. Therefore, an individual may feel high self-efficacy on a specific task,
but low self-efficacy on another (Zimmerman, 1995). Furthermore, the students, who
have doubts about their abilities, may encounter problems in terms of effort and
perseverance regarding a certain task (Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara, & Pastorelli,
1996). Hence, what the students believe about their abilities can better predict their
achievement in a certain task than measures of their capabilities (Pajares & Johnson,
1994). Although the notion that students with higher self-efficacy beliefs can
compensate for their inadequacies is wrong (Schunk, 1995), it can be stated that
those beliefs may help them show determination when faced with failure or some
type of difficulty (Bandura, 1995). Particularly, in a language learning setting,
showing perseverance and determination, in other words, having high self-efficacy,
can act as an instrument which may deeply affect the performance of students “by
mediating the motivational effects of goal setting, outcome expectations, effort
attributions, persistence, affective self-reactions and goal orientations” (Walsh &
Kelly, 2002, p. 30). When this effect is taken into account in an academic writing
environment, it can be stated that if the student feels inadequate about the written
output, the written product will probably be poor. On the contrary, less anxious
students with better feelings regarding writing may show greater interest in writing
and such difficulties as writing as a barrier or complex skill can be better dealt with

by those students. Upon studying on high writing self-efficacy and level of strategy
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use, Zimmerman and Kitsantas (1999) also indicated a relationship between the two

terms.

As a result, it was concluded that increased effort regarding writing and goals related
to accomplishing a writing task are also a part of self-efficacy (Perry, 1998). Because
writing, especially academic writing, is highly influenced by what a student thinks or
believes about himself or herself (Charney, Newman, & Palmquist, 1995; Nelson,
1990; Perry, 1998; Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994). Therefore, faculty members must
keep the importance of motivational factors in mind, for instance students’
perceptions of themselves as writers and the role self-efficacy plays in writing tasks,
since, self-efficacy can affect the level of persistence a student attributes to a writing
task (Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994). Unless a student has high self-efficacy
regarding academic writing, she or he will not be able to reach the expected level in
terms of mental capacity. In fact, it is stated that when a student have low self-
efficacy to support the writing ability, she or her will probably underrate her or his
capabilities, even to the point of being unable to write a simple paragraph (Girel,
2010). Therefore, it can be asserted that motivational factors and self-efficacy play

an important role in improving academic writing (Yagiz, 2009).

Consequently, having high self-efficacy can be regarded as an important part of
writing success and low or no self-efficacy might be regarded as a cause of the
“writing as a challenge to overcome” belief. Although the differing writing capacities
of each student is an undeniable fact, self-efficacy can help a student to get rid of
some of the challenges in any subject and may give him or her the power to become

successful.

2.3.  Need and Needs Analysis

One of the most effective ways to acquire comprehensive knowledge regarding the
needs of the students is carrying out a needs analysis. In needs analysis, the term
need constitutes an important part. A need is defined as the gap between “what is”

and “what should be;” in other words, a need expresses the absence of something
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required (Witkin & Altschuld, 1995). In accordance with this, Kaufman (1992)
asserted that to mention a need there should be a difference when the current and
desired outcomes are compared. Therefore, “a need is not a thing in itself but, rather,
an inference drawn from examining a present state and comparing it with a vision of
a future state or condition; in a sense, a need is like a problem or concern” (Witkin &
Altschuld, 1995, p. 18). Within this framework, needs ranging from simple
biological things to more sophisticated requirements can be mentioned. The focus of
this study will be the pedagogical needs of students. Pedagogical needs refer to
knowledge and skills required from the students to carry out certain activities at the
beginning or end of a study (Vifansi, 2002).

There are two types of pedagogical needs. The first type is the target needs, in the
context of this study; it comprises the faculty members’ requirements. The writing
tasks required from the students can be an example of target needs The studies
carried out by Horowitz (1986b), Bridgeman and Carlson (1983), Hale, Taylor,
Bridgeman, Carson, Kroll, and Kantor (1996) were to this end. The second type is
the learning needs which come to the fore while struggling to achieve target needs.
Learning needs are tailor made and vary according to the learners' proficiency and
they are important in that, they combine the knowledge the students need to know
and the things they have to master to meet those needs. Since the present study aims
at determining the needs of the graduate students from their own point of view,
learning needs makes up an important part of the study. Conducting a needs analysis
plays a crucial role in determining any kind of need and a needs analysis is
comprised of a set of procedures to describe and identify both present and desired
states and placing the needs in order of priority for later action (Witkin & Altschuld,
1995). The first step of these procedures is gathering information from the
concerning group. There are a number of ways to gather information, such as using a
survey for the students, asking faculty members for information, studying on the
collected assignments or observing the activities the students do in their classes
(Benesch, 1996). The results of these data collection methods may yield such
significant needs as academic writing courses, curricular requirements across

disciplines, workshops/seminars, and writing centers (Yagiz, 2009).
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2.4.  Previous Studies Regarding Academic Writing, Writing Self-Efficacy
and Needs Analysis

When the research carried out in the last two decades and especially in the last few
years is considered, the key points in writing have been found to be the objectives
regarding a writing task, perceptions of the writers, writers’ character and
apprehension about writing process (Efklides, 2006; MacArthur, Graham, &
Fitzgerald, 2008). In addition, a review of the research on the previous studies
regarding needs analysis and self-efficacy beliefs carried out on writing disclosed a
variety of explanations related to writers’ thought patterns as well as the perceptions
and self-efficacy beliefs they have. Up until 1970s, writing was thought be composed
solely of grammar and rhetorical rules (Flower, 1989). However, with the advent of
cognitivist theory, writing has been considered to be a higher order skill that includes
identification of the problem, planning and such other stages as revising or editing
(Flower, 1989). When the skill started to be identified as complex and higher order,
the number of the studies carried out increased. Because the researchers tried to

determine the stages the students go through, their needs and self- efficacy beliefs.

In a study performed by Behrens (1978) among 128 faculty members at the
American University in Washington, DC, the perceptions of faculty members
regarding student literacy and types and frequency of writing tasks assigned to the
students in fields other than literature were measured (Behrens, 1978). The
researcher wanted the faculty members to classify tasks under three types: reports,
themes or essays, and research papers. He concluded that 86 percent of the courses
among the 288 reported required some type of paper, which was an important
indicator of the role writing plays.

In another research study, Kroll (1979) collected data through a three-part
questionnaire to find out "the past, present and future writing needs of students” (p.
219). Past writing needs were classified into nine different tasks and also to imply the
importance of English it was stated that eighteen percent of the international students

expressed they had never written reports for disciplines other than English.
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According to the results of present writing needs section of his study, Kroll (1979)
found out that among the international students, 33 percent wrote papers integrating
mathematical or statistical data into a report, 54 percent wrote reports based on lab
experiments, and 54 percent wrote term papers. The figures regarding the above
types of writing tasks for the students, whose native language was English, were 15
percent, 21 percent and 55 percent. In the third part of the questionnaire, which was
about the students' future writing needs, Kroll used sixteen different tasks, three of
which were related to academic writing. Of the international students, 35 percent
were required to write survey reports, 59 percent technical reports, and 48 percent
reports of scientific experiments. For the native-speakers, the results were 35 percent,
40 percent and 30 percent. Kroll concluded that there is a need to provide the
students with the opportunity to understand different types of written assignments

that they will be required.

In the above mentioned study, Kroll (1979) collected data from both international
and American students. In another study, Ostler (1980) carried out a survey only
among international students. The survey tried to find out the students' own views
about their academic skills needs and their success in using English. A list of sixteen
academic tasks was provided for the students and they were asked to select the one
that they were required. The list included multiple choice examinations, essay
examinations, lab experiments, book reviews, research proposals, and research
papers. The results of the survey revealed that teaching some specific skills, such as
reading or academic writing, should be a component of ESL courses. Ostler (1980)
also stated that there were certain differences between what the students required to
write at the undergraduate and graduate level. She concluded that at the
undergraduate level the need for multiple choice exams and writing lab reports was
greater and at the graduate level the students were expected to write critiques,

research proposals, and research papers.

In terms of the number of surveyed faculties, 190 faculties from 34 American and
Canadian universities, Bridgeman and Carlson (1983) carried out one of the most

wide-ranging academic writing task survey. The survey included items to find out the
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type of writing tasks required from both undergraduate and graduate students. The
parts of the survey attempted to gather data regarding 1) the academic departments
surveyed, 2) the writing task demands of each department, 3) the criteria used to
evaluate writing assignments, 4) data on writing problems of native and non-native
speakers, 5) use or potential use of a writing sample in the student admission process,
and 6) the acceptability of ten specific task types listed in the questionnaire for use in
the admission or placement of students at the beginning of graduate work. After
analyzing the results, the researchers concluded that writing as a skill is regarded
more important to success after graduation, some type of writing is required from
first-year students enrolled at different departments, descriptive skills are considered
crucial for the students in engineering, computer science and psychology
departments and discourse level characteristics (e.g., organization, content quality)
were valued more by the faculty members. The findings of the research also included
the results regarding the native and non-native students and writing parts of TOEFL

exam.

Following Bridgeman and Carlson’s (1983) study, Horowitz (1986b) carried out a
research to point out the writing tasks assigned at universities. In the study, the data
collected through written papers such as handouts assigned by instructors, book or
article reviews, take home exams, and so on. The results were classified into two
groups; essay test questions and other written materials which included 54 writing
assignments taught during 29 courses in 17 different departments. The handouts
were then put into seven separate categories; “summary of/reaction to a reading,
annotated bibliography, report on a specified participatory experience, connection of
theory and data, case study, synthesis of multiple sources and research project”
(Horowitz, 1986b, p. 449). Apart from the importance of synthesis of multiple
sources, the results of the study indicated that summary of/reaction to a reading,
report on a specified participatory experience, and the writing tasks required were
mostly controlled. In addition, the expectations were related to finding, organizing
and presenting the gathered data in line with the given instructions. Horowitz
(1986b) concluded that to become successful, students should practice the constituent

skills of academic information processing, which can be represented in the following
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way: “Selecting data which is relevant to a question or issue from a source or
sources, reorganizing that data in response to the given question or issue and

encoding that data into academic English” (p. 456).

In addition to the above studies which focused on the perceptions and needs of
students and faculty members to identify the writing needs and to categorize
academic writing tasks in terms of their importance, some other studies tried to
reveal the reasons for writing deficiencies. These include experience related issues,
problems related to instruction, and rhetorical problems. Apart from these, as
mentioned in the self-efficacy section, self-beliefs also play a crucial role in writing.
However, the number of research showing a relation between self-efficacy and
writing is not adequate (Page-Voth & Graham, 1999; Pajares & Johnson, 1996;
Pajares & Valiante, 1999, 2006; Pajares, Valiante, & Cheong, 2007; Shell et al.,
1989). The influence of perceived academic self-efficacy on writing grade
achievements both directly and through its impact on personal goal setting was
studied by Zimmerman and Bandura (1994). Moreover, in another study, the relation
between the two important concepts self-efficacy and reading and writing skills was
explored by Shell, Murphy, & Bruning (1989). The results of the study indicated an
increased performance in the writing skill of the writer, when self-efficacy and

writing were in relation.

The impact of high self-efficacy on writing was summarized as higher probability to
get into writing tasks, persistence when there is a difficult writing assignments and
striving for competence (Bottomley, Henk, & Melnick, 1997). As a result, self-
efficacy beliefs of the students are very important in terms of the writing tasks.
Pajares and Johnson (1994) conducted another study in order to find out the effect of
self-efficacy on writing. The results of the study indicated that self-efficacy towards
writing skill was a better predictor than the self-efficacy of a student with respect to
the task. The same topic was also studied by McCarthy, Meier, and Rinderer (1985).
They reported that in predicting writing performance, self-efficacy beliefs are of
great importance. In the study, it was stated that “students with a strong sense of

efficacy wrote better essays than students with a weak sense of efficacy” (McCarthy
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et al., 1985, p. 468). The relation between writing self-efficacy and writing
performance was also studied by Pajares and Johnson (1994). Their findings again
showed a significant relation between writing self-efficacy and writing performance.
Findings of multiple regression analysis indicated that at the end of the term, 68% of
the variance in the writing performance explained the role of confidence in writing
skills and ability to accomplish writing tasks, outcome expectations, writing
apprehension, general self-confidence and writing performance at the beginning of
the term. Among the variables used in regression equation, the students' confidence
in writing skills and their performance at the beginning of the quarter were
significant predictors (Pajares & Johnson, 1994).

