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ABSTRACT

EXPLORING THE EFFECTS OF FEEDBACK TYPES AND WIKI ON EFL
LEARNERS’ WRITING PERFORMANCE

Altay, Ayse
M.A., English Language Teaching
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Golge Seferoglu

August 2018, 121 pages

This thesis aims is to compare the impact of teacher- and peer-feedback on
writing performances of ELT learners in wiki environment. It also investigates
whether wiki has any role in writing development of the students. 67 Turkish
learners of English as a foreign language took part in this study. This study
employed both quantitative and qualitative methods, namely mixed methods
research design. A pre-test and a post-test consisting of five different writing
topics which were prepared to test the paragraph types that were going to be
studied during the experiment were used to understand the writing performances
of the students. At the end of the term, an interview with a number of learners
from each group was conducted to explore their experiences of paragraph writing
and feedback processes in wiki. The quantitative data gathered through the pre-
and post-test was analyzed through the use of SPSS 23.0. To understand the

possible effects of feedback types on students’ writing development, an
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independent sample t-test was run on the data. Besides, to determine the progress
of learners during the term, a paired-sample t-test was used. To analyze
qualitative data, content analysis was preferred and possible themes were
generated. Results showed that peer or teacher feedback does not favor learners in
their writing performance. However, both groups have progressed in the post-test,
which is and indicator of the positive impact of wiki on writing development.
Qualitative data showed that participants have mostly positive attitudes towards
the use of wiki in writing classes although it has some advantages as well as
disadvantages. Besides, students have perceived feedback processes as helpful in

developing writing skills and communication.

Keywords: wiki, teacher feedback, peer feedback, writing development



0z

GERI DONUT TURLERININ VE WIKININ INGILiZCEYI YABANCI DiL
OLARAK OGRENEN OGRENCILERININ YAZMA PERFORMANSLARINA
ETKISININ ARASTIRILMASI

Altay, Ayse
Yiiksek Lisans, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Golge Seferoglu

Agustos 2018, 121 sayfa

Bu calismada Ogretmen ve akran geri doniitiiniin Ingiliz Dili Ogretimi
ogrencilerinin wiki ortamindaki yazma performanslar1 iizerindeki etkilerini
karsilagtirmak amacglanmistir. Ayrica bu ¢alismada wikinin 6grencilerin yazma
becerilerinin gelisimindeki rolii de arastirilmaktadir. 67 Ingilizceyi yabanci dil
olarak 6grenen Tiirk 6grenci bu calismada yer almaktadir. Calismada hem nicel
hem de nitel ydntemler kullanilmustir. Ogrencilerin yazma performanslarini
bulmak i¢in ¢alisma siiresince dgretilecek olan bes paragraf tliriinii test eden bir
on test ve bir son test kullanilmistir. Donemin sonunda ise her iki gruptan toplam
alt1 6grenci ile onlarin wiki ortaminda paragraf yazma ve geri doniit alma ve
verme siirecleri hakkindaki deneyimlerini anlamak i¢in miilakat yapilmistir. On
test ve son test araciligiyla elde edilen nicel veriler SPSS 23.0 kullanilarak analiz
edilmistir. Geri doniit tiirlerinin 6grencilerin yazma gelisimi iizerindeki olasi
etkilerini anlamak icin bagimsiz grup t-testi uygulanmistir. Ayrica dgrencilerin

donem boyunca gelisimlerini gérmek i¢in, esli gruplar t-testi yapilmistir. Nitel
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veri analizi i¢inse icerik analizi tercih edilerek olasi temalar c¢ikarilmistir.
Sonuglar gostermistir ki 0gretmen ve akran geri doniitleri 6grencilerin yazma
basarisin1 etkilememektedir. Bununla birlikte her iki grup da son testte basari
gostermistir bu da wikinin yazma becerisi lizerindeki olumlu etkisinin bir
isaret¢isidir. Nitel veri sonuglarina goreyse dezavantajlar1 olmasina ragmen
katilimeilar wikinin yazma siniflarinda kullannomina yonelik ¢ogunlukla pozitif
tutum gostermislerdir. Dahasi 6grenciler geri doniit slirecini yazma becerisinin ve

iletisimin gelismesinde faydali bulmuslardir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: wiki, 6gretmen doniitii, akran doniitii, yazma gelismesi

vii



To my beloved daughter

viii



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Writing this thesis was one the most challenging step that | have ever had to take
throughout my academic life. | could not finish writing this thesis without the

support of some people that I should thank for their encouragement and support.

I would like to thank my advisor Prof. Dr. Golge Seferoglu for her support that
helped me for this process a lot. Her memory of PhD writing process that she
shared with me was the most precious guidance for me in my thesis writing
journey. | have always had the feeling that she is always there like a best friend
who listens, give recommendations and help with academic problems. Thanks to
her support and feedbacks, | could have finished writing this thesis. | am grateful

to her.

My thanks also goes to my parents and sisters, who helped me at home looking
after my baby while | was writing my thesis. If my mother were not there, I was
not able to complete this thesis. | would also like to thank to my father since he
supported me in writing my thesis and accepted to stay away from his wife

throughout this process.

Lastly, my husband deserves a special thank for his endless support. When | had
difficulties and was about to give up writing my thesis, he believed in me and
encouraged me. fyi ki varsin! Thank you for being my husband and a part of my
life.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

PLAGIARISM ...ttt e et e e ataeesnne e ii

ABSTRACT ittt bbbttt e se et st e e e sesbenaene et WY

OZ ettt vi

DEDICATION. ..ottt sttt re e e e e et e e e ae e e aneeeas viil

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ...t iX

TABLE OF CONTENTS ...ooitiieiet ettt X

LIST OF TABLES......coo ottt Xiii

LIST OF FIGURES ... .ottt nee e Xiv

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS ...t XV
CHAPTER

1. INTRODUCTION ...cooiiiiieiite ettt 1

IO o (TS0 0 v LA o o SRS 1

1.1 Background to the STUAY .........cooiiiiiiiiiee 1

1.3 Purpose of the StUdY..........cccevieiieiiie e 2

1.4 Significance of the StUdY.........c.cccveiiiiiii e 3

1.5 ReSearch QUESTIONS. ......c.ciiveiieiesieeiesie s e ste e se e ee e neas 4

1.6 Limitations Of the STUY .........cccviiiiiiiie e 4

2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE ......ccoiiiietieieist et 6

2.1 PreSENtation ....c.ccvevveiieiiiiieiiciieie et 6

2.2 Technology in Language Learning and Teaching ..........cccccocevviinnnnnne 6

2.3 CMC in Language Learning and Teaching ........ccccccceverenerencnnsinnnn 11

2.4 WED 2.0 TOOIS...cuiiiiieiiiee et 12

2.5 WikiasaWeb 2.0 TOOL.......cooiiiiiiiiiie s 14

2.6 The Use of Wikis in EFL WIItING .......ccooviiiniiiiieiieee e 16

2.7 Feedback Processes for WIting .........ccccovvverineninieieiee s 20

2.7.1 Teacher Feedback .........cccooviiiiiiiiii e 21

2.7.2 Peer Feedback. ..o 23

2.8 Feedback Processes in Wiki-based Writing ...........cccocevvevieeiie e, 27

X



3. METHODOLOGY ....oooiiiiiiiiiiiii i s 30

3.1 PreSENtation ......cceeeeieieieiie st 30
3.2 RESEAICH DESION ..cveeiieiiiciie et 30
3.3 Research QUESTIONS ......c.coviiiiieiiesieeie e 31
I S 1= 1 o USRS 31
3.5 PartiCIPANTS ...cvveieiicciece e 32
3.5.1 Online-study PartiCipants ...........cccooeerererinieeienene e 32
3.5.2 Interview PartiCipPantS.........cccoeverenireneninieeese s 34

3.6 Data Collection INStrUMENTS ........cccoveieiiriie e 34
3.7 Data Collection ProCeaure. ..........cuveiereieie i 37
3.7.1 ReSearch SEttiNg ......cccoovriiieieeese s 37

3.8 DAt ANAIYSIS.....c.eiiiiiiiiieieri s 40
3.8.1 Quantitative Data ANalySiS........ccccvivveiveiiiiieieece e 41
3.8.2 Qualitative Data ANalysiS.........cccccviieiieiiiieseece e 41

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION......ccciiiiie e 44
4.1 PreSENTAtiON ...cc.ecveiieieeie e ettt ee et esne e nneenes 44

4.2 Differences in Writing Development between Teacher and Peer

Feedback Group in WIKi ......c.cocveiiiiieie e 44
4.3 Progress of Teacher and Peer Feedback Group in Wiki-based

WWIITING et 48
4.4  Perceptions of the Participants towards the Wiki Implementation .....51
4.4.1 Overall Experiences of Participants ..........c.cccocvevviveiecvieennenn, 51
4.4.2 Perceived Advantages and Disadvantages of Wiki................. 53
4.4.3 Ways of Making Wiki More Effective..........cccocevinininnnnnnn. 57
4.4.4 Participants’ Perceptions of Different Feedback Types.......... 58

4.4.5 Possibility of Future Use of Wiki as a Web 2.0 Tool in
Professional Teaching Lives of the Senior ELT learners........ 63
5. CONCLUSION ..ottt 65
5.1 PreSENTAtION ..cviiieeiiieiieie ettt et 65
5.2 Summary of the Study and FINAINGS ........ccccovvviiiiiiiiiicce e 65
5.3 Pedagogical IMplCationS...........cccveiiiieiiiiiiccie e 10



5.4 Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research.........c...ccccceevvvinenne. 73
REFERENGCES .......ootiiiiiitsee ettt sttt nne e 76
APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: Oxford Quick Placement Test (OQPT) Interpretation Table....91
APPENDIX B: IDO173 - Advanced Reading and Writing Skills | Course