Finally, Spaulding (1995) investigated the role the teachers’ presence during the
writing activity play regarding the writing task engagement of middle school
students. The results of the study indicated that self-efficacy beliefs were significant
and that students with relatively higher linguistic self-efficacy were more involved in

their writing assignment.

2.5.  Summary

In this chapter, a detailed literature review of the important concepts for the present
study was presented. The chapter started with the importance of academic writing
since the issue of effective writing and writing in the required conventions cause
challenges to students and this challenge increases as English continuously expands
as the main language for dissemination of academic knowledge. This section started
with some basic information regarding the importance of writing as a skill. Besides
this, the challenges encountered by the student writers, plagiarism, types of writing
tasks, differences between native and nonnative students were reported. In the second
part, the discussion shifted to another important topic regarding academic writing,
which was writing self-efficacy. This section implied that academic achievement is
not solely a question of studying, practicing, and attendance, but beliefs can also
affect academic performance. To this end, in this part, after giving the definition of

self-efficacy, the researchers’ views regarding the importance of self-efficacy were
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provided. This part also included information about the role of self-efficacy on
writing. In the third part, on account of the importance of the needs analysis in
determining the point of view of the students and their perceptions detailed literature
regarding the two important concepts; need and needs analysis were presented. In the
final part detailed information regarding the findings of the previous studies based on
academic writing, academic writing needs, perceptions and writing self-efficacy were

presented.
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CHAPTER 111

METHOD

This chapter presents the research methodology of the study. Research design,
research questions, description of variables, participants’ demographic information,
and instruments used in the study are mentioned in detail. The last section of the

chapter presents the data analysis used in this study.

3.1.  Research Design

In this study, survey was used as a research method and data were collected through
a comprehensive survey instrument. As a research method, survey research is defined
as “a systematic set of methods used to gather information to generate knowledge
and to help make decisions” (Lavrakas, 2008, p. 35). Surveys are used as one of the
most common methods in the social sciences (Groves, Fowler, Couper, Lepkowski,
& Singer, 2009). In addition, it is asserted that in a modern information-based
society, surveys act as building blocks (Groves et al., 2009). To this end, social
scientists (e.g., economists, political scientists, psychologists, and sociologists)
especially prefer surveys to study scientifically and provide data regarding people
(Lavrakas, 2008).

In order to measure academic writing needs and self-efficacy beliefs of the graduate
students, a survey instrument with 68 items was developed based on four different
existing instruments. For the data collection, both paper and online versions of the
survey were designed. The administration of online surveys is very common, for
instance in the United States, online surveys, either as an instrument for some studies
or for evaluation purposes, was utilized by around 45% of the universities (Hoffman,
2003). In addition, online surveys are popular because they create the flexibility in
how, where, and when to study for the students, meaning that for an online survey
attending class is no longer a prerequisite (Nair & Adams, 2009). However, online

surveys are disadvantageous in terms of response rate (Dommeyer, Baum, Hanna, &
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Chapman, 2004). As asserted by some researchers, when compared to the traditional
paper-pencil type, these type of surveys produce a significantly lower rate (Couper,
Blair, & Triplett, 1999; Crawford, Couper, & Lamias, 2001; Tse et al., 1995). For
these reasons, data were collected using both online and paper forms of the

instrument.

3.2. Research Questions

The aim of the present study was to shed a light on the academic writing needs and
self-efficacy beliefs of the graduate students studying at social sciences. In addition,
the results of the study will help determine the difficulties and challenges the
academic writers face at this level. More specifically, the following research

questions were formulated:

1. What are the academic writing needs of the graduate students at the Graduate
School of Social Sciences?

2. What is the level of writing self-efficacy of the graduate students at the
Graduate School of Social Sciences?

3. How well do perceived importance of academic writing, writing self-efficacy,
and English writing proficiency predict academic writing needs of graduate

students?

3.3.  Participants

Since the study aims at examining the academic writing needs and writing self-
efficacy beliefs of the graduate students, the target population comprised of all the
graduate students enrolled at the Graduate School of Social Sciences at English-
medium state universities in Turkey. The graduate students at the Graduate School of
Social Sciences were chosen because academic writing is of great importance both
during the course period and thesis\dissertation writing period and studies carried out
at social sciences are only a few. The accessible population included all the graduate

students enrolled at a Graduate School of Social Sciences. The students enrolled in
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the secondary education and in the programs without thesis were excluded as they

are exposed to limited academic writing experience.

As the reported number of graduate students was limited to 1370, the current study
employed census sampling. That means that an email invitation to the study was sent
to all 1370 graduate students. To ensure confidentiality of the participants, emails
were sent by the Registrar’s Office. Of those students, 162 students completed the
online version of the survey, with a response rate of 11.82%. In order to increase the
response rate, a paper version of the survey was administered to 51 graduate students
from different faculties in the classroom environment. The final number of

participants was 213 (15.55% total response rate).

The number of participating graduate students in terms of gender, academic status,
and faculty/graduate program are presented in Table 3.1. Two hundred and thirteen
graduate students participated in the study. Of the participants, 34.3% were male and
65.7% of them were female. The age of the participants was between 22 and 37 and
the mean age was 27. The data regarding academic status of the students indicated
that 48.4% of them were master’s degree (with thesis) students, 4.6% of them were
doctoral degree (following a non-thesis master’s degree) students, 29.7% of them
were doctoral degree (following a master’s degree with thesis) students, and 7.3% of

them were integrated graduate degree students.

There are 30 graduate programs offered by the Graduate School of Social. The data
regarding the current programs of the graduate students were categorized into 5
groups: Arts and Sciences, Economics and Administration Sciences, Education,
Architecture, and Interdisciplinary Fields. About half of the participants (47.4%)
were from the programs in Education, 24.9% of the students were from the programs
in Arts and Sciences and 16.4% of the students were from the programs in
Economics and Administrative Sciences. In addition, although the response rate is
much lower when compared to other fields, 8.5% of the students participated in the
study from the programs in Interdisciplinary Field and 2.8% of the students were

from the programs in Architecture.
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Table 3.1

Demographic Information Regarding Gender, Academic Status, and Faculty/

Graduate Program

%

Gender
Male
Female
Academic Status
Master’s Degree (with thesis)
Doctors Degree (following a non-thesis master’s degree)
Doctors Degree (following a master’s degree with thesis)
Integrated Graduate Degree
Missing
Faculty/Graduate Program
Arts & Science
Economics & Administration Sciences
Education
Architecture

Interdisciplinary Field

73
140

106
10
65
16
16

53

35

101

18

34.3
65.7

48.4
4.6
29.7
7.3
7.5

24.9
16.4

47.4
2.8
8.5

3.4. Data Collection Instruments

For the data collection, a survey instrument with seven sections was used. The
sections of the instrument were taken from (1) Thesis/Dissertation Writing Scale
(Dong, 1998), (2) TOEFL Research Questionnaire (Bridgeman & Carlson, 1983),
(3) Doctoral Students’ Survey (Gurel, 2010), and (4) Questionnaire on Self-Efficacy
in Writing (Wong, Butler, Ficzere, & Kuperis, 1996). In addition, to collect
demographic data, eight questions were asked in the first section. Five experts in the
fields of needs assessment and English writing, especially academic writing, and a
native speaker revised and edited the survey to provide evidence for content validity.

Following the changes made regarding the suggestions, the survey was submitted.

The final form of the data collection instrument is presented in Appendix A.
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3.4.1. Demographic Information

The purpose of the first section was to gather information related to the participants’
characteristics. Eight questions were included which were gender, current graduate
program, academic status, graduate program stage, English Proficiency Exam (EPE)
score, Cumulative Grade Point Average (CGPA), and the number of semesters the
student completed in the current graduate program. The questions with answer

categories and scale of measurement are presented in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2
Summary of Demographic Variables
Variables Categories Scale of
measurement

Gender (1) Female :

(2) Male Nominal
Current graduate program - Nominal
Academic status (1) Master’s degree (with thesis)

(2) Doctoral degree (following a

non-thesis master’s degree) .
. Nominal
(3) Doctoral degree (following a
master’s degree with thesis)

(4) Integrated graduate degree
Graduate program stage (1) Scientific preparation

(2) Taking courses Nominal

(3) Writing thesis
English Proficiency - Interval
Cumulative Grade Point

- Interval

Average (CGPA)

3.4.2. Academic Writing Needs Scale

The scale, designed to assess the academic writing needs of graduate students,
included fourteen items. Eleven items were taken from Thesis/Dissertation Writing
Scale (Dong, 1998) and three items were developed by the researchers. The
statements mainly focused on linguistic difficulties such as organizing the whole
text, choosing correct words (field-related terminology), using proper grammar,

using proper mechanical conventions (e.g. APA style) or developing ideas.
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Responses were rated on five-point rating scale, ranging from “no need” to “very
high need.”

An Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was carried out through PASW 18.0 in order
to examine underlying structure of the Academic Writing Needs Scale. In EFA, the
aim is to describe and summarize data through grouping together correlated items,
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The assumptions of EFA including Kaiser-Mayer
Olkin (KMO), Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, multivariate normality, absence of
outliers, and correlations above .30 (Field, 2009) were checked prior to the analysis.

The value of Kaiser-Meyer- Olkin (KMQO), which was .939, exceeded the criterion
value of .60 suggested that a reliable factor analysis be conducted. In addition, the
result of Bartlett's test was significant meaning that there was a significant difference
between correlation matrix and identity matrix. Furthermore, none of the correlation
coefficients was less than .36. Since findings indicated that there was approximately
normal distribution, maximum likelihood extraction was used. In addition, to
determine whether there was any univariate outlier, boxplots were also checked and
the results indicated that there were no serious outliers in any of the cases. The
results of these assumptions made it possible to pursue factor analysis. As stated by
Field (2009), retaining factors that have relatively large eigenvalues and ignoring the
ones with small eigenvalues is the basic notion. Therefore, in this study, eigenvalues
greater than one and scree plot were utilized. When the above mentioned criterion
regarding eigenvalues was considered, resulting two factors explained 66.82% of the
total percentage of variance. The scree plot showing two factors is presented in

Figure 3.1.

32



Eigenvalue

T T T T T T T T T T T T T
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13

Factor Number

Figure 3.1. Scree Plot

In Table 3.3, the factor loadings of the two-factor structure were presented.
According to the results of factor analysis, two factors appeared: productivity-related
writing needs and accuracy-related writing needs. Factor 1 refers to the writing
needs that are related to the organization of the writing tasks. These included such
skills as “Preparing an outline before starting writing,” “Organizing paragraphs,”
“Organizing the whole text,” “Using proper mechanical conventions,” “Developing
ideas.” The items in factor 2 are related to the grammar and vocabulary dimension of
the writing tasks and factor 2 included such items as “Having rich vocabulary and
expressions,” “Using proper grammar,” “Using proper connections and transitions,”
“Using correct punctuation and spelling.” Item-total correlations ranged from .36 to

.68 for the factors.
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Table 3.3

Pattern Matrix of Academic Writing Needs Scale

Factor
1 2

Developing ideas .99 17

Drawing conclusions .85 -.04
Organizing the whole text .78 -.01
Presenting ideas clearly 12 -.19
Preparing an outline before starting writing .67 -.06
Organizing paragraphs .66 -.19
Avoiding plagiarism (how to quote, paraphrase or cite) 49 -.30
Using proper mechanical conventions (e g APA style) .36 -.32
Using proper grammar -.13 -1.02
Using proper connections and transitions A3 -.79
Choosing correct words (field-related terminology) .07 -.76
Using correct punctuation and spelling A3 -74
Having rich vocabulary and expressions .06 -71

Factor correlations

Factor 1 - productivity-related writing needs 1.00 =17
Factor 2 - accuracy-related writing needs =77 1.00

In addition, Cronbach alpha coefficients of the subscales were calculated for

reliability. Findings of .93 alpha value for productivity-related writing needs and .93

alpha value for accuracy-related writing needs indicated that there was high internal

consistency.

3.4.3. Writing Tasks

The third section of the survey was designed to examine the use of writing tasks at

the graduate level and it was a subsection of the TOEFL Research Questionnaire

(Bridgeman & Carlson, 1983). This section included eight items that classify writing

tasks according to their length. The tasks mentioned ranged from “brief summaries of
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articles read (1-2 pages)” to longer “research papers (6 pages or more)” or “case
studies and take home exams.” The participants were asked to indicate the frequency
(from “never” to “always”) of the tasks that assigned throughout the semester.
Bridgeman and Carlson (1983) indicated that tasks included in the scale were
gathered from the faculty.

3.4.4. Written Sources

The fourth section of the instrument was taken from the Doctoral Students’ Survey
(Gdrel, 2010). In this section, the participants were required to rate the usefulness of
seven written sources (dictionaries, grammar books, journal articles, etc.) they utilize
during the academic writing tasks in English. In addition, the item source books,
which was used in place of books by Gurel (2010), was included in this section.

Ratings were on a five-point scale from “not useful” to “very useful.”

3.4.5. Perceived Importance of Academic Writing

The fifth section included two items, assessing the perceived importance attributed to
academic writing by the graduate students. This section was a subsection of the
TOEFL Research Questionnaire (Bridgeman & Carlson, 1983). These items read
“How important is writing skill to success in your department?” and “How important
1s writing skill to success in your field after graduation?” Items were rated on a five
point rating scale, ranging from “not important” to “very important.” The reliability

coefficient, estimated through Cronbach’s alpha was .57.

3.4.6. Role of Turkish While Writing

The sixth section, aiming to determine the role of Turkish while preparing an
academic writing task, included five statements taken from the Doctoral Students’
Survey (Girel, 2010). Such statements in this section as “I take notes in Turkish and
use them later while writing” or “I outline what I will write in Turkish” mainly focus

on the degree the students utilize Turkish in their writing. Participants were asked to
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choose the statement that is appropriate for them. Choosing more than one statement

or none of the statements was possible.

3.4.7. Questionnaire on Self-Efficacy in Writing

The final section of the instrument, assessing writing self-efficacy, was developed by
Wong et.al (Wong et al., 1996). The main target of the items was to find out the
graduate students' self-rated abilities in “generating and organizing ideas for a

99 6y

paper,” “initiating and maintaining the flow in writing,

99 ¢

putting ideas into words
and sentences,” and “self-correcting mistakes.” The scale included eight items.
Ratings were on a five-point rating scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to
“strongly agree”. The reliability coefficient, estimated through Cronbach’s alpha was
79.

3.5. Data Collection Procedures

For the data collection, a survey instrument, which was developed by utilizing four
different surveys, and a demographic data form were used. The survey was
administered in English. In order to carry out the research study, the necessary
permission from Human Subjects Ethics Committee was taken prior to the data
collection. The proposal of the study in terms of its purpose, significance, method,
and measures that were going to be administered to the volunteered participants were
examined by the committee. Upon completing the approval phase, an online version
of the instrument was designed by the researcher. An e-mail including the purpose of
the study, the researcher’s and advisor’s contact information, and the web address of
the survey was sent to all the graduate students enrolled at a Graduate School of
Social Sciences, by Registrar’s Office. The purpose of the study, which also included
confidentiality and anonymity of participants, was also given in the first page of the
online survey. The online survey was designed by http://www.surveygizmo.com and
the screenshots of the survey were presented in Appendix B. In addition, the survey
was administrated in the classroom environment. Data collection for both the online

and paper-pencil version of the survey lasted 7 to 10 minutes.

36



3.6. Data Analysis

In order to analyze the data gathered through the survey and to answer the research
questions, descriptive statistics and multiple regression analysis were utilized.
Predictive Analytics Software 18.0 (PASW) was used for data analysis. Except for
the third research question, descriptive statistics were generated. For the third
question, multiple regression analysis was performed, and the predictors for the
analysis were (1) self-efficacy, (2) importance of academic writing, (3) academic
status (master or doctorate students), (4) graduate program stage (writing thesis or
taking courses), and (5) English Proficiency Exam score. Prior to the analysis, all the
necessary assumptions for multiple regression analysis were checked. In order to
check normality of residuals, histogram and normal P-P plot of residuals were
examined. Furthermore, for homoscedasticity, scatterplot was examined. In order to
check for multicolinearity, Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) and tolerance values were

examined.

3.7. Limitations

As an instrument, a survey reflects the respondents’ self-perceived opinions about
the topic. Because of the quantitative nature of the study, there were not any
additional data collection methods, such as interviews and focus groups, which is a
drawback for the study. Examining the current situation regarding academic writing
from the viewpoint of the respondents can only be fruitful when the participants are
sincere and truthful in their answers and it is assumed that the graduate students
participating in this study gave accurate answers. Another limitation of the study was
in terms of generalizability, since the study was only carried out in a state university
in Ankara, the results cannot be generalizable. In addition, the findings of the study
were mostly descriptive, which is a limitation since no cause and effect relationship
between the variables can be established. Moreover, the variables in the study were
limited to academic status, proficiency scores, graduate program stage, and writing

self-efficacy. There may be other variables that influence the students’ academic
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writing needs. Finally, the low response rate arousing from the use of online survey

was a limitation for the study.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

The study aimed at understanding the degree the variables - importance of academic
writing, self-efficacy in academic writing, and writing proficiency — predict graduate
students’ academic writing needs. In this chapter, descriptive statistics related to the
variables are given. The chapter also includes the assumptions of multiple regression
analysis and the results of assumption tests. In the final part of the chapter, the results

of hierarchical regression are given.

4.1. Descriptive Statistics Regarding Writing Tasks, Written Sources, and
Role of Turkish in Writing

Participants were asked to report the frequency of writing tasks at the graduate level.
Findings of descriptive statistics are presented in Table 4.1. The outcome of the
analysis yielded that, although the mean values for the items were very close, the
graduate students participating in the study mostly wrote longer research papers (6
pages or more) (M = 3.68, SD = 1.15). According to the results, another important
point was that group writing projects had the lowest mean for the graduate students
enrolled at Social Sciences Institute (M = 2.51, SD = 1.51).

Table 4.1
Descriptive Statistics of the Academic Writing Tasks
M SD N

Brief summaries of articles read (1or 2 pages) 3.40 1.08 210
Brief research papers (5 pages or less) 3.46 1.01 211
Longer research papers (6 pages or more) 3.68 1.15 209
Critical writing - reflection papers 3.56 1.14 210
Exams with essay questions 3.14 1.18 210
Group writing projects 2.51 1.15 210
Case studies and take home exams 3.38 1.16 208
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When the results of descriptive statistics regarding the written sources section was
taken into consideration, it was observed that graduate students mostly utilized
journal articles published in their area of specialization, while carrying out the
writing tasks (M = 4.64, SD = .70). The use of source books (M = 4.34, SD = .84)
and web-based sources (M = 4.23, SD = .94) as written sources was also common
among the students. However, as presented in the Table 4.2, using grammar books

as a guide at graduate stage produced the lowest mean score (M = 2.01, SD = 1.11).

Table 4.2
Descriptive Statistics of the Written Sources
M SD N
Journal articles published in your area of specialization ~ 4.64 .70 208
Source books 4.34 .84 207
Web-based sources 4.23 94 207
Dictionaries 3.87 1.16 208
Manuals (i e , APA manual) 3.79 1.21 207
Spell checks 3.77 1.19 207
Grammar books 2.01 1.11 207

Participants were also asked the role of Turkish while writing. Findings indicated
that the item “When I get stuck with finding the right word, I look for a Turkish word
first and then find its equivalent in English” was mostly preferred by the graduate
students (n = 131, 61.5%). Another preferred method utilized by the graduate
students during writing was “thinking in Turkish first and then writing in English” (n
=81, 38%). Besides these two statements, graduate students also indicated that they
“take notes in Turkish and use them while writing” (n = 63, 26.5%). However, the
remaining two items were preferred less when compared to the other items. One of
them was related to “outlining in Turkish” (n = 27, 12.7%) and the second was about
translation, which was the least preferred writing method; because only seven (3.3%)
graduate students selected the statement “I write in Turkish first and then translate it

to English”.
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4.2.  Descriptive Statistics Regarding Academic Writing Needs

To answer the first research question “What are the academic writing needs of the
graduate students at the Graduate School of Social Sciences?” means and standard
deviations were calculated for each item of the Academic Writing Needs Scale.

Table 4.3 presents the mean values in descending order.

Table 4.3
Descriptive Statistics of the Academic Writing Needs
M SD N

Having rich vocabulary and expressions 3.13 123 212
Choosing correct words (field-related terminology) 3.03 126 213
Drawing conclusions 3.00 133 211
Presenting ideas clearly 296 130 211
Overall academic writing ability 294 118 212
Developing ideas 290 124 211
Organizing the whole text 289 120 212
Using proper mechanical conventions (e g APA style) 2.86 1.29 212
Using proper connections and transitions 273 133 212
Preparing an outline before starting writing 267 137 213
Using proper grammar 267 129 213
Avoiding plagiarism (how to quote, paraphrase or cite) 2.63 1.41 210
Organizing paragraphs 262 121 212
Using correct punctuation and spelling 248 126 213

In this section, participants were asked fourteen questions and they were required to
indicate the degree of need they felt regarding academic writing on a five-point scale.
When the results of descriptive statistics was taken into account, it was observed that
graduate students need support related to having rich vocabulary (M = 3.13, SD =
1.26) and choosing correct words (M = 3.03, SD = 1.26), while carrying out the
writing tasks. Besides this, “Drawing conclusions” was also an important area where

graduate students needed help (M = 3.00, SD = 1.33). On the other hand, although a
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few items had very close low mean values, using correct punctuation and spelling
had the lowest mean (M = 2.48, SD = 1.26).

4.3. Descriptive Statistics Regarding Writing Self-Efficacy
For the second research question, “What is the level of writing self-efficacy of the
graduate students at the Graduate School of Social Sciences?”” means and standard

deviations were presented in Table 4.4.

Table 4.4
Descriptive Statistics of the Writing Self-Efficacy

M SD N

When writing a paper, it is easy for me to get ideas 3.54 .90 206
When writing a paper, it is easy for me to write my 3.34 1.01 202
ideas into good sentences

When writing a paper, | find it easy to make all the 3.16 .89 204
changes I need to make

When writing a paper, it is easy for me to get started 2.85 1.20 204
When writing a paper, it is hard for me to keep the 2.82 1.04 204

paper going

When writing a paper, it is hard for me to organize my 2.75 1.01 206
ideas

When writing a paper, it is hard for me to correct my 2.51 1.03 205
mistakes

When writing a paper, | always believe that my paperis  2.43 1.01 205
the best in my class

When the results of descriptive statistics regarding the writing self-efficacy was
considered, the item “I always believe that my paper is the best in my class” came to
the fore (M = 2.43, SD = 1.01), because the lowest mean value for the item meant
that the graduate students’ self-efficacy was very low. Despite this, as also shown in
the Table 4.4, the items “it is easy for me to get ideas” (M = 3.54, SD = .90) and “it is
easy for me to write my ideas into good sentences” (M = 3.34, SD = 1.01) produced
the highest mean scores meaning that the graduate students’ level of self-efficacy

was very high regarding these two items.
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4.4. Multiple Regression Analyses

Two separate simultaneous multiple regression analyses were conducted in which the
outcome variables were productivity-related academic writing needs and accuracy
related academic writing needs. The predictor variables were writing self-efficacy,
importance of academic writing, academic status, graduate program stage, and

English Proficiency Exam score.