OULHINE <.ttt enes 92
APPENDIX C: Writing Pre- and POSt-TESt..........cccoviriririiieieeese e 95
APPENDIX D: Interview QUESTIONS .......evveieeieiieiiieieseesieeie e sieenee e sseeneens 96
APPENDIX E: Informed Consent FOMM .........cccoeierineninininiene e 97
APPENDIX F: Questionnaire for Background Information .............ccccccevvvenen. 99
APPENDIX G: Writing Evaluation RUDFIC.............cocoiiiiiiiiie 101
APPENDIX H: Interview Transcription EXample ........c.ccocoviiiininciennnnn 103
APPENDIX I: A Screenshot for One of the Assignments of the Peer

FEEADACK GrOUP....ccuiiiiiiie ettt 104
APPENDIX J: A Screenshot for One of the Reviews of the Peer Feedback

GIOUP ettt 105
APPENDIX K: A Screenshot for One of the Assignments of the Teacher

FEEADACK GrOUP....ccvieiiiie ettt 106
APPENDIX L: Turkish Summary / Tiirkge OZet........ccceevvvierereireicrereens 107
APPENDIX M: Tez Fotokopi 1zin FOrmMU .........cccccceeveveiiiiicieieeieeceve e 121

Xii



LIST OF TABLES

Table 1 Overall Design of the StUAY ..o 40
Table 2 Qualitative Data Analysis Process Followed in the Study ............c.cccevenee 43
Table 3 The Descriptive Statistics of Students’ Post-test Writing Results .............. 44
Table 4 Independent T-Test Results for POSt-TeSt SCOIeS .........ccocvrverrieerieriersennnnns 45
Table 5 Pre-test and Post-Test Scores of Teacher Feedback Group .............ccc.e...... 48
Table 6 Pre-test and Post-Test Scores of Peer Feedback Group ...........ccccccevevveennnne 49

Table 7 Perceived Advantages and Disadvantages of the Wiki Implementation.....53

Table 8 Participants’ Opinions about Feedback Process........cccoovevviiiriiverviieniennnnns 59

Xiii



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1 Web 1.0 and Web 2.0 DIfferences .........ccccoeviiiiiiininieiec e 13
Figure 2 Basic Features of Web 2.0 TOOIS ........ccccciveviiii i 13
Figure 3 Screen Capture of the Main WiKi Page...........cccocvevveveiiieiieie e 38
Figure 4 Coding Process of Qualitative Data ...........ccoccevverieieniesiee e 42

Xiv



CALL
ELT
CMC
CMCa
CMCS
ZPD
OQPT

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

Computer Assisted Language Learning

English Language Teaching

Computer Mediated Communication
Asynchronous Computer Mediated Communication
Synchronous Computer Mediated Communication
Zone of Proximal Development

Oxford Quick Placement Test

XV



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Presentation

This chapter presents the study with its background first. Secondly, the purpose of
the study will be dealt with together with the research questions. Lastly, the

significance of the study is introduced in this chapter.

1.2 Background to the Study

There have been changes and innovations in technological field and incorporating
them into the teaching area is inevitable. With the help of these changes, English
language learners and teachers have such a chance that they can make use of these
developments in learning environment and be able to collaborate with each other
in and out of classroom environment without any constraints such as space, time.
Because it is always a need to follow the new developments and integrating them
into the classroom, and because we need to consider the needs of this generation
of students, called ‘digital natives’ by Prensky (2001), it is necessary to embrace
and integrate technological tools in language classrooms and to improve
collaboration and to make the learning more authentic (Young, 2003).

Among these Web 2.0 tools enhancing students motivation towards learning as
stated by Pop (2010) wikis are one of the most popular one. It is a software
fostering collaboration and cooperation among both students and students and
teachers. Having interactive nature and being an easy to use tool, wiki allows
users, students in classroom context, to add new content, edit their or others

content, and delete this content in wiki environment. This helps them to change
1



themselves from passive learners to active participants and users who prepare the
content and make the necessary changes on this content. In this respect, wikis
create opportunities for both students and teachers to collaborate and produce

digital resources to improve language learning.

Since the effects of technology has been observed in education, it is also possible
to come up with many examples of application of wikis in education (Grant,
2009; Mak & Coniam, 2008; Wichmann & Rummel, 2013). Besides, wikis
grasped the attention of researchers in language learning and teaching field
(Wang, Lu, Ynag, Hu, Chiou, Chiang, & Hsu, 2005; Miyazoe & Anderson,
2010). Most of the studies were conducted on the wikis and its implementation in
language classes, particularly on writing (Elola & Oskoz, 2010; Kessler, 2009; Li
& Zhu, 2013; Lin, 2005; Mak & Coniam, 2008).

1.3 Purpose of the Study

Due to the changes in teaching methods, teachers are no longer seen as the only
source of information in classrooms and the application of current trends,
especially the Web 2.0 tools like wiki, has a great impact on this change, which
lead teachers to adapt themselves to this fast change. Although Brown (2007)
states that it is not easy for teachers to keep up with these changes in the field as
the implementation of Computer Assisted Language Learning (CALL)
applications are dominating the field in a rapid way, it is a must for teachers to
follow these trends in order not to catch the students who uses these online tools
as a part of their life. Because these kind of tools such as wikis, or blogs plays the
role of main source of information, teachers are in need of integrating these

technologies into the classroom.

Although they have a short history, wikis have grasped the attention of many
researchers in language learning and teaching field because it is easy to employ

wikis in and out of classroom. (Leuf & Cunningham, 2001). In such an era, in
2



which there is a huge need to keep up with technological changes and change the
traditional classrooms into blended learning environments, this study may guide

administrators and teachers.

The other crucial point is that in spite of the fact that wikis have aroused the
interest of researchers in the field of language learning and teaching, there have
been few, if any, studies focusing on the effects of different feedback types,
namely teacher and peer feedback, in wiki-based writing classes. Therefore,
another aim of this study is to contribute to the literature in this respect and shed

light on this undiscovered part of language learning field.

1.4 Significance of the Study

The advances in technology and its impact on language learning field has turned
out a new phase where there is an active involvement in online communication
technologies. As a result of these developments, people, in this specific context
students, have the chance to create their own online materials and participate,
edit, add, and comment on others contents with the help of tools such as blogs,
wikis, etc. Particularly, wikis are easily adapted and employed in language
classrooms, hence this study may provide new insights into the literature by

integrating not only wikis but two different feedback types in writing classrooms.

During the process of the implementation of this study, it can be regarded that the
integration of wiki in writing classes together with the use of different feedback
types was an efficient way to have writing classes, which may provide fruitful

insights into the effects of wiki on advancing students’ writing skills.

Another crucial point is that implementation of different feedback types in wiki
based writing classes, especially peer feedback, was abundantly studied in the last
decades (Goldstein, 2006; Hyland & Hyland, 2006; Mittan, 1989; Nelson &

Murphy, 1993; Truscott, 1996). However, there have been few, if any, studies on
3



the comparison of different feedback types, namely peer and teacher feedback, in
wiki, and its impact on writing success in wiki-based learning environment. In
this respect, this study is significant for both contributing language learning and
teaching field and the relevant literature.

1.5 Research Questions

This study aims to examine the effects of two different feedback types, namely
peer and teacher feedback, on the writing development of freshman English
Language Teaching (ELT) learners in wiki-based environment. Furthermore,
students’ perceptions of paragraph writing through wiki is tried to be uncovered.
Based on these and the previous studies in the literature, it is aimed to answer the
following research questions in this thesis:
1. Is there a statistically significant difference between writing scores of
teacher feedback and peer feedback group in wiki-based environment?
2. Is there an improvement in students’ individual writing performance in
wiki-based environment?

3. What are the students’ perceptions of integrating wiki in writing classes?

EFL teachers’ experiences of computer-based writing, in this particular context
wiki, and the effect of feedback types on the writing performance of learners is
tried to be highlighted and through the findings reached, it is believed to state the

problems and yield new insights into the field.

1.6 Limitations of the Study

This study has some limitations that need to be addressed. The first limitation to
be stated here is related to the design of the study. The data was gathered from a
relatively small group of students, 32 in teacher feedback group and 35 in teacher
feedback group. Although the participants represent the target group accurately, if

there were more participants, the findings would be more generalizable. The same
4



limitation is valid for interview participants, too. Only six participants were
interviewed for this study. Another limitation is that since the tasks analyzed in
this study was only five different paragraph types, the results reached cannot be
generalized to other types such as essays. The other limitation is the lack of
collaboration among participants in writing the paragraphs. If they worked in
groups instead of individual work, it might yield different results in the
comparison of two groups. Lastly, the asynchronous nature of wiki which allows
learners to work simultaneously and make changes on the page at any time
anywhere. This may affect the reliability of the study since it is not possible to

identify who is writing the wiki page.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.1 Presentation

In this section of the study, the place of technology in language learning and
teaching area will be dealt first. Related to this, Computer Mediated
Communication (CMC) and Web 2.0 tools, specifically wiki as a web 2.0 tool
will be explained in detail. Before passing to the feedback part, wiki-based
writing in EFL classes will be discussed. Since another concern of this study is
the effects of feedback types on writing development, teacher and peer feedback
will be presented together with feedback processes for writing. Lastly, the relation
of wiki writing and feedback processes will be touched upon.

2.2 Technology in Language Learning and Teaching

Technology and technological advancements have been dominating every part of
our lives such as school, work, or home. Along with this role of technology in our
lives, the role of technology in education, particularly foreign language learning
and teaching in this context, has shifted gradually with noticeable effects on
teachers’ and students’ lives. Advancements in computer technology have
allowed language teachers and learners to take advantage of these innovations.
This change in technological field has given rise to the beginning of Computer
Assisted Language Learning (CALL). (CALL) is often thought as an approach to
language learning and teaching where the computer is the medium of instruction.
Levy (1997, p.1) defines CALL in general as “the search for and study of

applications of the computer in language teaching and learning".


https://www.llas.ac.uk/resources/gpg/61#ref9

In the last decades, the number of studies about the role of technology in
education have increased and the use of CALL has been observed abundantly to
facilitate teaching in the 21% century. However, history of CALL dates back to
1960s, which was divided by Warschauer and Healey (1998) into three different
stages which are behaviorist CALL, communicative CALL, and integrative
CALL.