In the survey instrument, respondents were asked to report their academic status in
four levels: (1) Master’s degree (with thesis); (2) Doctoral degree (following a non-
thesis master’s degree); (3) Doctoral degree (following a master’s degree with
thesis); (4) Integrated graduate degree. Frequencies were given earlier in Table 3.1.
For the purpose of this analysis, academic status data were collapsed into two levels:
master’s degree and doctoral degree. There were 106 students (49.8%) pursuing a
master’s degree and 91 students (42.7%) pursuing a doctoral degree. Sixteen students

did not report their academic status.

Similarly, for the graduate program stage, participants were asked to report in three
levels: (1) Scientific preparation; (2) Taking courses; (3) Writing thesis. As there
were only ten students in the “scientific preparation” stage, their data were recoded
to be included in the “taking courses” stage. Therefore, the resulting graduate
program stage variable had two levels: course stage and thesis stage. 115 students

(54%) were at the course stage, while 96 students (45.1%) were at the thesis stage.

4.4.1. Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations for the Study Variables

Results of descriptive statistics regarding the predictor and outcome variables of
multiple regression analysis are presented in Table 4.5. Findings revealed that the
respondents regarded academic writing as an important component for their career
(M =4.61, SD = .52) and the results also indicated a moderate level of writing self-

efficacy (M = 3.15, SD = .57). Furthermore, the two factors of academic writing
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needs, productivity-related (M = 2.81, SD = 1.06) and accuracy-related (M = 2.81,
SD = 1.12), had similar results.

Table 4.5
Descriptive Statistics of the Predictor and Outcome Variables
M SD N

Productivity-related writing needs 2.81 1.06 213
Accuracy-related writing needs 2.81 1.12 213
Writing self-efficacy 3.15 0.57 206
Importance of academic writing 4.61 0.52 208
English Proficiency Exam score 8250 9.73 174

Table 4.6 presents the intercorrelations among the outcome variables and predictor
variables. Findings indicated that the outcome variable “productivity-related
academic writing needs” was significantly correlated with the following predictors:
importance of writing (r = .70, p < .01), writing self-efficacy (r = .44, p < .01) and
English proficiency exam score (r = .22, p < .05). In addition, the correlations
between the outcome variable “accuracy-related academic writing needs” and writing
self-efficacy (r = .39, p < .01) and English proficiency exam score (r = .33, p <.01)
were also significant. Furthermore, writing self-efficacy was significantly correlated

with English Proficiency Exam score (r = .30, p <.01).
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Table 4.6

Intercorrelations among the Predictor Variables and Outcome Variables

Variables 1 2 3 4 5
Outcome variables
Productivity-related academic writing needs  .44** . 70** .16 .02 22%
Accuracy-related academic writing needs 39** .07 .09 03  .33**
Predictor variables
1. Writing self-efficacy 1.00 .05 .01 10 .30%*
2. Importance of academic writing 1.00 14 .07 .07
3. Academic status 1.00 .03 .03
4. Graduate program stage 1.00 .02
5. English Proficiency Exam score 1.00

*p<.05; **p<.01

4.4.2. Assumptions of Multiple Regression Analysis for the Outcome Variable —

Productivity-related Academic Writing Needs

The assumptions of multiple regression analysis (homoscedasticity, multicollinearity

normality, linearity, and independent errors) were checked for the outcome variable,

productivity-related academic writing needs, before carrying out the analysis. To test

the normality of residuals, the histogram and normal probability plot for residuals

presented in Figure 4.1 were examined. Field (2009) stated that “The normal

probability plot also shows up deviations from normality and the straight line in the

plot represents a normal distribution, and the points represent the observed residuals”

(Field, 2009, p. 249). Hence, both histogram and p-p plot indicated an acceptable

pattern for the present variable.
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Figure 4.1. Histogram and normal P—P plot of normally distributed residuals

Durbin—Watson test was carried out to check the assumption of independent errors.
The test was performed to find out if there was serial correlations between errors in
the regression model (Field, 2009). According to Field (2009), the results of the test
can vary between 0 and 4 with a value of 2 meaning that the residuals are
uncorrelated. A value greater than 2 indicates a negative correlation between
adjacent residuals, whereas a value below 2 indicates a positive correlation (Field,
2009, p. 785). The test value for the present study was 2.08, which was close to 2,

indicating that the assumption of independent errors was met.

Another assumption checked was linearity. “Linearity is acceptable when the mean
values of the outcome variable for each increment of the predictor(s) lie along a
straight line” (Field, 2009, p. 221). The scatterplots were examined in order to decide
on whether the assumption of linearity was met or not. Because the points in the
scatterplots were randomly and evenly dispersed throughout the plot, the assumption

of linearity was met.

As for the assumption of homoscedasticity, it is stated that the variance of the
residuals should be constant at each level of the predictor variable(s) (Field, 2009).
The scatterplots were examined for this purpose. Evenly distributed residuals

observed in the scatterplots indicated that the assumption was met.
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Finally, multicollinearity was checked to see whether there was a strong correlation
between the predictors. In order to identify multicollinearity, the correlation matrix
of all of the predictor variables were scanned to find out whether there were any
correlations higher than .90 (Field, 2009). When the correlation matrix of the present
study was examined (Table 4.6), it was noted that there were not any correlations
higher than .90. Moreover, PASW also produced the variance inflation factor (VIF).
Concerning the VIF values, it was suggested that a value of 10 or higher can be a
problem in terms of collinearity (Myers, 1994). In the current study, all the VIF

values were around 1. These evidences seemed acceptable.

4.4.3. Findings of Multiple Regression Analysis for the Productivity-related

Academic Writing Needs as the Outcome Variable

The predictor variables for the first multiple regression analysis were writing self-
efficacy, importance of academic writing, academic status, graduate program stage,
and English Proficiency Exam score. The outcome variable for the analysis was
“productivity-related academic writing needs.” R? explains how much of the
variability in the outcome variable that is accounted for by the predictors. In the
present study, R? value, .24, meant that the predictors accounted for 24% of the
variance in productivity-related academic writing needs. The model was significant,
F (5, 156) = 10.05, p < .05.

Table 4.7 presents the unstandardized regression coefficients and associated standard
errors, standardized coefficients, semi-partial correlations, and t values. Findings of
regression analysis indicated that writing self-efficacy (6 = .42, p < .05) and
academic status (# = .16, p < .05) contributed significantly to the productivity-related
academic writing needs, whereas importance of academic writing (5 = .13, p = .07),
graduate program stage (8 = .03, p = .69), and English Proficiency Exam score (f =
11, p = .15) made no difference in the outcome variable. The negative sign of the
regression coefficients implied that as the writing self-efficacy of graduate students
increases, productivity-related academic writing needs decrease. In addition, it

appeared that master students reported more productivity-related academic writing
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needs than doctoral students. Considering the semi-partial correlations, writing self-

efficacy made the most unique contribution (16%).

Table 4.7

Results of Regression Analysis for Productivity-related Academic Writing Needs
Predictors b SE p sr” t
Writing Self-Efficacy -78 14 -42 16 -5.69*
Importance of Academic Writing .26 .14 .13 .01 1.79
Academic Status -37 .15 -16 .03 -2.48*
Graduate Program Stage 06 15 .03 .01 40

English Proficiency Exam Score  _o91 01 -11 .01 -1.44

Note: Outcome variable = Productivity-related Academic Writing Needs; *p<.05

4.4.4. Assumptions of Multiple Regression Analysis for the Outcome Variable —

Accuracy-related Academic Writing Needs

Before carrying out the second multiple regression analysis, the assumptions
including homoscedasticity, normality, linearity, and independent errors were
checked for the dependent variable, accuracy-related academic writing needs. As the

same predictors were used, multicollinearity was not checked.

The histogram and normal probability plot for residuals are shown in Figure 4.2. The
normality assumption was met based on the shape of the histogram and the p-p plot.
As for the normal p-p plot, the points that lie on the line indicated an acceptable

distribution.
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Figure 4.2. Histogram and normal P—P plot of normally distributed residuals

To check the assumption of independent errors, Durbin—Watson test was performed.
As the test value was 2.02, which was very close to 2 and the assumption of
independent errors was met. Linearity was the third assumption checked. In the
scatterplots, the points were randomly dispersed which indicated that the assumption
of linearity was met. Homoscedasticity was another assumption checked by
examining the scatterplots. The absence of obvious outliers and evenly distributed

residuals indicated that the assumption was met.

4.4.5. Findings of Multiple Regression Analysis for the Accuracy-related

Academic Writing Needs as the Outcome Variable

The outcome variable for the second analysis was “accuracy-related academic
writing needs” and the predictor variables were writing self-efficacy, importance of
academic writing, academic status, graduate program stage, and English Proficiency
Exam score. The regression model was significant, R* = .22, F (5, 156) = 8.89, p<
.05. Twenty-two percent of the variance in accuracy-related academic writing needs

was explained by the predictors.

Table 4.8 presents the unstandardized regression coefficients and associated standard
errors, standardized coefficients, semi-partial correlations, and t values. Findings

showed that writing self-efficacy (8 = .32, p < .05) and English Proficiency Exam
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score (5 = .24, p < .05) contributed to the accuracy-related academic writing needs.
As the writing self-efficacy and English Proficiency Exam Score increase, accuracy-
related academic writing needs of graduate students decrease. Importance of
academic writing (8 = .12, p = .11), academic status (B = .11, p = .14), and graduate
program stage (B = .01, p = .94) were not significant. Squared semi-partial
correlations indicated that writing self-efficacy (sr* = 10) made more unique

contribution than the English Proficiency Exam score

Table 4.8
Results of Regression Analysis for Accuracy-related Academic Writing Needs
Predictors b SE S sr* t
Writing self-efficacy -63 15 -32 .10 -4.32*
Importance of academic writing 25 16 12 01 161
Academic status -24 16 -11 .01 -148
Graduate program stage 01 16 .01 .01 .80

English Proficiency Examscore  _93 01 -24 05 -3.27*

Note: Outcome variable = Productivity-related Academic Writing Needs; *p<.05

45,  Summary

In this chapter, the results of analyses carried out were presented in detail. According
to the results, graduate students were mostly assigned longer research papers and
they frequently utilize journals published in their area of specialization to write their
papers. When the role of Turkish in writing was considered, it was seen that 61.5%
of the graduate students chose the item “When I get stuck with finding the right

word, I look for a Turkish word first and then find its equivalent in English”.

For the academic writing needs section, descriptive statistics and two different
multiple regression analyses were carried out. The results of the descriptive statistics
revealed that having rich vocabulary and expressions and choosing correct words
were two important need areas for the graduate students. In addition, drawing

conclusions based on the written task was also indicated as a need area. As the

50



exploratory factor analysis revealed two factors (“productivity-related academic
writing needs” and “accuracy-related academic writing needs”), two different
multiple regression analyses were carried out. The results yielded that the predictors
accounted for 24% of the variance in productivity-related academic writing needs,
while predictors explained 22% of the variance in accuracy-related academic writing
needs. For the productivity-related academic writing needs, writing self-efficacy and
academic status (being master’s student vs. doctoral student) made a significant
contribution. On the other hand, for the accuracy-related academic writing needs,
writing self-efficacy and English proficiency exam score were significant. In both of
the analyses, writing self-efficacy made the strongest unique contribution.

51



CHAPTER YV

DISCUSSION

In the background of the present study, it was stated that adapting to the conventions
and expectations of academic disciplines in terms of academic writing, is a serious
challenge for the graduate students. Furthermore, academic writing is one of the most
important components of graduate courses since it is the cornerstone for well-quality
publications; therefore, it is crucial to comprehend the challenges of academic
writing from the point of view of the graduate students. Within this framework, this
chapter summarizes and discusses the findings of the study. In addition, implications
for practice and recommendations for further research are given in line with the

results and shortcomings of this study.

5.1. Discussion of the Results

Survey research was utilized in order to examine academic writing needs and writing
self-efficacy of the graduate students. The frequency of writing tasks, the use of
written sources as a guide, the role of Turkish while writing, and the importance of
academic writing were explored as well. Factors influencing academic writing needs
were also explored through multiple regression analysis. These factors included
perceived importance of academic writing, writing self-efficacy, and English

proficiency.

To begin with, results of descriptive statistics regarding the frequency of writing
tasks indicated that most of the graduate students enrolled at the Social Sciences
Institute write long research papers, critical writing tasks, and brief research papers
that have 5 pages or less. Graduate students who have poor writing skills but good
skills in other areas can be successful if they are assigned to groups that include at
least one good writer (Bridgeman & Carlson, 1983). However, group writing

projects, which are regarded as a part of science faculties in the literature, had the
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lowest mean of all in the present study. In addition, because of the emphasis on
creative writing in many elementary and secondary schools, this kind of writing is
apparently relatively high at the university level which contradicted with the findings
of Bridgeman and Carlson (1983)’s study. They stated that critical writing was rare
at most of the graduate departments although it was quite frequent for
undergraduates. Yet, they found out similar results regarding exams with essay

questions which were given as a common writing task on graduate levels.

Another descriptive finding was related to the written sources utilized by the
graduate students. Gurel (2010) stated that such written sources as dictionaries,
grammar books, and journal articles were the most common strategies documented
by graduate students. Using other materials as guides or samples was also common
methods utilized while carrying out writing tasks. These types of materials help the
graduate students in terms of format, content, mechanical styles or the academic
language used. When the present study was taken into account, it was observed that
using journal articles published in the area of specialization during writing was the
most common method. Dong (1998) also expressed that journal articles were listed
as the major written source by 94% of the students in her study. Gurel (2010) stated
that her study revealed thoroughly that “scholarly articles comprise a significant
amount of the written sources the graduate students consult to overcome the
challenges they face during writing in the foreign language” (p. 137). In addition, the
present study indicated that source books were the second most important written
source utilized, which was again in parallel with Grel’s (2010) study. Based on the
findings it can be stated that utilizing journal articles or sources books is also
important because the graduate students learn the conventions of academic writing

through the use of such materials.

In the writing process, the preferred style is to think and write in the target language
rather than translating or transferring everything. One of the main challenges the
graduate students faced regarding the role of Turkish was in the word level. More
than half of the graduate students stated that when stuck with finding the right word,
they first look for a Turkish word first and then its equivalent in English. Besides
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this, thinking in the native language, which was Turkish for the present study, not in
the foreign language was a problem that needed to be overcome by the graduate
students. Thirty-eight percent of the graduate students indicated that they think in
Turkish first and then write in English which slows down the writing process
although the students may regard this as a way to simplify the process. In addition,
this type of writing causes the students to rely heavily on the native language for
higher mental functions such as analysis or synthesis. When the students do not have
the necessary background related to academic writing, they lack the ability to create
and present ideas in the foreign language and so they have to transfer ideas from
Turkish to English. In addition, transferring ideas from native language to foreign
language causes inappropriate use of vocabulary, expressions or structural
conventions. Initially, especially at the taking courses stage, the graduate students
may not know that the conventions of the native language might oppose to those of
target language but later when they are corrected and their assignments are revised
they realize this fact (Gurel, 2010).

Moreover, regarding the academic writing needs of the graduate students, results
descriptively indicated that the most crucial needs were “Having rich vocabulary and
expressions” and “Choosing correct words,” both items were parallel in that, they
were both related to vocabulary. Therefore, it can be stated that graduate students
need more vocabulary in order to cope with the challenges of academic writing. The
results were in line with the results of both Giirel (2010)’s and Dong (1998)’s study,
which administered the same survey instrument. Girel (2010) worked with Turkish
doctoral students, while Dong (1998, p. 256) worked with non-native students
studying in the US institutions. Therefore, with regard to writing one area which is of
special value is vocabulary and vocabulary is one of the most important features of
writing (Muncie, 2002).

As for the academic writing needs section of the instrument, before running multiple
regression analysis to investigate the predictors of academic writing needs,
exploratory factor analysis was carried out to explore the underlying dimensions of

the Academic Writing Needs Scale. Two factors that emerged as a result of the
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analysis were: productivity-related academic writing needs and accuracy-related
academic writing needs. The items in the productivity-related academic writing
needs referred to the need areas that require the writer to produce the writing task
starting from the outline and following with the organization of the paragraph and
text. On the other hand, the items in the accuracy-related academic writing needs
were related to grammar and some grammar-related rules such as transitions or
punctuation. Furthermore, having rich vocabulary and choosing correct words to

produce better written tasks were included in the second factor.

Two separate regression analyses were carried out to explain productivity-related and
accuracy-related academic writing needs. The predictors in the both analyses were
the same: writing self-efficacy, importance of academic writing, academic status,
graduate program stage, and English Proficiency Exam score. In both analyses,
writing-self-efficacy was statistically significant. Therefore, it can be claimed that in
this study, the results of analyses regarding self-efficacy beliefs in academic
processes proved Bandura’s (1986b) suggestion that self-efficacy beliefs play a
crucial role in human agency. When graduate students’ writing self-efficacy
increases, their academic writing needs decrease. Therefore, to increase students’
confidence in their writing ability interventions designed to improve writing by
decreasing anxiety may be useful (Pajares, 2003). The literature also suggests a
relationship between higher writing self-efficacy and writing performance. In other
words, writing self-efficacy was usually predictive of more skillful writing
performance in students (Pajares & Johnson, 1996; Pajares, Miller, & Johnson, 1999;
Pajares & Valiante, 1997). Because, in general terms, perceived self-efficacy refers
to what people believe regarding their abilities to produce certain standards of
performance which influence the events that affect their lives (Bandura, 1994). When
the students have to depend on their own initiative, the ones with a strong sense of
self-efficacy can better educate themselves (Bandura, 1986b). Therefore, finding a
relation between the two terms is not surprising. A strong confidence can help
students while writing since it reveals more interest in and attention to writing,

stronger endeavor, and perseverance when faced with a challenge (Pajares, 2003).
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Therefore, it can be asserted that the prominent role self-efficacy beliefs play

regarding the students’ writing is clear.

In addition, the students’ academic status, i.e., their being either master’s or
doctorate’s students, had a crucial role in determining their academic writing needs
in productive skills. In other words, it was found that master’s students reported
significantly more academic writing needs in productive skills than doctoral students.
On the other hand, in terms of accuracy-related writing needs, there was no
statistically significant difference between them. Another finding was that English
Proficiency Exam predicted their accuracy-related academic writing needs, not their
productivity-related needs. Results showed that the students with lower proficiency
scores stated they needed guidance in terms of accuracy-related academic writing.
This was also meaningful since proficiency exam requires the graduate students to
carry out tasks that are based on grammar and sentence level exercises. However,
Crusan (1999) and Shaw (2008) stated that the placement essay or writing section of
Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT), which is similar to the writing section of English
Proficiency Exam, was the strongest predictor of writing ability. As for grammar, it
was asserted that the grammar test is not the best predictor of the ability of writing
and it is not the best measure of the skill (Crusan, 1999). Therefore, to determine the
academic writing needs of the graduate students, a closer to the writing section of the

exam is needed since it is a better predictor of writing ability than a grammar test.

5.2.  Implications for Practice

The importance of academic writing to pursue a successful graduate education is an
undeniable fact; therefore, the need areas regarding such a crucial topic have to be
clearly searched out. The results of this study showed that there were two important
factors that form academic writing needs: production-related related academic
writing needs and accuracy-related academic writing needs. Both factors played a
prominent role in writing performance. The strong relationship among the items
within the factors was clearly revealed as a result of exploratory factor analysis. This

highlights the need to realize the important role of academic writing for the graduate
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students. In addition, the results indicate the need areas that should be focused on.
However, importance and attention attributed to academic writing in the curriculum
contrasts with what happens in reality. Because of this, it can be asserted that
integrating an English academic writing course into the graduate curriculum by
placing the graduate students’ needs into center has become a necessity. AS
suggested by the findings of the current study, in such a course not only accuracy-
related issues but also productivity-related issues should be included. In addition,
teaching academic writing explicitly through a curriculum which can provide the
graduate students with the ways to comprehend the characteristics of this kind of
writing is of great significance. As stated by Gurel (2010) the graduate students are
in urgent need of instruction related to academic writing which would center on such

writing tasks as reports, research papers, and dissertations.

According to the results of descriptive analysis, the graduate students need support in
terms of choosing the correct word and having rich vocabulary while writing. This is
mostly because of the difference between the terminology utilized at the
undergraduate level and graduate level. In addition, this indicates that the vocabulary
needed for graduate level writing tasks is more complicated than the compositions
written at preparatory classes or during undergraduate English courses. Such needs
as drawing conclusions, developing and presenting ideas clearly, organizing the
whole text or overall writing ability were also important in terms of academic
writing. Besides this, descriptive analyses were also carried out to understand the
frequency of academic writing tasks assigned to the graduate students and the
usefulness of written sources while carrying out an academic writing task. For
writing tasks, although the mean values were almost the same except for group
writing projects, it can be stated that the graduate students are responsible for writing
research papers, reflection papers, essays, take-nome exams and brief summaries of
articles. All the tasks that are frequently assigned require higher level writing skills
and knowledge of good vocabulary. In addition, the students must be aware of and
familiar with the conventional rules of academic writing and words that are used in
their disciplines because each discipline requires specific types of rules and words.

To this end, professional help through an academic writing course or at least through
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a seminar or workshop should be provided for the graduate students. Apart from this,
the written sources utilized are different from the undergraduate level. While writing
a text at undergraduate level the students’ focus is mostly on the form, grammar and
vocabulary. Because at this level the writing texts are mostly about a general topic,
such as holidays, types of transportation, and require them to be careful about
grammar rules and the use of correct words. However, the students at the graduate
level have already passed the grammar stage and they know that their focus should
be on rhetorical and conventional rules of their discipline. Therefore, the written
sources utilized at this level are generally the journal articles, source books and web-
based sources. Grammar books were stated as the least useful type of sources

because of the above mentioned reasons.

In addition to the above analyses, multiple regression analyses for each factor were
performed. The shared point for the two analyses was the importance of self-
efficacy. The relation between self-efficacy and writing performance was also
implied in the literature; moreover, studies to develop students’ writing performance
through improving their self-efficacy were carried out by some researchers
(Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003; Schunk, 2003). Furthermore, it is stated that although
writing is partly based on the students’ language related abilities, motivational agents
also play an important role (Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994). As also supported by the
results of this study, the assessment of students’ self-efficacy beliefs can help
educators understand the relationship better. The information gathered through
surveys can be useful for the faculty members to focus on the weaker areas and
provide students with tasks that enhance their self-efficacy beliefs. The relation
between the two concepts also means that supporting the students with good models
may help them be successful at a writing task. Moreover, Bandura (1986a) suggested
that the difficulty and complexity of the task may determine the level of self-
efficacy. Therefore, the faculty members should assign students with simple tasks in

the beginning and continue with harder tasks during the term.
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Before the graduate level, writing is mostly taught and tested in the class; however,
at the graduate level writing tasks require self-study. Because of this, the graduate
students must be supported with opportunities to differentiate between the writing
tasks at two different levels. The result of first regression analysis revealed that there
was a negative correlation between productivity-related academic writing needs and
self-efficacy. Because when the students had higher self-efficacy, in other words they
believed that they were better writers, their academic writing needs decreased. The
result was also supported by the second analysis which also indicated a negative
correlation between self-efficacy and accuracy-related academic writing needs.
Therefore, educators have to focus on improving students’ motivation and try to help
students have positive feelings towards academic writing. Since, feeling that “writing
is impossible” worsens the situation. According to the results of second analysis,
there was also a negative correlation between English proficiency exam scores and
accuracy-related academic writing needs. The finding of this study is also supported
by the results of the dissertations written by Crusan (1999) and Shaw (2008).
Proficiency exam and accuracy-related needs are parallel in that they both require the
students have better grammar and sentence-level skills. As also implied by Cumming
(1989) when people attain proficiency in the target language, their writing improves,
they are able to produce better texts, and attend more to their writing. Therefore, it
can be asserted that lower language proficiency may hinder better writing for the
graduate students. Because of this, having dealt with the accuracy-related academic
writing needs before productivity-related writing needs is also important. Upon
taking the results into consideration, it can be stated that professional assistance
should be given to the students with lower proficiency exam scores since they need

to improve their academic writing.