Starting with the implementation in 1960s and 1970s, Behavioristic CALL is
consistent with the features of Structuralism such as repeated drills, which is
among the basic components of this theory. Since it is a machine and does not
feel tired, it is perfect for practicing drills (Lee, 2000). Behavioristic CALL
accepts the computer as a mechanical tutor, and programs of this stage were
programmed to give immediate feedback to the learners, positively or negatively.
In Behavioristic CALL, learners are exposed to the same information, and

practice it.

After this structural tradition, CALL passed through a communicative stage
(1970s-1980s), which was emerged as a reaction to Behaviorism (Warschauer &
Healey, 1998). Thanks to the emergence of computers creating greater
possibilities for personal use, behavioristic approach was rejected and
communicative traditions gained more importance. As its name suggests, in this
stage communicative exercises which were more meaningfully communicative
gained importance and took the stage. Basic features of this stage for language
learning were focusing on using form, avoiding teaching grammar explicitly but
preferring teaching implicitly, encouraging students to generate original
utterances instead of memorized language (Jones & Fortescue, 1987). Text
reconstruction exercises and simulations are among the most prominent CALL

software of this period.

Moving into a period when teaching became more social or socio-cognitive,

communicative CALL started to be criticized. Emergence of the approaches with
7



the aim of teaching language in authentic social context such as task-based, and
content-based language teaching, a new perspective into language learning and
technology has turned out, which has been called integrative CALL (Warschauer,
1996). As well as creating an authentic learning environment, it allows learners to

have a control on their own learning.

Doing research on the integration of new technologies into education and the
effectiveness of CALL has been a continuing process. When the changing role of
teachers examined, Pennington and Stevens (1992) states that even in the absence
of teachers, computers give learners considerable amount of assistance. This
makes the teachers’ job who are accustomed to play the role of information giver
and of being the only source of information and transmits the knowledge to the
students easier (Prosser, Martin, Trigwell, Ramsden & Lueckenhausen, 2005).
Although the incorporation of CALL into the language classes may arouse
anxiety among teachers, research shows that the role of the teacher and content
and delivery methods of teachers has changed as a result of CALL integration
(O'Neill, Singh, & O'Donoghue, 2004; Rossman, 1999). As a result of this
changing role, teachers previous habits such as spoon-feeding, or being the focus
of students’ attention, changed and become a guide in the classroom who is there
to assist learner when they need. When we compare online learning environment
to traditional face-to-face learning environment, besides helping learners to take
more responsibility for their own learning (ltuma, 2011), computers presence
instead of teachers leads students to use more complex sentence structures as well
as communicate with others more fluently and improve the quality of learning
(Alexander, 2001; Smith & Hardaker, 2000).

On the other side of the coin, students’ role is also changing in order to use CALL
effectively. CALL has been a major source for student learning and achievement,
and therefore may be counted as a useful tool to improve English language
acquisition among second language learners (Felix, 2005). Thanks to CALL,

Instead of being passive absorbers of information, learners have started to learn
8
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new information, have collaboration and interaction with someone other than the
teacher only. Because “today’s tech-savvy students are ahead of many of their
teachers when it comes to using technology to support learning” (Engstrom &
Jewett, 2005, p. 12), this will improve their self-esteem and then their knowledge
will enhance. Also, this helps shy students not to feel under pressure but engage
in the activities more in such online student-centered environment
(Warschauer, 1997). At the same time, the students gain strength with the help of
their own access to the information, and become more autonomous (Peterson,
1997; Wheeler, 2001)

Because of increasing attention towards doing research about CALL, some of the
studies have tried to find out the effects of using CALL in the development of
language learners’ four skills, namely listening, speaking, reading, and writing,
in language learning (Blake, 2016; Chang, L., L., 2007; Lebedeva, Koltakova,
Khaleeva, & Rusetskaya, 2017; Zhao, 2003). To identify the impact of CALL on
listening comprehension and vocabulary acquisition, Smidt & Hegelheimer
(2003) investigated the role of online academic lectures on listening
comprehension and learners’ incidental vocabulary learning. Including a pre-test,
post-test and a delayed post-test for vocabulary learning, academic lecture, a call
activity and a questionnaire, they tried to evaluate the students’ listening
improvements and vocabulary learning. Based on the data collected, they
revealed that students learned vocabulary incidentally. Although they did not
found any statistically significant difference, they proposed that slides may help
learners understand better if added next to the videos because they visualize the

information.

Contrary to the result of study on listening skill, another study focusing on the
effect of CALL on writing development showed that students’ writing
development is observed if it is computer based when compared to pen-and-paper
writing (Zaini, & Mazdayasna, 2014). In the study, quasi-experimental research

design was applied with a pre-test and post-test. Experiment and control group’s
9
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performance were compared and it was found that experiment group who did
their writing in computer laboratory and received their feedback through

computer outperformed the control group who were instructed traditionally.

In a study, Coiro (2011) investigated the reading comprehension level in online
and offline reading environment. On 109 randomly selected students from various
middle schools, a survey which is also compared with the standardized reading
comprehension scores was conducted. As well as the positive link between prior
knowledge and online reading comprehension, it was found that online and
offline reading has positive correlations contrary to some other studies, and both

type contributed performance of students significantly.

In a study focusing on speaking skill in CMC environment, Hsu (2016) tried to
uncover the effectiveness of voice blogging in improving speaking performance
in terms of complexity, accuracy, and fluency. Regarding this, 30 college EFL
learners in Taiwan were assigned topics each week and asked to speak on this
topic, record the speech and post it to a class blog. In addition, they were asked to
comment on other students posts every week. As a result of the comparison of
first and last two weeks posts, it was found out that students showed progress in
speaking complexity though there were no such development in accuracy and

fluency of their speech.

All in all, as represented by Warschauer’s classification of stages -structural,
communicative and integrative CALL- (Warschauer, 2000), CALL has
undergone important changes. The effects of these developments have been
studied by the researchers of language learning and teaching field. Although some
of the studies presented above showed progress in some parts of the skills,
technology sometimes did not have any positive effect on learning, which shows

that there is still a need for doing research on CALL.
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2.3 CMC in Language Learning and Teaching

Over the past decades, technology has changed the way people live and work as
well as the way they communicate and interact with each other, which can be
clearly observed in the last decade. Technology and developments based on it
offers people more information and has moved up people’s knowledge level into
a new level, which will also last changing how people are educated, learned and
entertained. With these in mind, technology is affecting the education world and
being an indispensable part of education by allowing learners to reach abundant
knowledge in foreign language learning and to have various chances to

communicate.

Although it was largely unknown in the past, today Computer Mediated
Communication (CMC) engages millions of people’s attention around the world.
Herring (1996) defines CMC as “the communication that takes place between
human beings via the instrumentality of computer” (p.1). In Baron’s words
(1998), it was explained as “a domain of information exchange via computer” (p.
142). In other words, it is the interaction which was achieved by the means of
computer. CMC has both penetrated into everyday life of people via emails,
blogs, online chatting, and social media (Brandl, 2012) and traditional

classrooms, which was once taught only face-to-face.

These new technologies of CMC can be investigated under two groups which are
asynchronous CMC (CMCa) and synchronous CMC (CMCs). The basic
distinction between asynchronous CMC and synchronous CMC is that
synchronous CMC takes place in real-time, such as chat rooms; however, and
asynchronous CMC allows you to interact in a delayed time such as email or
discussion boards (Abrams, 2003). Brandl (2012) defines asynchronous CMC as
“an interaction that occurs at different places and at different times” (p. 86).
People can access asynchronous CMC environment at anytime and anywhere

without any restriction and there is no need to participate in asynchronous CMC
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at the same time (Rovy & Essex, 2001). E-mails, forums, blogs, discussion
boards, video sharing, podcasts, and videos can be counted as asynchronous CMC
tools. In one of the studies with educators, asynchronous online discussion was
found helpful for “encouraging in-depth, more thoughtful discussion;
communicating with temporally diverse students; holding ongoing discussions
where archiving is required; and allowing all students to respond to a topic”
(Branon & Essex, 2001, p. 36). As well as the benefits, drawbacks of using
asynchronous discussion are “lack of immediate feedback, students not checking
in often enough, length of time necessary for discussion to mature, and students

feeling a sense of isolation” (Branon & Essex, 2001, p. 36).

On the other hand, synchronous CMC refers to the interaction, which occurs in
real time. In synchronous CMC, teacher and students can communicate
simultaneously without waiting for long time (Romiszowski & Mason, 2004).
Chatting, instant messaging tools, telephones, and web conferencing, live radio
and TV broadcasts can be stated synchronous CMC tools. Branon and Essex
(2001) presented in their studies that synchronous chat was beneficial for
“holding virtual office hours, team decision-making, brainstorming, community
building, and dealing with technical issues” (p. 36). On the other side of the coin,
it was found that the limitations of synchronous CMC are “getting students online
at the same time, difficulty in moderating larger scale conversations, lack of
reflection time for students, and intimidation of poor typists” (Branon & Essex,
2001, p. 36).

2.4 \Web 2.0 Tools

Web 2.0 technology has come out “with a conference brainstorming session
between O'Reilly and MediaLive International” (O’Reilly, 2005). Figure 1
displays how O’Relly (2005) differentiates between Web 1.0 and Web 2.0. In the
first phase of the internet, Web 1.0 which assigned a passive role to the users who

receive the information instead of being the creator of the information.
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Web 1.0 Web 2.0

Britannica Online (Encyclopedia) Wikipedia
Personal Websites Blogs, Wikis
Publishing Participation

Figure 1. Web 1.0 and Web 2.0 differences (Adopted from O Relly, 2005)

Despite having various definitions, Web 2.0 can be defined as a more
communicative version of World Wide Web which is more personalized and
require active participation, adding information and sharing ideas among other
users (McLoughlin & Lee, 2007). Richardson (2006) also refers to it as the Read-
Write Web. It goes beyond Web 1.0, which can only be viewed and downloaded,
to a more actively used area allowing users to contribute and create the content.
Web 2.0 tools include “web logs (blogs), wikis, Really Simple Syndication
(RSS), podcasting, social networking sites, tag-based folksonomies, and peer-to-
peer (P2P) media sharing utilities” (McLoughlin & Lee, 2007).

Socialization

Motivation

Web 2.0 tools

Sharing &
collaboration

Figure 2. Basic Features of Web 2.0 Tools (Taken from Kontogeorgi, 2014,

p.125)
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Web 2.0 tools allow users to have a more active role in creating the content and
being a potential author, contributor, editor, or specialist (Stevenson & Lee,
2010). Thus, this helps them be more learner-centered and autonomous. The
exposure to the authentic products make them more motivated towards the use of
them in their learning (Lamb, 2004). The other feature of Web 2.0 tools is that it
turn students from mere consumers than into more creative users of web sharing
the information they acquired with people from both their classes and all over the
world. They also create a new world for themselves and start new relationships
with people from different places and publicize their products, work together on
them and, learn from the others. Main features of the Web 2.0 tools mentioned
above are shown in the Figure 2.

2.5 Wiki as a Web 2.0 Tool

Because it is easy to use, participate, and collaborate with other users in creating
content, Web 2.0 tools put the people in the center of the activities. Wikis are one
of the most popular type of these tools (Cummings & Barton, 2009). Wikis exists
far more than 20 years; however, they started to gain popularity in recent years
(Parker & Chao, 2007).

The word wiki originates from “wiki-wiki”, which is a Hawaiian word meaning
quick. The first wiki was created by Ward Cunningham in 1995 in search of a
tool that allow people to publish easily and edit the content without any constraint
of time (Richardson, 2006). One of the best and most prominent example of wiki
is Wikipedia, which is the most notable encyclopedia among Web 2.0
technologies in the world today (Levy, 2009). Among other popular examples of
wiki are wikispaces, PBworks, and MediaWiki.

“Web 2.0 applications have greater potential for building online collaborative

learning communities. Wikis, in particular, great are showing promise for
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enhancing online learning” (West & West, 2009, p. 2). Communication,
collaboration, knowledge sharing all of which are prominent features of
educational setting are fostered by wiki. (Reinhold, 2006). Members of wiki
platforms can add content, edit, or remove this content thanks to ease of use, and
rapid accessibility (Richardson, 2006). Besides, Wiki has the function
“distributed participation and collaboration” which increases the communication
and make contribution to users’ social side (Lankshear & Knobel, 2006, p. 80).
For the educational use of wiki, Duffy and Bruns (2006, pp. 35-36) note the
following list:

e Students can use a wiki to develop research projects, with the wiki acting
as ongoing documentation of their work.

e Wikis can be used for students to add summaries of their thoughts from
the prescribed readings, building a collaborative annotated bibliography.

e In distance learning environments, the tutor can publish course resources
like syllabus and handouts, and students can edit and comment on these
directly (for all to see).

e Wikis can be used as a knowledge base for teachers, enabling them to
share reflections and thoughts regarding teaching practices and allowing
for versioning and documentation; essential to the usability of such a
resource is that it is searchable, has easy navigation and categorisation,
and file management, all of which current wiki environments provide.

e Wikis can be used to map concepts: they are useful for brainstorming, and
authoring a wiki on a given topic produces a linked network of resources.

e A wiki can be used to facilitate a presentation in place of conventional
software, like Keynote and PowerPoint, and (given a suitable working
environment) students are able to directly comment on and revise the
presentation while it takes place.

e Wikis are tools for group authoring: often groups collaborate on a
document by sending it on to each member of the group in turn, emailing

a file that each person edits on their computer, and some attempt is then
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made to coordinate the edits so that everyone’s work is equally
represented; using a wiki pulls the group members together and enables
them to build and edit the document on a single, central wiki page.

e Wikis are being used for course evaluation: students at Brown University
have started CAW, the Course Advisor Wiki (n.d.), a place for students to
collaboratively write reviews of courses they’ve taken. CAW gives
readers a flexibility to articulate their impressions, and enables richer

reviews that combine multiple impressions and perspectives.

Wikis particularly have collaborative features, which allow learners to work in
groups and share their ideas with the members. For instance, in a study, Wang
(2014) intended to examine how wikis affect collaboration and language
acquisition from a social constructivist view. Via two online questionnaires,
interviews and students reflections on using wiki, the results found showed that
wiki enhanced their motivation and confidence in writing. In addition, group
working task was found interesting, and engaging, which contributed language

development and social interaction.

2.6 The Use of wikis in EFL Writing

Wiki, which has developed as an effective Web 2.0 tool that has been widely
exploited by English language teachers to improve students’ writing in English
(Coniam & Lee, 2008; Lee & Wang, 2013). Lately, researchers interested in
foreign language teaching have become more concerned about the ways that wiki
can be integrated into collaborative writing activities (Kusmaul & Albert, 2007,
Lee, 2010, Parker & Chao, 2007, Richardson, 2006). Wiki promote interaction
and collaboration among learners, which help them to communicate with their
peers, share their ideas and discuss about them as well as reflect on these ideas
(Leuf & Cunningham, 2001; Richardson, 2006). Such an interaction promotes
learning as proposed by Vygottsky (1978). Wiki-based collaborative writing has

been associated with Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory of learning because wiki is
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not meaningful in individual level (Lund, 2008). According to this theory, social
interaction has a fundamental role in learning process, and the development is
limited to a "zone of proximal development" (ZPD) where learning occurs
(Vygotsky, 1978). ZPD can be seen as an idea where interaction can be created
individually and collectively. As Web 2.0 technologies, wikis in this context,
establish an environment which is suitable for collective activities, learners may

enhance their performance (Li & Zhu, 2013).

Researcher have done studies in variety of contexts with a wide range of learners
and demonstrated that wikis has a positive potential to affect L2 writing
development (Lamb, 2004; Lin, 2005; Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010). Lund (2008)
has a study examining collaborative writing tasks in wiki-based environment and
the activities learners participated. He collected the data in 2005 and 2006 in a
high school in Norway through the platform MediaWiki, and the wiki was
exploited for a writing project with 31 high school learners. They were assigned
to create a project on wiki called “our USA” where they construct their cultural
concept of the USA. Their interactions were also videotaped. He resulted that the
videotaped data shows that wiki creates an atmosphere where participants transit
form collaboration to a collective behavior. He argues that task type improves the
collaborative work in the wiki environment, which leads to the conclusion that a
wiki is ideal for promoting collective language learning. In addition, he proposes
that the task type is the point that greatly affects the collaboration and interaction

of the learners.

Another study with the focus that wikis contribute to the writing was Mak and
Coniam’s (2008). They examined the writing in a wiki-based platform with
secondary school students in Hong Kong. They did a school project during two
months in which students in groups of four worked collaboratively to produce a
kind of brochure about their schools for their parents. They resulted that students
produced more text than expected from them and t-unit length has increased

positively which shows their work has complexity. Additionally, they expanded
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their writing, reorganized and corrected them, which is an indicator of
improvement in coherence. Because the task has a real outcome which is the
distribution of the brochure to the parents, it added to the students’ creative skills.
In addition, peer review was noted as one of the most worthy outcomes of the

study. As a result, they stated the positive impact of wiki on the students’ writing.

Kessler (2009) has also focused on the contribution of wikis to students’ writings
in his study. The study involved a collaborative construction of wiki by a large
group of participants. They were 40 pre-service non-native English teachers from
a Mexican University. It was aimed to improve participants’ language skills and
to investigate how much they try to correct their own and others grammatical
errors in a sixteen-week collaborative writing task. A wiki which was at the end
used as the final product of the course was created and collaborated on. On this
wiki, they attempted to define cultures of the English-speaking world by online
discussion. Results addressing the students’ autonomous performance in a long
term writing task produced collaboratively suggested that although they lacked
the motivation and willingness, knowledge and confidence increased. The other
concern was the level of accuracy in peer- and self-editing. Even if peer editing
focused more on form, students had a desire to participate in peer-and self-editing
processes. Lastly, the writer proposed that students did not try to be accurate on
grammar but overlooked them and focused on meaning and design because

participants thought collaborative writing activity as a meaning focused design.

Turgut (2009) illustrated a sample blended course including an online writing
course created in PBwiki in Turkey. The data was collected form 77 preparatory
school students by wiki submissions of students, weekly journals consisting of 12
questions and nine-semi structured interviews. In the beginning, the middle and at
the end of the wiki project, interviews were hold with three students for 30
minutes. Through discourse analysis method, the data were analyzed. The
findings indicated that writing collaboratively in online communities help learners

to improve themselves in writing. They also progressed themselves in generating
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new ideas and become more confident in practicing writing as well as generated

necessary motivation to engage in the activities.

Like the previously mentioned studies, Lee (2010) also explored the effects of
collaborative writing in L2 classrooms. She tried to show the extent the
integration of wiki in writing classes promoted collaboration and social
interaction among the participants and how the use of wiki affects peer feedback
in revision process. In the study, 35 Spanish university students at the beginning
level were involved in during fourteen weeks. Wiki pages produced by groups,
surveys and interviews were used to draw conclusion. The results indicated that
engaging collaboratively in wiki pages had a positive effect on the improvement
of students’ writing abilities. Students also agreed on the idea that creating wiki
pages in collaborative manner allowed them to improve themselves in
composition writing. In addition, peer feedback played an important role in L2
writing processes which should be encouraged and guided by teachers. In terms
of task type, it was reached that the topics chosen affects how much students
participate in the collaborative writing. Students stated that open-ended topics
allow them to be more creative which motivated them. Thus, task-based
instruction is vital for collaboration and interaction and it promotes productive
skills and works. Moreover, it was stated that peer feedback and editing processes
are beneficial for learners; however, they did not feel comfortable in correcting
others’ mistakes. Thanks to the analysis of survey it was found that more than
40% of the participants were unwilling to edit others works because they lack the
confidence. Finally, teachers plays such a significant role in that they should
scaffold their learners and guide them by offering strategies to use feedback

effectively.