In addition to specifying the needs and perceptions of the graduate students, the
results of this study can help the faculty members, academic writing centers and
curriculum developers. Especially, the faculty members can guide the graduate
students to improve their writing by providing them with writing experiences during
the courses or by taking the results of the present study into account while deciding

on the requirements of courses and the level of assignments. When the results of

59



analyses are considered, it can be asserted that this study provides a useful first
glimpse for researchers and educators interested in better serving the needs of the

graduate students in terms of academic writing.

5.3.  Recommendations for Future Research

In this study, academic writing needs of the graduate students enrolled at the
graduate school of social sciences were investigated. The parts of the instrument used
in the study were adapted from four different surveys developed by other researchers.
For the data collection, only a self-report survey was used because of this, utilizing
other data collection methods, such as focus groups or interviews, could help the
educators have a better insight about the situation. In addition, surveys reflect the
respondents’ self-evaluation and determining whether the answers are accurate is a
difficult process. Furthermore, in a survey the participants are given the need areas
and they have to choose among the stated areas. Thus, using observation and other
methods as a way to improve validity and to obtain more information regarding the

higher needs are recommended for further research.

The study also tried to reveal the academic writing needs from the view point of only
the graduate students. Including other agents, for example faculty members, advisors
or members of academic writing center, can yield better results regarding the issue.
Because, especially the faculty members may observe the need areas while they are
reading the writing assignments. Moreover, the inclusion of participants from
different groups can help identify other aspects of the need areas and especially the
advisors and instructions can help the graduate students in identifying their needs and
improve their writing skills. Carrying out the same study in the science faculties and
in the other English-medium universities and comparing the results to gain
information regarding cross-disciplines can support the researchers with a broader
line of vision. Besides, the results obtained from different universities can be
compared in order to observe the academic writing needs of graduate students at
different universities. With regards to the variables, the present study included self-

efficacy, importance of academic writing, academic status, graduate program stage,
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and English proficiency exam score and explained 24% and 22% of the variance
depending on the outcome variable. In order to increase the variance, such variables

as gender or perceived value of writing can also be included.

First and foremost, identifying the need areas has to be regarded as the first step
towards a solution to the problems that graduate students face while writing. To this
end, further research can be conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of seminars,
workshops or an academic writing course and focus on finding out the best way to

support the graduate students.

Academic writing is a “sine qua non” for academic studies. Therefore, the necessary
support must be given to the graduate students to help them develop their writing
skills. The above mentioned solutions must be provided for the students but prior to
determining any type of activity and content of activity, a detailed research study

must be carried out.

61



REFERENCES

Akyel, A. (1994). First language use in EFL writing: Planning in Turkish vs.
planning in English. International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 4(2), 169-
184.

Akyel, A., & Kamisli, S. (1996). Composing in first and second languages: Possible
effects of EFL writing instruction. Paper presented at the Balkan Conference
on English Language Teaching of the International Association of Teachers
of English as a Foreign Language, Istanbul, Turkey.

Alagozlu, N. (2007). Critical thinking and voice in EFL writing. The Asian EFL
Journal Quarterly, 9(3), 118-136.

Ammon, U. (2007). Global scientific communication Open questions and policy
suggestions. AILA Review, 20(1), 123-133.

Anderson, 1. (2009). Avoiding plagiarism in academic writing. Nursing Standard
23(18), 35-37.

Angelova, M., & Riazantseva, A. (1999). If you don't tell me, how can | know?: A
case study of four international students learning to write the U.S. way.
Written Communication, 16(4), 491-525.

Antonioua, M., & Moriartyb, J. (2008). What can academic writers learn from
creative writers? Developing guidance and support for lecturers in higher
education. Teaching in Higher Education, 13(2), 157-167.

Ayyildiz, M., & Bozkurt, U. (2006). Edebiyat ve kompozisyon _egitiminde
karsilasilan zorluklar: Alan arastirmasi — Van ili 6rnegi. Gazi Universitesi
Tiirk Egitim Bilimleri Dergisi, 1(4), 1-10.

Bandura, A. (1986a). The explanatory and predictive scope of self-efficacy
theory. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 4(3), 359-373.

Bandura, A. (1986b). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive
theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Bandura, A. (1991). Social cognitive theory of self-regulation. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 50(2), 248-287.

Bandura, A. (1994). Self-efficacy. In V. S. Ramachaudran (Ed.), Encyclopedia of
human behavior (Vol. 4, pp. 71-81). New York: Academic Press.

Bandura, A. (1995). Exercise of personal and collective efficacy in changing

societies. In A. Bandura (Ed.), Self-efficacy in changing societies. New York:
Cambridge University Press.

62



Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York: Freeman.

Bandura, A. (2000). Exercise of human agency through collective efficacy. Current
Directions in Psychological Science, 9(3), 75-78.

Bandura, A., Barbaranelli, C., Caprara, G., & Pastorelli, C. (1996). Multifaceted
impact of self-efficacy beliefs on academic functioning. Child Development,
67(3), 1206-1222.

Beach, R. (1989). Showing students how to assess: Demonstrating techniques for
response in the writing conference. In C. M. Anson (Ed.), Writing and
response: Theory, practice, and research (pp. 127-148). Urbana, IL: National
Council of Teachers of English.

Behrens, L. (1978). Writing, reading, and the rest of the faculty: A survey. English
Journal, 67(6), 54-60.

Benesch, S. (1996). Needs analysis and curriculum development in EAP: An
example of a critical approach. TESOL Quarterly, 30(4), 723-738.

Benfield, J. R., & Feak, C. B. (2006). How authors can cope with the burden of
English as an international language. Chest, 129, 1728-1730.

Benton, S., Kraft, R., Glover, J., & Plake, B. (1984). Cognitive capacity differences
among writers. Journal of Educational Psychology, 76(5), 820-834.

Bottomley, D., Henk, W., & Melnick, S. (1997). Assessing children's views about
themselves as writers using the Writer Self-Perception Scale. The Reading
Teacher, 51(4), 286-296.

Braine, G. (1989). Writing in science and technology: An analysis of assignments
from ten undergraduate courses. English for Specific Purposes, 8(1), 3-15.

Braine, G. (2002). Academic literacy and the nonnative speaker graduate student.
Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 1(1), 59-68.

Bridgeman, B., & Carlson, S. (1983) Survey of academic writing tasks required of
graduate and undergraduate foreign students. Princeton, NJ: Educational
Testing Service.

Brown, J. (1995). The elements of language curriculum: A systematic approach to
program development. Boston, MA: Heinle & Heinle Publishers.

Bruning, R., & Horn, C. (2000). Developing motivation to write. Educational
Psychologist, 35(1), 25-37.

Brutt-Griffler, J. (2003). World English: A study of its development. Clevedon:
Multilingual Matters.

63



Buckingham, L., & Geri, N. (2008). Development of English academic writing
competence by Turkish scholars. International Journal of Doctoral Studies,
3, 1-18.

Cameron, J., Nairn, K., & Higgins, J. (2009). Demystifying academic writing:
Reflections on emotions, know-how and academic identity. Journal of
Geography in Higher Education, 33(2), 269-284.

Canseco, G., & Byrd, P. (1989). Writing required in graduate courses in business
administration. TESOL Quarterly, 23(2), 305-316.

Carey, S. (2010). The next step for global English academic literacy and
credentialing open course ware. In A. Acar (Ed.), The English International
Language Journal Special Edition (Vol. 5). Australia: Time Taylor
International.

Casanave, C., & Hubbard, P. (1992). The writing assignments and writing problems
of doctoral students: Faculty perceptions, pedagogical issues, and needed
research. English for Specific Purposes, 11(1), 33-49.

Charney, D., Newman, J. H., & Palmquist, M. (1995). I'm Just No Good at Writing.
Written Communication, 12(3), 298-3209.

Couper, M. P., Blair, J., & Triplett, T. (1999). A comparison of mail and e-mail for a
survey of employees in federal statistical agencies. Journal of Official
Statistics, 15(1), 39-56.

Crawford, S. D., Couper, M. P., & Lamias, M. J. (2001). Web surveys: Perception of
burden. Social Science Computer Review, 19(2), 146-162.

Crusan, D. J. (1999). Effective assessment for placement of English as a second
language writers into composition classes at the university level. PhD, The
Pennsylvania  State  University,  Pennsylvania.  Retrieved  from
http://ezproxy.msu.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com/docview/304535
950?accountid=12598

Crystal, D. (2003). English as a global language (2 ed.). Cambridge: Cambridge
Univ Press.

Cumming, A. (1989). Writing expertise and second-language proficiency. Language
Learning, 39(1), 81-135.

Cumming, A. (1990). Expertise in evaluating second language compositions.
Language Testing, 7(1), 31-51.

Curry, M. J., & Lillis, T. (2004). Multilingual scholars and the imperative to publish

in English: Negotiating interests, demands, and rewards. TESOL Quarterly,
38(4), 663-688.

64



Daoud, S. (1998). How to motivate EFL learning and teaching of academic writing
by cross-cultural exchanges. English for Specific Purposes, 17(4), 391-412.

Davis, M., & Carroll, J. (2009). Formative feedback within plagiarism education: Is
there a role for text-matching software. International Journal for Educational
Integrity, 5(2), 58-70.

Diekhoff, G. M., LaBeff, E. E., Clark, R. E., Williams, L. E., Francis, B., & Haines,
V. J. (1996). College cheating: Ten years later. Research in Higher
Education, 37(4), 487-502.

Dommeyer, C. J., Baum, P., Hanna, R. W., & Chapman, K. S. (2004). Gathering
faculty teaching evaluations by in-class and online surveys: their effects on
response rates and evaluations. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher
Education, 29(5), 611-623.

Dong, Y. R. (1998). Non-native graduate students' thesis/dissertation writing in
science: Self-reports by students and their advisors from two US institutions.
English for Specific Purposes, 17(4), 369-390.

Efklides, A. (2006). Metacognition and affect: What can metacognitive experiences
tell us about the learning process? Educational Research Review, 1(1), 3-14.

Ellery, K. (2008). Undergraduate plagiarism: A pedagogical perspective. Assessment
& Evaluation in Higher Education, 33(5), 507-516.

Eret, E., & Gokmenoglu, T. (2010). Plagiarism in higher education: A case study
with prospective academicians. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences,
2(2), 3303-3307.

Eyres, S. J., Hatch, D. H., Turner, S. B., & West, M. (2001). Doctoral students’
responses to writing critique: Messages for teachers. Journal of Nursing
Education, 40(4), 149-155.

Field, A. P. (2009). Discovering statistics using SPSS: SAGE publications Ltd.

Finnish Institutions Research Paper (Hopkins). (n.d.) (2011) What is 'Academic
Writing'?  Retrieved from:  http://www.uta.fi/FAST/FIN/RESEARCH/
acadwrit.ntml

Flower, L. (1989). Problem-solving strategies for writing (2 ed.). San Diego:
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich.