Contrary to the previous studies, Elola and Oskoz (2010) did not have any
support for the advantage of collaborative writing in wiki-based environment.
They examined the participants’ individual writing and collaborative writing in

terms of learners’ attitude towards writing in wiki, learners’ interactions during
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the discussion of content and production of writing task, and their perceptions of
individual and collaborative work on writing tasks. The study was conducted with
the participation of eight advanced level Spanish learners of English. During the
study, they were asked to write two argumentative essays, one of which was
written collaboratively while the other was done individually, in wiki page. Each
of the writing assignments took 15 days to complete. Before the writing,
participants had some time to have discussions on the topic. They found that there
were no statistically significant difference between the collaborative work and
individual work in terms of fluency, accuracy and complexity. More specifically,
in individual writing there were statistically significant difference between draft 1
and draft 2 although there was noted no difference between draft 1 and draft 2 in
collaborative work. While working individually, participants paid more attention
to grammatical and lexical corrections more at the end of the writing task
although in collaborative writing this was observed during the production of
drafts. About their perception of wiki based collaborative and individual writing,
although they preferred writing individually because it allows them to work at
their own pace, all of them said that collaborative writing was beneficial in terms
of improving overall quality of the writing. In addition, it was stated by the
participants that wiki was beneficial for improving their grammar, and their

writing as well as and that wiki is a useful tool to improve writing structure.

2.7 Feedback Processes for Writing

Giving written explanations for students’ assignments is a fundamental part of the
learning and teaching process as well as being a good motive for students (Hyland
& Hyland, 2006). Feedback is defined by London (2003) as something that
“guides, motivates, and reinforces effective behaviors and reduces or stops
ineffective behaviors” (p. 1). That it has a valuable help for performance
improvement in second language writing classes has received tremendous support
from the researchers (Nelson & Schunn, 2008). The positive effect of feedback

for students has been also emphasized by Ferris (2003) that it is “the most
20



significant component in their successful development as writers” (p. 119). In
addition, giving feedback to learners is not only beneficial for learners but also

helpful for the teachers’ future feedback giving performance (Kim, 2009).

The importance of feedback stated by Raimes (1983) that it is the most effective
and significant way of assisting learners. In order to feel secure in their writings,
which means knowing what has been done wrong and what should be revised in
the writing, feedback is essential. For the second language writing, feedback has
many different types that can be received from different sources. In Hyland and
Hyland (2006), it was stated that “Over the past twenty years, changes in writing
pedagogy and insights gained from research studies have transformed feedback
practices, with teacher written comments now often combined with peer
feedback, writing workshops, oral-conferences, or computer-delivered feedback.”
(p.83). According to Wanchid (2010) feedback can be counted under some titles
based on the person who gives feedback, the focus of the feedback and the way it
is provided. Nevertheless, there are three main authorities of giving feedback

which are the teacher, the writer and the peer (McDonough & Shaw, 1993).

2.7.1 Teacher Feedback

In traditional classrooms, giving feedback is mostly observed as an activity that
teachers need to be involved in and act as the only and correct source of
information. On the other hand, in some other classes, feedback was believed as a
chance to guide learners and help them improve their writing skills instead of
seeing it only as a correction activity. In addition, for some of the teachers, giving
feedback, in the form of explicit comments on the writing, is to give a response to
the learners, help them progress in their writings as writers and to give a reason
for the grade that they have given (Hyland & Hayland, 2006).

Teacher feedback ideally give the learners the chance to revise their papers and

make new drafts of their writings. There has been a considerable amount of
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research about teachers’ feedback for second language writing concerning error
correction and its effects on students’ writing development (Ferris, 2003;
Goldstein, 2004). Although teacher feedback was mostly preferred by learners
when compared to the peer feedback, it has been judged by Grabe and Kaplan
(1996) that teacher feedback is a more conventional way of responding to the
learners’ writings, and what is done for the sake of giving feedback was only
grading the papers with a red pencil and giving them back to the students. In
order it to be effective and worthwhile as proposed by process writing approach
supporters, both teachers and students should follow some guidelines. White and
Arndt (1991) proposes that teachers should take the role of reader instead of a
marker of the paper who worry about the content rather than the form. Besides the
teachers’ role, students have a crucial role in the feedback process, which is
fostering learners’ awareness of the feedback process. They should be informed
the reason why feedback is given and how it influences writing through the way it
is given. In Goldstein’s (2006) study, it was found that learners generally do not
understand the reason why the teacher feedback is used because students simply
copy the feedback given by teacher for their papers, and make the same mistakes

in the following writing papers.

Although there have been studies focusing on the ineffectiveness of teacher
feedback in L2 (Semke, 1984), when it is used by teachers in a meaningful way, it
can affect the students writings in L2 positively (Ferris, 1997). According to
Conrad and Goldstein (1999), the problem that was underlined by the teachers
plays a key role in the success of the draft writings to be revised. “If the problem
to be revised focused on explanation, explicitness, or analysis, the resulting
revisions were almost never successful” (Conrad & Goldstein, 1999, p. 160).
Instead, when the focus is on details in writing, coherence and cohesion, the

product ends in successfully.

In one of the big criticism of teacher feedback on errors of second language

learners was by Truscott (1996). In his paper, he stands against the correction of
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grammar because he asserts that the reason why grammar correction is applied in
writings is that students desire it and think that it is efficient and effective. He
also maintain that teachers should be responsible for the students’ expectations
from teacher feedback by applying an approach which is free of correction in
responding students’ writings. When students’ preferences on teacher written
feedback is paid attention to, it contradicts with Truscott’s (1996) assertion
because they expect the errors to be corrected by the teacher and get nervous
unless it occurs (Lee, 2004)

2.7.2 Peer Feedback

Other than teacher feedback, which is a formative assessment method, peer
feedback is also a popular way of responding to the students’ writings. Peer
feedback also referred to as peer assessment, peer evaluation, peer editing, peer
revision or peer correction is defined as “an arrangement for learners and/or
workers to consider and specify the level, value or quality of a product or
performance of other equal-status learners and/or workers” (Topping, 2003, p.
65). Research on peer feedback has questioned the effectiveness of it for second

language writing.

Peer feedback is advantageous in that it does not hurt the feelings of learners as
much as teacher feedback which can be seen in the words of Kinsler (1990)
stating that the language that learners use in interacting with each other is “less
emotionally threatening than that of adults’ corrective advice” (p. 305). When
compared to the teacher feedback, students have a more active role in peer
feedback because they do not rely on the correction coming from teacher solely
without any questioning (Mittan, 1989). On the other hand, during peer feedback
process, students take an active role and decide whether the comment of peer is
helpful and it should be used or ignored, by this way, students take control of
their own learning. Additionally, negotiating with peers, they learn from their

peers and improve their writing abilities. This helps students improve themselves
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socially. For instance, for Mendonga and Johnson (1994), peer feedback is
beneficial for learners to increase their confidence because they become aware of
their friends weaknesses as well as strengths, and feel more motived to express
their own ideas. In addition, communicating with peer during feedback giving
process, students interact with each other on problematic points and ask for
clarification, which results in progress in language learning. In such an
environment, students stop feeling threatened, therefore they feel secure and
discuss about the feedback they received (Ghani & Asgher, 2012). Together with
these benefits of peer feedback, it also creates a real audience for the written
products of students (Mittan, 1989). Topping (2009) also points out that
“feedback from peers can be more immediate and individualized than can teacher
feedback™ (p. 22). It is both advantageous for learners and for teachers. Teachers
are responsible for evaluating all of the students’ papers and give them feedback;
however, peer feedback makes the teachers’ job easier since students give them
the aid they need. Hence, teachers save time and energy that they will spend on
students work.

In the literature, it can be observed that many studies have been done on peer
feedback in L1 and L2 writing processes. In their studies Mendonga and Jonhson
(1994) studied peer feedback and how it effects the process of responding to the
writings of participants. Including twelve students who have advanced level of
English, they asked participants to work in pairs and give feedback to each other
orally, and then write down some feedback on their papers. They resulted in the
study that participants decided on whether they used feedback received from peer
or not, which gives the control of their learning to the students. If the comment is
not thought necessary, participants ignored them. This give them the chance of
being active participants in language learning. They also found that peer
comments showed them the parts they need to improve and have problems with.

In another study, Nelson and Murphy (1993) conducted a study to see if the

participants incorporate the comment of their peers into their writings or not.
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Groups consisting of four people were formed, and asked to give feedback and
make suggestions to their partners’ writings in order to discuss them verbally.
Although giving feedback was conducted in class, revisions were made alone and
out of class. It was found in the study that students took into consideration the
responses of their peers when there is cooperation among peers; however, if there
were no interaction among peers, the utilization of the feedback decreases. Based
on the nature of interaction among peers, the writer incorporates the peer’s
suggestions or not. It was concluded in the study that when the interaction is
cooperative rather than defensive, inclusion of the peers’ response into the writing

is promoted.

Villamil and Guerrero (1998) also tried to assess the effects of peer response on
second language writing. To explore the way peer feedback is integrated into
writing, 14 Spanish university students learning English as a Second Language
enrolled in a writing course were asked to produce a piece of writing based on the
instruction in class. Peer review processes were also tape-recorded and
transcription of 14 recordings were analyzed. Results indicated that grammar and
content were the most popular areas focused on in the revision of narrative
writing and it was grammar in persuasive essay. They reasoned based on the data
gathered that peer response aids the learners in understanding that they have
potential for doing necessary correction in writing. The writers also suggested
that peer feedback ought to be thought as a significant type of feedback to be used
as a complement to the other kind of feedback in second language writing.