Flowerdew, J. (1999). Problems in writing for scholarly publication in English: The
case of Hong Kong. Journal of Second Language Writing, 8(3), 243-264.

Franklyn-Stokes, A., & Newstead, S. (1995). Undergraduate cheating: who does
what and why? Studies in higher education, 20(2), 159-172.

65



Frederiksen, C., & Dominic, J. (Eds.). (1981). Writing: The nature, development and
teaching of written communication. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Gambell, T. (1991). University education students' self-perceptions of writing.
Canadian Journal of Education, 16(4), 420-433.

Groves, R. M., Fowler, F. J., Couper, M. P., Lepkowski, J. M., & Singer, E. (2009).
Survey methodology (Vol. 561): John Wiley & Sons Inc.

Gurel, N. (2010). An examination of linguistic and sociocultural variables in writing
a dissertation among Turkish doctoral students. Ph.D., State University, New
York. Retrieved from: http://proquest.umi.com/pqdweb?did=2169357971&F
mt=7&clientld=37478&RQT=309&VName=PQD

Hale, G., Taylor, C., Bridgeman, B., Carson, J., Kroll, B., & Kantor, R. (1996). A
study of writing tasks assigned in academic degree programs. Princeton, NJ:
Educational Testing Service.

Hamel, E. (2007). The dominance of English in the international scientific periodical
literature and the future of language use in science. AILA Review, 20(1), 53-
71.

Hayes, J. R., & Flower, L. S. (1980). Identifying the organization of writing
processes. In L. W. Gregg & E. R. Steinberg (Eds.), Cognitive processes in
writing (pp. 3-30). Hillsdale, NJ Erlbaum.

Hoffman, K. M. (2003). Online course evaluation and reporting in higher education.
New Directions for Teaching and Learning, 2003(96), 25-29.

Horowitz, D. (1986a). Essay examination prompts and the teaching of academic
writing. English for Specific Purposes, 5(2), 107-120.

Horowitz, D. (1986b). What professors actually require: Academic tasks for the ESL
classroom. TESOL Quarterly, 20(3), 445-462.

Jenkins, J. (2003). World Englishes: A resource book for students. London & New
York: Routledge.

Jiang, S. (2001). English academic writing and reading: Case studies of Taiwanese
graduate students’ second language research paper composing in an
American university. Ph.D., Indiana University, Indiana. Retrieved from
http://ezproxy.msu.edu:2047/login?url=http://proquest.umi.com/pqdweb?did
=725928731&Fmt=7&clientld=3552&RQT=309&VName=PQD

Johannessen, L. R. (2001). Teaching thinking and writing for a new century. The
English Journal, 90(6), 38-46.

66



Johanson, R. (2001). The Self-Reported Perspectives Regarding Academic Writing
among Taiwanese Graduate Students Specializing in TEFL. Texas Papers in
Foreign Language Education, 6(1).

Johns, A. (1981). Necessary English: A faculty survey. TESOL Quarterly, 15(1), 51-
57.

Kaplan, R. B., & Baldauf, R. B. (2005). Editing contributed scholarly articles from a
language management perspective. Journal of Second Language Writing,
14(1), 47-62.

Karageci, M. N. (2006). Edebiyat 6gretimi: Kompozisyon 0gretimi agisindan orta
Ogretim kurumlarindaki kompozisyon Ogretiminin analizi. Milli Egitim
Dergisi(169), 1-28.

Kaufman, R. (1992). Strategic planning plus: An organizational guide. California:
Sage Publications.

Kieft, M., Rijlaarsdam, G., & Van den Bergh, H. (2006). Writing as a learning tool:
Testing the role of students' writing strategies. European Journal of
Psychology of Education, 21(1), 17-34.

Kirkgdz, Y. (2009). Students' and lecturers' perceptions of the effectiveness of
foreign language instruction in an English-medium university in Turkey.
Teaching in Higher Education, 14(1), 81-93.

Kose, E., & Sahin, A. (2008). Yiiksekogrenime yeni bagslayan &grencilerin
diisiincelerini yazili olarak ifade edebilme becerilerinin degerlendirilmesi.
Milli Egitim, 180, 227-237.

Kroll, B. (1979). A survey of the writing needs of foreign and American college
freshmen. ELT Journal, 33(3), 219-226.

Lavelle, E., & Bushrow, K. (2007). Writing approaches of graduate students.
Educational Psychology, 27(6), 807-822.

Lavrakas, P. J. (2008). Encyclopedia of survey research methods (Vol. 1): Sage
Publications.

Lee, A., & Boud, D. (2003). Writing groups, change and academic identity: Research
development as local practice. Studies in Higher Education, 28(2), 187-200.

Leki, I., & Carson, J. G. (1994). Students' perceptions of EAP writing instruction and
writing needs across the disciplines. TESOL Quarterly, 28(1), 81-101.

Linnenbrink, E. A., & Pintrich, P. R. (2003). The role of self-efficacy beliefs in

student engagement and learning in the classroom Reading & Writing
Quarterly, 19(2), 119-137.

67



MacArthur, C., Graham, S., & Fitzgerald, J. (2008). Handbook of writing research:
The Guilford Press.

Maddux, J. E. (1995). Self-efficacy theory: An introduction. In J. E. Maddux (Ed.),
Self-efficacy, adaptation, and adjustment: Theory, research, and application
(pp. 3-33). New York: Plenum.

Magrath, P., Ackerman, A., Branch, T., Clinton Bristow, J., Shade, L., & Elliott, J.
(2003). The neglected "R": The need for a writing revolution Report of the
National Commission on Writing in America's Schools and Colleges. The
College Board.

McCarthy, P., Meier, S., & Rinderer, R. (1985). Self-efficacy and writing: A
different view of self-evaluation. College Composition and Communication,
36(4), 465-471.

McGrail, M., Rickard, C., & Jones, R. (2006). Publish or perish: A systematic review
of interventions to increase academic publication rates. Higher Education
Research & Development, 25(1), 19-35.

McKay, S. L. (2002). Teaching English as an international language: Rethinking
goals and approaches. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

McKay, S. L. (2010). English as an international language: Where we are and where
we need to go. In A. Acar (Ed.), The English International Language Journal
Special Edition (Vol. 5, pp. 27-54). Australia: Time Taylor Press.

Middle East Technical University. (2011). Plagiarism. Retrieved from
www.awc.metu.edu.tr/handouts/Plagiarism.pdf

Morrell, E. (2004). Becoming critical researchers: Literacy and empowerment for
urban youth. New York: Peter Lang.

Multon, K., Brown, S., & Lent, R. (1991). Relation of self-efficacy beliefs to
academic outcomes: A meta-analytic investigation. Journal of Counseling
Psychology, 38(1), 30-38.

Muncie, J. (2002). Process writing and vocabulary development: Comparing lexical
frequency profiles across drafts. System, 30(2), 225-235. doi: 10.1016/s0346-
251x(02)00006-4

Myers, R. H. (1994). Classical and modern regression with applications. Boston:
PWS-Kent Publishing.

Nair, C. S., & Adams, P. (2009). Survey Platform: A Factor Influencing Online

Survey Delivery and Response Rate. Quality in Higher Education, 15(3),
291-296.

68



Nelson, J. (1990). This was an easy assignment: Examining how students interpret
academic writing tasks. Research in the Teaching of English, 24(4), 362-396.

Ostler, S. (1980). A survey of academic needs for advanced ESL. TESOL Quarterly,
14(4), 489-502.

Page-Voth, V., & Graham, S. (1999). Effects of goal setting and strategy use on the
writing performance and self-efficacy of students with writing and learning
problems. Journal of Educational Psychology, 91(2), 230-240.

Pajares, F. (1996). Self-efficacy beliefs in academic settings. Review of Educational
Research, 66(4), 543-578.

Pajares, F. (2003). Self-efficacy beliefs, motivation, and achievement in writing: A
review of the literature. Reading & Writing Quarterly, 19(2), 139-158.

Pajares, F., & Johnson, M. (1994). Confidence and competence in writing: The role
of self-efficacy, outcome expectancy, and apprehension. Research in the
Teaching of English, 28(3), 313-331.

Pajares, F., & Johnson, M. J. (1996). Self-efficacy beliefs and the writing
performance of entering high school students. Psychology in the Schools,
33(2), 163-175.

Pajares, F., Miller, M. D., & Johnson, M. J. (1999). Gender differences in writing
self-beliefs of elementary school students. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 91(1), 50-61.

Pajares, F., & Valiante, G. (1997). Influence of self-efficacy on elementary students'
writing. The Journal of Educational Research, 90(6), 353-360.

Pajares, F., & Valiante, G. (1999). Grade Level and Gender Differences in the
Writing Self-Beliefs of Middle School Students. Contemporary Educational
Psychology, 24(4), 390-405.

Pajares, F., & Valiante, G. (2006). Self-efficacy beliefs and motivation in writing
development. In C. MacArthur, S. Graham & J. Fitzgerald (Eds.), Handbook
of writing research (pp. 158-170). New York: Guilford Press.

Pajares, F., Valiante, G., & Cheong, Y. (2007). Writing self-efficacy and its relation
to gender, writing motivation and writing competence: A developmental
perspective. In S. Hidi & P. Boscolo (Eds.), Writing and Motivation (pp. 141-
159). Oxford, UK: Elsevier.

Pecorari, D. (2003). Good and original: Plagiarism and patchwriting in academic

second-language writing. Journal of Second Language Writing, 12(4), 317-
345.

69



Pelias, R. (2003). The academic tourist: An autoethnography. Qualitative Inquiry,
9(3), 369-373.

Perry, N. E. (1998). Young children's self-regulated learning and contexts that
support it. Journal of Educational Psychology, 90(4), 715-729.

Pritchett, S. (2010). Perceptions about plagiarism between faculty and
undergraduate students. Alliant International University, San Diago.

Rose, M. (1983). Remedial writing courses: A critique and a proposal. College
English, 45(2), 109-128.

Rose, M., & McClafferty, K. (2001). A call for the teaching of writing in graduate
education. Educational Researcher, 30(2), 27-33.

Ryan, J. (2000). A guide to teaching international students. Oxford: Oxford Centre
for Staff and Learning Development, Oxford Brookes University.

Santos, T. (1988). Professors' reactions to the academic writing of nonnative-
speaking students. TESOL Quarterly, 22(1), 69-90.

Saville-Troike, M. (1984). What really matters in second language learning for
academic achievement? TESOL Quarterly, 18(2), 199-2109.

Schunk, D. H. (1995). Self-efficacy and education and instruction. In J. Maddux
(Ed.), Self-efficacy, adaptation, and adjustment: Theory, research, and
application (pp. 281-303). New York: Plenum.

Schunk, D. H. (2003). Self-efficacy for reading and writing: Influence of modeling,
goal setting, and self-evaluation. Reading & Writing Quarterly, 19(2), 159-
172.

Shanahan, T. (1984). Nature of the reading-writing relation: An exploratory
multivariate analysis. Journal of Educational Psychology, 76(3), 466-477.

Shaw, E. J. (2008). The reading and writing self-efficacy beliefs of students with
discrepant reading and writing performance. Ph.D., Fordham University,
New York. Retrieved from: ProQuest Dissertations & Theses (PQDT)
database, http://ezproxy.msu.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com/
docview/304644683?accountid=12598.

Shaw, P. (1991). Science research students' composing processes. English for
Specific Purposes, 10(3), 189-206.

Shell, D., Murphy, C., & Bruning, R. (1989). Self-efficacy and outcome expectancy

mechanisms in reading and writing achievement. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 81(1), 91-100.

70



Sherwood, R. I. (1977). A survey of undergraduate reading and writing needs.
College Composition and Communication, 28(2), 145-149.

Silva, T. (1997). Differences in ESL and native-English-speaker writing: The
research and its implications. In C. Severino, J. Guerra & J. Butler (Eds.),
Writing in  Multicultural Settings (pp. 209-219). New York: Modern
Language Association.