To improve the quality of peer response, the quality of peer interaction is
questioned by researchers. Min (2005) have found that after being instructed and
trained about peer feedback, more effective comments are produced by the
learners. In his study, he questioned why learners disregard their peers’ feedback
in their writings. Students were trained about giving more relevant comments and
it was questioned whether the amount and the number of feedback increases and

how the students made use of peer feedback. Eighteen intermediate level
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university students in Taiwan were trained on how to give feedback four hours in
classroom and 18 hours conference meetings were organized with each students
one by one. After all, students were asked to write an essay for peer review. After
training, students made comments that are more specific on global issues and this

training helped them feel more confident as reviewers.

On the other hand, peer feedback is criticized and found having limitations for
students although it is highly defended in the literature. Leki (1990) indicated
some problems with peer feedback. Students had surface level revisions such as
grammar, mechanics and spelling rather than questioning the problems of
meaning. They also confused giving response to the writing with editing, thus
their advice did not promote revision. In addition, he asserted some problems
related to the nature of peer feedback causing the students question their peers’
comments validity. The writer points out this situation asking the question: “How
can an inexperienced ESL writer know what to accept and what to reject from

among the comments made by another inexperienced ESL writer/reader?” (p.11)

In cultures that see the teacher only source of knowledge, it was also queried
whether peer feedback can be beneficial enough for the students. Nelson and
Murphy (1993) revealed that when the students live in a country where the
teacher is considered as the most knowledgeable person, students might not take
their peers feedback into consideration as they did not see their peers as educated
enough to respond their papers and ignore them. Likewise, Lockhart and Ng
(1993) reached similar results. They did a research with 56 students about their
thoughts of peer comments, and reached that though the participants shared the
idea that peer feedback helps them improve their writing and aid them become
aware of their readers, they were not certain about the peers’ power of evaluation.
In their study, Connor and Asenavage (1994) asserted that peer feedback had a
small effect on student writing with 5% change related to peer feedback opposed
to 35% change linked to teacher comments. The usefulness of teacher and peer

feedback that uttered by students to each type highly effected the inclusion of
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them in the revision process. In a similar vein, Nelson and Carson (1998)
interviewed with four college students and reached the result that teacher
response to writing were favored by participants and included teacher comments
in the editing process more than peer feedback. Lastly, Tsui and Ng (2000)
queried the effect of teacher and peer comment on the revision of writings.
Participant thought the teacher feedback as favorite, and the teacher as the expert
who gives the most correct and valuable feedback. Additionally, students
sometimes question the fairness of peer evaluation and their peers’ abilities to

evaluate their product (Kaufmann & Schunn, 2010).

As opposed to the previous two views and findings, in the dissertation written by
Butcher (2006), it was reached that there were no statistically significant
difference in the improvement of experimental and control group. In the
experimental group, students made revisions on their essays depending on the
peer comment; however, control group received teacher feedback for their essays.
In the interviews, it was shown that participants improved their skills of writing

but preferred teacher feedback instead of peer response.

2.8 Feedback Processes in Wiki-Based Writing

Thanks to the developments in technology and advances in computer systems and
equipment, the function of computer in giving and receiving feedback has
become obvious in essence. Both because of the fast increase in the use of
technology in education and because of the apparent integration of online courses,
it is inevitable to find students themselves in a world of electronically given
feedback by a teacher or a peer. It is possible to find programs that scan the paper
of the students, respond to the test instantly, which save teacher time, and help the
teacher to deal with the burden of big class population. Besides, it is likely to
encounter with some places where native speakers can be a peer and have chances
to communicate and receive feedback from them (Kern & Warschauer, 2000).

Research on online assessment shows that it is more helpful than face-to-face
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assessment (Tsai, 2009). To investigate the role of e-feedback for learning,
researchers has compared online and traditional, face-to-face, peer feedback in L2
context (Braine, 2001). As students involved in online communication and
feedback processes, this has a positive impact on their self-esteem while negative
feedback decreased the feeling of achievement (Valkenburg, Koutamanis, &
Vossen, 2017).

Similarly, Clark (2003) asserts the idea that as well as peer feedback,
collaborative writing task on a computer-based environment are advantageous for
students in realizing the other parties’ reaction to their work. With the growth of
CALL, wiki and peer feedback combination in writing classes have become a
popular way of technological tools in second language classrooms. Because of its
collaborative nature, wiki provides a context suitable for giving and receiving
feedback, increasing interaction among peers (Coyle, 2007). Wiki has put a social
role on the writers, as the texts on wiki is produced for real audiences instead of
being accepted as merely homework; therefore, wiki is perceived as a social
platform where ideas are shared and discussed when combined with peer
feedback (Lin & Yang, 2011).Wiki and feedback given there enables learners
negotiate their ideas and produce argument and counter arguments and sharing
ideas from different perspectives, in other words wiki is a social platform and
feedback given on this platform creates a contest for interacting meaningfully
(Vygotsky, 1978).

Gielen and Wever (2012) did a research on the peer feedback in a wiki with
students from higher education. Two conditions compared to examine the wiki
task improvement and learners’ thoughts about peer assessment. One of these
conditions was experiment group with structured feedback; the other one was not
structured. Although there were no significant difference between these
conditions and pre- and post-test, the quality of wiki task has increased in both
conditions. Experiment group not only had a more evaluative viewpoint in giving

feedback but also said that the peer feedback they received was more detailed.
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In another study by Gielen and Wever (2015), the aim was to evaluate the impact
of feedback on the development of the product and its quality as well as to
investigate the role of assessor and assesse in wiki environment. Participant who
were 125 students in the first year of higher education were given peer feedback
task together with a checklist for content and peer evaluation checklist. Four
conditions compared in this study were a control group, a feedback task group, a
content checklist group and a combination of feedback request and content
checklist group. They were asked to write three abstract for research papers in
wiki. It was revealed that the quality of peer evaluation and the product of the

students progressed.

In a more recent study on self-regulation via self and peer assessment in wiki-
based projects by Ng (2016), 76 pre service English teachers in Hong Kong
participated and asked to work in groups to create wiki pages for young learners
in order to teach them a topic. Then a self-evaluation, presentation of the wiki in
class, peer evaluation, revising the prepared tasks, and final self-evaluation were
administered one by one. A questionnaire, evaluation reposts of students formed
quantitative data, while a focus group interview were preferred for qualitative
data gathering. Results indicated that statistically significant difference between
self and peer assessment shows that students had more expectations from
themselves than from their peers. In the interview, it was uncovered that
participants found peer and teacher feedback more helpful but did not consider
self-feedback as a valuable way of feedback. Despite the finding that formative
assessment is beneficial, finding no significant difference between initial and final
self-evaluation demonstrates that participant were good wiki users and evaluators,

but they lack the self-confidence.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

3.1 Presentation

In this chapter, the methodology of the study is explained in detail. First of all,
information on research design is given. Following this, research questions aimed
to be answered in the study, the setting, and the participants taking part in the
study are presented. Then overall information about the data collection process

with the data collection instruments and data analysis is provided.

3.2 Research Design

This study employs both quantitative and qualitative methods, namely mixed
methods research design which is defined by Creswell (2012) as “a procedure for
collecting, analyzing, and “mixing” both quantitative and qualitative methods in a
single study or a series of studies to understand a research problem” (p.535). As it
is suggested by the definition, the main aim in mixed methods and in this study is

to have a better understanding of the topic investigated.

Quantitative part of the study is based on the experiment that was conducted
during the fall term of 2016-2017 Academic Year. For this part of the study,
quasi-experimental research design is exploited since the groups are not assigned
randomly as in the experimental research designs (Dornyei, 2007). Quantitative
methods will help us understand the causal relationship between two feedback
types -teacher, and peer feedback- and writing performance of students. However,
qualitative method will open the way for the researcher to gain further insight

about the topic under investigation. Therefore, to understand the effects of
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feedback types on writing development and the perceptions of EFL learners
towards wiki use in writing classes, this study employs both quantitative and
qualitative research method, and administers paragraph assignments on wiki, a
pre- and a post-test, as well as a interview held at the end of the experiment.

3.3 Research Questions

This study investigates the effects of two different types of feedback, namely;
teacher-and peer- feedback, on EFL learners’ writing performance in a wiki based
writing environment. In addition, it tries to understand their perceptions of
paragraph writing through wiki deeply. In order to achieve these aims, the
following research questions are developed:

1. Is there a statistically significant difference between writing scores of
teacher feedback and peer feedback group in wiki-based environment?

2. Is there an improvement in students’ individual writing performance in
wiki-based environment?

3. What are the students’ perceptions of integrating wiki in writing

classes?

3.4 Setting

The study was conducted in ELT Department of Hacettepe University, which is a
State University in Ankara, Turkey. This department hosts students coming from
different parts of Turkey as well as International students. To start their programs,
students have to pass Proficiency Exam carried out by Preparatory School of
Hacettepe University because the medium of instruction of the department is
100% English. If they cannot succeed in this exam, they have to complete one-
year preparatory program of English language. For this reason, students in this

department have to have at least B1+ level of English in order to attend classes in
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ELT Department. These students complete four years of course work and earn a

Bachelor’s degree.

The study was conducted in the writing course which is named IDO 173
Advanced Reading and Writing Skills 1. This course aims to teach students to
improve their communication in an intelligible way in different written
communication situations by using appropriate paragraph development methods.
During the course, students learn different paragraph development methods as
well as learning how to write topic sentence major and minor ideas. The other
concern of this course is to teach students brainstorming and outlining which are

the basics of paragraph writing.

3.5 Participants

67 freshman ELT students participated in this study in total. There were two
different groups consisting of 32 and 35 student, respectively teacher and peer

feedback group.