Spack, R. (1997). The acquisition of academic literacy in a second language: A
longitudinal case study. Written Communication, 14(1), 3-62.

Spaulding, C. (1995). Teachers' psychological presence on students' writing-task
engagement. The Journal of Educational Research, 88(4), 210-219.

Stanovich, K., & West, R. (1981). The effect of sentence context on ongoing word
recognition: Tests of a two-process theory. Journal of Experimental
Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 7(3), 658-672.

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2007). Using Multivariate Statistics (5th ed.).
Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Tahar, R. (2010). English-only conferences: What did a non-native speaker expert
note? . In A. Acar (Ed.), The English International Language Journal Special
Edition (Vol. 5, pp. 198-216). Australia: Time Taylor Press.

Torrance, M., Thomas, G., & Robinson, E. (1994). The writing strategies of graduate
research students in the social sciences. Higher Education, 27(3), 379-392.

Tse, A.C.B., Tse, K. C,, Yin, C. H, Ting, C. B, Yi, K. W., Yee, K. P., & Hong, W.
C. (1995). Comparing two methods of sending out questionnaires: E-mail
versus mail. Journal of the Market Research Society, 37(4), 441-446.

Uysal, H. H. (2008). Tracing the culture behind writing: Rhetorical patterns and
bidirectional transfer in L1 and L2 essays of Turkish writers in relation to
educational context. Journal of Second Language Writing, 17(3), 183-207.

Uzuner, S. (2008). Multilingual scholars' participation in core/global academic
communities: A literature review. Journal of English for Academic Purposes,
7(4), 250-263.

Vifansi, E. A. (2002). Academic writing needs: An exploratory study of the writing
needs of ESL students. Ph.D., Purdue University, Indiana. Retrieved from
http://ezproxy.msu.edu:2047/login?url=http://proquest.umi.com/pgdweb?did
=764941751&Fmt=7&clientld=3552&RQT=309&VName=PQD

71



Walsh, H., & Kelly, C. (2002). Measuring the self-efficacy beliefs of college students
learning French: The development and validation of an instrument. Ph.D.,
The Ohio State University, Ohio. Retrieved from
http://ezproxy.msu.edu:2047/login?url=http://proquest.umi.com/pgdweb?did
=726441921&Fmt=7&clientld=3552&RQT=309&VName=PQD

Wang, M., & Bakken, L. (2005). An academic writing needs assessment of English-
as-a-second-language clinical investigators. Journal of Continuing Education
in the Health Professions, 24(3), 181-189.

Wentzel, K. R. (1996). Social and academic motivation in middle school: Concurrent
and long-term relations to academic effort. The Journal of Early Adolescence,
16(4), 390-406.

Witkin, B., & Altschuld, J. (1995). Planning and conducting needs assessments: A
practical guide. Thousand Oaks, California: Sage Publications, Inc.

Wong, B. Y. L., Butler, D. L., Ficzere, S. A., & Kuperis, S. (1996). Teaching low
achievers and students with learning disabilities to plan, write, and revise
opinion essays. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 29(2), 197-212.

Yagiz, O. (2009). The academic writing needs of Turkis graduate students in social
sciences: Approaches, processes, needs and challanges. PhD, Atatirk
University, Erzurum.

Zhu, W. (2004). Faculty views on the importance of writing, the nature of academic
writing, and teaching and responding to writing in the disciplines. Journal of
Second Language Writing, 13(1), 29-48.

Zimmerman, B. (1995). Self-regulation involves more than metacognition: A social
cognitive perspective. Educational Psychologist, 30(4), 217-221.

Zimmerman, B., & Bandura, A. (1994). Impact of self-regulatory influences on
writing course attainment. American Educational Research Journal, 31(4),
845-862.

Zimmerman, B., & Kitsantas, A. (1999). Acquiring writing revision skill: Shifting
from process to outcome self-regulatory goals. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 91(2), 1-10.

Zimmerman, B., & Risemberg, R. (1997). Becoming a self-regulated writer: A social
cognitive perspective. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 22(1), 73-101.

72



APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

Dear student,

The present study aims to investigate how graduate students write academic
papers (e.g., research papers, critiques, and thesis) in English. The literature
regarding issues of graduate level writing is very limited; therefore, your
participation in this study is crucial. The information you provide will only be
used for research purposes. We guarantee anonymity of responses. We would
appreciate your taking time to complete this questionnaire.
Mustafa Oztiirk AKCAOGLU
Assist. Prof. Dr. Yesim CAPA AYDIN

METU - Department of Educational Sciences

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Gender:

Age:

Current Department:

Your English Proficiency Score:

Your Current CGPA:

S

6. Academic Status:
OO0 Master’s Degree (non-thesis)
Master’s Degree (with thesis)
Doctor’s Degree (following a non-thesis master’s degree)

Doctor’s Degree (following a master’s degree with thesis)

O 0O 0O0d

Integrated Graduate Degree

7. Specify the number of semesters you completed in your current graduate

program:
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8. Choose the appropriate item indicating your graduate program stage:
[0 Scientific Preparation
0 Taking Courses
0 Writing Thesis

ACADEMIC WRITING NEEDS

For each of the following items, please indicate how much support you need
during the process of writing an academic paper (e.g., research papers, critiques,
and thesis/dissertation) ("1" indicating "No need" and “5” indicating "Very high
need").

= 2 B
$lz| S5 =
sl 28| & 5
o | = | 8| = 5
Z = >
1. Preparing an outline before starting writing 112 ]3] 4]5
2. Organizing paragraphs 112131 4]|5
3. Organizing the whole text 1|2 |3 | 4|5
4. Having rich vocabulary and expressions 112131415
5. Choosing correct words (field-related terminology) 112131415
6. Using proper grammar 1 2 3 4 5
7. Using proper connections and transitions 1 2 31415
8. Using correct punctuation and spelling 11213145
9. Using proper mechanical conventions (e.g. APA style) 112131 4]5
10. Developing ideas 112345
11. Presenting ideas clearly 112131415
12. Drawing conclusions 11213145
13. Avoiding plagiarism (how to quote, paraphrase or cite) 112131415
14. Overall academic writing ability 11213145
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WRITING TASKS

The following questions pertain to the kinds of writing tasks that you are expected
to produce in all of your courses. For each of the following items, indicate how
frequently each task might be assigned per semester.

Writing Tasks

Never
Rarely
Often
Always

. Brief summaries of articles read (1-2 pages)
. Brief research papers (5 pages or less)

. Longer research papers (6 pages or more)

. Critical writing - reflection papers

. Exams with essay questions

. Group writing projects

. Case studies and take home exams

. Other (SPecify) .oooviviciiiiiie e

Wlw(w|w|w w w|w| Sometimes

oJEN IS, U I N (IR [ R SN
[URY U JUEY U [N [N U N
NN NN NN NN
B D
v | |a | |u | o

WRITTEN SOURCES

The following questions pertain to the kind of written sources you may refer to
while writing (e.g. assignments, research papers, thesis, and dissertation). For
each of the following items, indicate the degree of usefulness for each source by
choosing the appropriate number "1" indicating “Not useful” and “5” indicating
“Very useful”).

— = 5

E | >=| 8= = <

$ | EE|cE| & | 2

= ) [F] o 5] (%)

e |m=| 83| = =

= = >
1. Dictionaries 1 2 3 4 5
2.  Grammar books 1 2 3 4 5
3. Journal articles published in your area of specialization 1 2 3 4 5
4. Source books 1 2 3 4 5
5. Manuals (i.e.,, APA manual) 1 2 3 4 5
6. Spell checks 1 2 3 4 5
7. Web-based sources 1 2 3 4 5
e T 16 1=) oSN 1 2 3 4 5
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IMPORTANCE OF ACADEMIC WRITING

For each of the following item, indicate the degree of importance by choosing the
appropriate number ("1" indicating "Not important” and “5” indicating “Very
important”).

) L _>“‘ ) L] L
S| 5|79 & s S
288 %8| & | »8
Ss|®s| 58| &8 |88
Zal=algsal & |> &
E|“YE|SE| E g
a— — E - ot —
1. How important is writing skill to success in your department? 1 2 3 4 5
2. How important is writing skill to success in your field after 1 ) 3 4 c
graduation?

ROLE OF TURKISH WHILE WRITING

The following questions are related with the role of Turkish while writing. For the
following items, check all that apply.

[ take notes in Turkish and use them later while writing.

[ outline what I will write in Turkish

[ think in Turkish first and then write in English

[ write in Turkish first and then translate it to English

When I get stuck with finding the right word, I look for a Turkish word first
and then find its equivalent in English

ooooag
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CONFIDENCE IN WRITING

For each of the following items, indicate the degree you agree with each statement
by choosing the appropriate alternative ("1" indicating "Strongly disagree" and
“5” indicating “Strongly agree").

=
> @ Q Q >
wmE 2| = g |®Y
When writing a paper, s ¥ & o B |8 &
52 2 S < |E<
wAal A S )
-
1. itis easy for me to get ideas. 1 2 3 4 5
2. itis hard for me to organize my ideas. 1 2 3 4 5
3. itis easy for me to get started. 1 2 3 4 5
4. Ifind it easy to make all the changes I need to make. 1 2 3 4 5
5. itis easy for me to write my ideas into good sentences. 1 2 3 4 5
6. itis hard for me to keep the paper going. 1 2 3 4 5
7. itis hard for me to correct my mistakes. 1 2 3 4 5
8. Ialways believe that my paper is the best in my class. 1 2 3 4 5

THANKS FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION ©
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APPENDIX B

Academic Writing Needs Assessment Survey for Graduate Students

WELCOME

Dear student,

The present study aims to investigate how graduate students write academic papers (e.g., research papers, critiques, and thesis) in English. The literature
regarding the issues at graduate level writing is very limited; therefore, your participation to the study by completing this questionnaire is crucial. The
information you provide will only be used for research purposes. We guarantee anonymity of responses. We would appreciate your taking time to complete
this questionnaire.

Mustafa Oztiirk AKCAOGLU
Assist. Prof. Dr. Yesim GAPA AYDIN

METU — Department of Educational Sciences

| Next
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Academic Writing Needs Assessment Survey for Graduate Students

BAKGROUND INFOSMATION

1 Gender

Eyee
'i: femue

2 Age

3. Current Dapartment

4. Your English proficiency score

L]

5. Your CGPA

]

6. Academic Status
(7 Mazers Degres (roneTess)
(7 Mazacs Degras (Wi hesis)
.:v’:pom Degree (following & noc-hesis maser's cegrea)
,:-’-:pom Degrea (folloMng @ master's cegree with thegls)
.\‘ :pwem Gracuate Dagres

7. Specify the number of semesters you compietad In your current graduate program

L]

(FEaenanic Preparation
-4

(Fyritog Thesis

(-' ;‘F!iﬂﬁﬁ Courses
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Academic Writing Needs Assessment Survey for Graduate
Students

PART 11

ACADEMIC WRITING NEEDS
For each of the following item, please indicate how much support you need curing the process of wiiting an acacemic paper (e.g., research
papers, critiques, and thesis/dissertation) (1" incdicating "o need"” and 5" indlicating “Very high need”).

NCNEED | LOW MODERATE I HIGH

G
=

@

Preparing an outline before starting writing
Organizing paragraphs
Organizing the whole t=x

Having rich voczbulary and expressions
Choosing comect words (field-relzted terminology)
Using proper grammar

Using proper connections and ransitions

Using correct punctuation and speliing

Using proper mechanical conventions (2.0, APA
style)

Developing ideas

Presenting ideas clearly

Drawing conchisions
;:?igplagmamwwqme. paraphrase or

CCaCHON N NeONeNeOMeNONE)
CCRCNCHCONCeHeMeNeNe e e NE)

CifcleNel e Mlede RO He RO NE)

CHCHCNONONONONCNCNeNONONE!
CCRCNCNCONele e NENC e

Overall academic writing sbility
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