3.5.1 Online-study participants

The participants of this study were freshman pre-service English language
teachers studying in Foreign Language Teaching Department at Hacettepe
University in Fall term of 2016-2017 Academic year. The first group of students
who received teacher feedback during the term consisted of 32 native speakers of
Turkish who were L2 learners of English. Fifteen of them were male while
seventeen of them were female. Their ages ranged from 18 to 25 years. 35
students were included in the second group that were instructed with peer
feedback. There were 23 female students and 12 of the whole group was male.

Their ages were between 18 and 25, similar to the other group.
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All of the students have computers of their own (n=32), though none of them
have desktops. Similar to the results found for laptops, all of the participants have
smart phones. When it comes to their time spent using the computer and internet,
more than half of them (n=17) spend more than 6 hours. Only two of them spend
less than an hour in front of computer screen. About the use of web 2.0 tools, it
was found that they use social media for mostly daily life (%90.6), while 3 of the
participants said that they use it for educational purposes and daily life. For the e-
mail, this number is the highest, because all of the students prefer e-mail for both
reasons. On the other hand, wiki was an unpopular Web 2.0 tool for the

participant, because only one of them preferred it in daily life (%3.1).

Computer usage habits of peer feedback group are similar to the teacher feedback
group in that they both have computers of their own and have internet access
(n=35). Most of the students in this group spend more than 6 hours using
computer (%54.1). Only one of them spend less than hour for computer use
(%2.7). When it comes to Web 2.0 use of peer feedback group participants,
because of the age they live, their familiarity with such type of tools are highly
observed in their daily life and partially in their educational settings. Social media
is found to be used for both purposes mostly (n=19) while it is never used by 2
participants at all. Email is seen the most popular tool for both purposes for this
group of students. Similar to the teacher feedback group, these participants are
also unfamiliar to the wiki except one of the students preferring to use it for daily

purposes (%2.9).

To determine their proficiency level, participants were given Oxford Quick
Placement Test (OQPT) (Allan, 1992) at the beginning of the term before the
writing pre-test were administered. Scores for OQPT were collected form 70
participants, but among them, three of them were C1 level scoring between 48
and 54. As a result, 3 participants were not included in this study because of their

different level of proficiency, leaving a sample size of 67, who were found to
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have B2 level, which means that they scored between 40 to 47 in OQPT (See
Appendix A for the OQPT score interpretation table).

3.5.2 Interview participants

To gather the qualitative data of the study, focus group interview with each group
was conducted with 6 students. In the focus group interview at the end of the
study, six students from each group who were volunteer to participate in the
interview were chosen. From teacher feedback group, there were one female and
two male participants in the interview while from peer feedback group, only one

male participant volunteered together with two female students.

3.6 Data Collection Instruments

In order to collect the data for the study, a pre-test, a post-test to assess writing
performance of the students as well as an interview were employed in this study.

Pre-Test

A pre-test consisting of five different writing topics to be chosen between them
was used to understand the writing performances of the students before the
experiment. The writing topics were chosen for each paragraph type that was
going to be studied during the term. After the application of the pre-test, students
took instruction during 14 weeks about what is a paragraph, making outline, how
to write it, etc. (See Appendix B for course outline). Soon after learning each
paragraph type, which are classification, definition, cause and effect, comparison
contrast, problem solution paragraphs respectively, students were given
assignments about each paragraph type that was submitted through a website

called www.wikispaces.com. (See Appendix C for pre-test)
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WikiSpaces

Wiki is a kind of platform for people to work collaboratively by allowing them to
add new information and edit the content. As they are convenient communication
tools, wiki applications such as MediaWiki, PBwiki, and WikiSpaces started to
gain popularity in 2000s and adopted to classroom use (Li, 2012). In his study
comparing the studies about wiki implementation, Li (2012) found that between
15 studies, one of the mostly preferred website is www.wikispaces.com among
these applications. Apart from this reason, it is also preferred in this study not
only because of its freely accessibility, and user friendliness but also because it
promotes interaction and cooperation among peers. Besides, it allows the users to
see the product of others, which increases transparency of the products.

WikiSpaces is a website launched in 2005 and hosts millions of wikis providing
collaboration, editing and discussion areas. Its prominent features are ease of use,

collaborating effectively, security, and reliability.

After creating a classroom, where teachers and students can work on projects
alone or in groups and communicate easily, it enables you to write your text,
inserts files and images, add hyperlinks using your personal account by “Edit”
functioning tab. History page where changes can be seen with color coding of
deleted and inserted texts allows users to monitor the activities on their wiki, and
also see who has made changes and compare the two versions. Additionally, it
provides users an environment that they can use for discussion which can be
achieved through the “Discuss” functioning tab. In short, the reason why
Wikispaces is preferred for this study is its easy availability and user-friendliness

as well as being free for the users, teacher and students.
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Post-Test

After the conduct of the experiment, a post-test was applied to two groups of
students. This test was consisting of five different paragraph topics. Each student
chose one of them and wrote a paragraph on the preferred topic. This test was the

same as the pre-test in its nature (See Appendix C for post-test)

Interview

Interview was chosen as a primary source of data for two reasons. First, it
provides the researcher an opportunity to “understand the world from the
subjects’ points of view and to unfold the meaning of their experiences” (Kvale &
Brinkmann, 2009, p.1). Second, unlike the other data collection tools, interviews
enable the researcher and participant to construct the meaning mutually through
opportunities for clarification, explanation and idea extension (Barkhuizen,
Benson, & Chik, 2014; Mishler, 1986). Thus, a semi-structured interview with six
learners was conducted to explore their experiences of paragraph writing in a
wiki-based environment. Semi-structured interview was chosen because it allow
the researcher give and take collaboratively with the interviewee. The interview
questions were prepared in English by the researcher were translated into Turkish
by one of the instructors at a preparatory school in Turkey. The Turkish
translation were translated into English by another instructor at the same school in
order to increase the reliability of the item. During the interview sessions,
students who were voluntary to participate in the interview were asked open-
ended questions which were about perceptions of the students concerning their
wiki experiences so that they could tell about their experiences without being
constrained by the researcher (Appendix D). Interview questions and the
interview itself was conducted in the language that the interviewees want to
speak. Since all of them agreed on speaking in English, the interview was
conducted in English. Each interview was audio-recorded and transcribed for data

analysis. The data gathered through interview showed the findings which were
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not be able to found in the quantitative data because the interviews help the
researchers to uncover the participants’ worldviews and what the participant

means as it helps to understand their experiences.

3.7 Data Collection Procedure

Before carrying out the study, the researcher applied to the METU Human
Subjects Ethics Committee to get the permission for conducting the experiment
and Hacettepe University Department of English Language Teaching was applied
for permission and get necessary approval because the study conducted at
Hacettepe University. After getting the necessary permissions, the research
started to be conducted at Hacettepe University.

3.7.1 Research Setting

This study was designed with using wiki for B2 level freshman students studying
in ELT Department at Hacettepe University in Turkey in 2016. Two classes
taking IDO 173 Advanced Writing | (see Appendix B for course outline) are
chosen for the study. In the first week of the term, they were informed about the
syllabus and course content as well as the research that they would possibly
participate. Two groups of students were given an informed consent form in order
to make sure that they are aware of their rights and informed that if they do not
want to participate it will not affect their course grade and their identities will be
kept confidential and will not be shared with anybody (see Appendix E for
consent form) . Together with the consent form, they were also given a short
survey in order to get demographic information about the participants (see
Appendix F for the survey). After this, a wiki page was set up by the researcher

for each group on the webpage www.wikispaces.com. (Figure 3).
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= 27 discussion fopics

Figure 3. Screen capture of the main wiki page.

Then the data collected during 14 weeks of 2016-2017 Academic Year. Table 1
demonstrates the overall implementation process of the study. At the beginning of
the term, a pre-test was administered in each class to test student’s paragraph
writing performances, then students were informed about the study by the
researcher and a demo on how to use wiki, how to write over there is shown
through a tutorial video which is available online to get the students familiar with
the wiki page. How to use wiki, in other words, how to create a page edit or save
it, was shown in the class in order to let them be familiar with the wiki and to
prevent possible problems that could be encountered during the experiment.
Afterwards, they were informed about their classroom wiki; how to register, edit
insert documents, and use history and discussion pages. Additionally, each of the
classes was informed once again that they will not be graded for this project, and

it will have no effect on their grade of this course.

As a requirement of the study, each students needed to submit a model paragraph
after learning how to write each type on wiki platform in one week. Afterwards,

because two different groups had to give and receive two different feedback
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types, each group gave appropriate feedback in one week after the deadline. To
give feedback, a paragraph evaluation checklist adapted from Brown (2007) was
designed by the researcher and used (Appendix G). The rubric was also
introduced students in detail because they have not been experienced in giving
feedback to peers. The reason was to prefer an assessment rubric consisting of
four different criteria was to assist and support learners in creating, criticizing and
editing their production (Stevens & Levi, 2005). Another reason why an
assessment rubric was chosen for giving feedback was that it allows learners to
evaluate the quality of the work and be easily used by both students and teachers
for evaluating productions of the students (Mansilla, Duraisingh, Wolfe &
Haynes, 2009). For the peer feedback group, it was organized in a way that no
one will give and receive feedback from the same student for their paragraphs.
The main aim of this system was “to prevent the possibility that the quality or
tone of comments would become conditional on comments received in the

previous round” (Gielen, Peeters, Dochy, Onghena, & Struyven, 2010, p. 309).

At the end of the term, after the implementation of wiki project with different
feedback types, each student was given a post-test to compare the results of it
with the pre-test results and to check the writing development. This test covers
the same topics and questions as the pre-test in order to be able to compare two

groups.

Lastly, a semi-structured interview was held with six students from two different
groups, who was chosen on a voluntary basis. The interviewees were informed
about the aim of the study and how the interview were going to be held, the
estimated duration and the recording beforehand. The interview enabled the
researcher to compare the results and reach a conclusion about the students’

perceptions of the wiki experience.
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Table 1. Overall Design of the Study

Week Teacher Feedback Peer Feedback Group
Group

Week 1 Pre-test (individually Pre-test (individually
responded) & Preliminary | responded) & Preliminary
training hour for wiki use | training hour for wiki use

Week 5 - Wiki Wiki-based writing Wiki-based writing activity

Assignment 1

activity & Teacher
feedback for the first wiki-
based writing activity

& Peer feedback for the
first wiki-based writing
activity

Week 7 - Wiki
Assignment 2

Wiki-based writing
activity & Teacher
feedback for the second
wiki-based writing

Wiki-based writing activity
& Peer feedback for the
second wiki-based writing
activity

activity
Week 9 - Wiki Wiki-based writing Wiki-based writing activity
Assignment 3 activity & Teacher & Peer feedback for the

feedback for the third
wiki-based writing

third wiki-based writing
activity

activity
Week 11 - Wiki Wiki-based writing Wiki-based writing activity
Assignment 4 activity & Teacher & Peer feedback for the
feedback for the fourth fourth wiki-based writing
wiki-based writing activity
activity
Week 13 - Wiki Wiki-based writing Wiki-based writing activity
Assignment 5 activity & Teacher & Peer feedback for the
feedback for the fifth fifth wiki-based writing
wiki-based writing activity
activity

Week 14

Post-test (individually
responded) & Interview

Post-test (individually
responded) & Interview

3.8 Data Analysis

There are two types of data gathered in this study which will be analyzed both

quantitatively and qualitatively in terms of writing development and the effects of

feedback types on this development in a wiki based environment.
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3.8.1 Quantitative Data Analysis

Writing scores of the participants obtained from pre- and post-test to be used for
testing writing development were evaluated using an analytic scoring rubric
prepared by the researcher (Appendix G). In order to secure inter-rater reliability,
each of the papers was scored by both the instructor of the course and the
researcher. In order to see whether the evaluation score of the teacher and the
researcher are close to each other, a Pearson product-moment correlation
coefficient was computed, and a correlation of 0.78 was obtained for pre-test
scores. The correlation for the post-test scores was 0.886 which was greater than
the cut-off point for interpreting inter-rater reliability coefficients set at 0.70 for
Cronbach’s alpha (Streiner, & Norman, 2003).

Quantitative data gathered through the pre- and post-test were analyzed using
inferential statistics (paired-sample t-test and independent sample t-test) through
the use of SPSS 23.0 (Statistical Package for Social Sciences).To determine
whether the feedback types has an effect on students’ writing development, an
independent-sample t-test was conducted on the data. In addition, a paired sample

t-test was used to find out the difference between pre- and post-test scores of each

group.

3.8.2 Qualitative Data Analysis

Qualitative data analysis put forwarded by Creswell (2013) as consisting of the
steps like “a preliminary read through of the database, coding and organizing
themes, representing the data, and forming an interpretation of them” (p. 195).
Following this scheme, for the analysis of qualitative data, content analysis was
used. According to this plan, after the coding of the recordings verbatim, the
transcribed data is read by the researcher, and then codes and categories of the
data emerged are combined in order to find themes. Last step of the analysis is the

interpretation of the data and reporting it relating to the literature (Figure 4.)
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A Visual Model of the Coding Process in Qualitative Research

Initially read Divide the text Label the segments Reduce overlap Collapse codes

through into segments  of information with  and redundancy  into themes
text data of information  codes of codes

Many pages Many segments 3040 ?éuddes Codes reduced
of text of text codes to 57 themes

to 20 _

Figure 4. Coding Process of Qualitative Data (Taken from Creswell, 2012,
p.244)

With this framework in mind, all data related to interviews was transcribed
verbatim with the purpose of preparing and organizing the data for the analysis.
Following the organization of the data, the researcher read the data extensively
for several times in order to get a sense of the whole making notes in the margins
to identify the potential themes. After the researcher “immerse herself in the
details” of the data, she started the coding process (Agar, 1980, p.103). For the
coding process, the text segments - sentences or paragraphs all related to a single
idea - are assigned a code. After the coding of the data, the researcher winnowed
the data to reduce the codes into a manageable set of themes, which are broad
units of information that are comprised of several codes aggregated to form a
common idea (Creswell, 2013). By the end of this process, the researcher
generated 5 of themes. The reason why we need to reduce the number of themes
into minimum is that it is better to write a qualitative report giving detailed
information about a few themes rather than short and general information about

many themes (Creswell, 2012).
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Table 2. Qualitative Data Analysis Process Followed in the Study

1% Phase Transcription of the data directly
2" Phase Reading the data to generate themes
3" Phase Assigning codes to paragraphs

4" Phase Reducing the redundant codes

51 Phase Generating themes

" Phase Checking the reliability of coding
™ Phase Interpreting the results

During the coding of the data, inter-coder agreement was checked through the
reliability of their coding (Creswell, 2013). It was secured through the percentage
agreement of the codes by multiple coders. In this study apart from the researcher
herself, another coder analyzed 20% of the transcript data. Since 80 percent

agreement of coding was reached, it established the reliability of the data analysis

process. (Miles & Huberman, 1994).
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1 Presentation

In this chapter of the study, the results of the data obtained from pre- and post-test
as well as the interview is presented. This chapter will present the quantitative
data results first. Later the qualitative finding gathered through the interview will
be stated. Finally, for each research question, the findings will be synthesized and

discussed referring to the literature.

4.2 Differences in Writing Development between Teacher and peer Feedback
Group in Wiki

In the first research question, it was aimed to find out whether the feedback type
has an effect on students writing development in wiki based writing environment.
To answer this question, an independent sample t-test was run on the data to
compare teacher and peer feedback situations and see if there are any meaningful
difference. Table 1 below illustrates the post-test score averages of the teacher
and peer feedback groups. Average of teacher feedback group’s writing post-test
scores was 86.26 while peer feedback group was 87.25 after one-term wiki

implementation.

Table 3. The Descriptive Statistics of Students’ Post-test Writing Results

Feedback group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Post-test average teacher feedback 32 86.26 5.484 970
peer feedback 35 87.21 8.520 1.440
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The test results revealed that there was not a statistically significant difference in
the scores for teacher feedback (M=86.26, SD=5.484) and peer feedback
(M=87.21, SD=8.52) groups; t(65)=-0.532, p=0.596. These results indicated that
using different feedback types during instruction process has no effect on writing
development. In other words, when peer feedback used in writing evaluation
instead of teacher feedback, it does not increase or decrease students’ writing

performance.

Table 4. Independent T-Test Results for Post-Test Scores

Levene's Test for t-test for Equality of

Equality of VVariances Means

F Sig. t df Sig. (2-
tailed)
Post-test Equal variances 3.405 0.70 -532 65 .596
averages assumed
Equal variances -542 58.601 .590

not assumed

An independent sample t-test was conducted in order to investigate if there is any
statistically significant difference between writing performance of teacher
feedback group and peer feedback group. It was resulted that no group
outperformed the other. The fact that the inclusion of teacher feedback or peer
feedback in writing evaluation process does not advantage a certain group of
learners in wiki-based writing environment. Although in peer feedback group,
learners had a more active role in the writing evaluation process (Ganji, 2009);
this did not bring about any difference in the process of learning when compared
to the teacher feedback group. These results accords with the findings of Li and
Steckelberg (2004) which though was not applied in wiki environment but in

another online environment. This may because of the fact that summative
45



evaluation was integrated in this study, if formative evaluation was applied there
may found a significant difference between two groups as stated by Li and
Steckelberg (2004). Since the students focused on the final grade that they will
receive, the process has probably made no difference in these two groups of
students as formative assessment give importance to the progress of the students
with a primarily positive intent. The reason why this study’s insignificant result
between teacher and peer feedback groups success may be because of the
summative nature of the course, which is the setting of this paper.

Although wiki has a collaborative nature and involves learners engagement in
their own work and others, peer feedback group’s same performance with teacher
feedback group may result from the fact that learners may have doubts about the
accuracy of their peers (Woo, Chu & Lee, 2013) since the teachers’ correction,
the one provided by an authority instead of a learner is thought more accurate.
Although in the literature the power and benefits of peer feedback are obviously
seen, students concerns about their peers performance as an evaluator is stated by
the participants abundantly (Lockhart & Ng, 1993). This may be because the
participants in this study perceive it useless, thus it yielded this result. Though the
notion that the teacher is the only source of information and the authority in the
class is changing in Turkey, thanks to the relevant literature showing the
advantages of having student-centered classes, the power of teachers in classes is
still continuing. Therefore, as found in the study of Nelson and Murphy (1993),
teacher is thought as more educated and have the necessary qualifications to
respond to the papers, which may be counted as one of the reasons of the result of
this study since the peer assessment is not perceived as a valuable way of
receiving feedback as teacher assessment but is thought as a helpful method of
assessment. Related to the perceived teachers’ role in Turkey, students are
accustomed to teacher feedback because of the education system. Finding no
difference between two groups was not surprising as it is seen the right and sole

feedback type in our classes.
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The lack of difference between teacher and peer feedback group may stem from
the fact that wiki integration may hinder the progress and thus the diversity
between these groups. Online environment is a different place than ordinary
classroom environment in that it requires technological knowledge, particularly
knowledge about the use of wiki. It was stated by West and West (2009) that
learners who live in the twenty first century are consumers of Web and
accustomed to online instruction since they are born with this technological era.
In addition, young generation are accustomed to use Web 2.0 technologies in
informal situations and with both academic and non-academic reasons (Brandl,
2012), however, the students’ inexperience with the use of wiki, though they were
instructed at the beginning of the implementation about wiki, may be the reason
of this insignificant result because only one of the students stated that he used
wiki previously. Instead of focusing solely on the writing and giving feedback,
they may have tried to understand the nature of wiki and it would have created a
burden for the students although it contrasts with the idea of West and West
(2009).

Although it was concluded by Mak and Coniam (2008) that peer feedback is a
fruitful experience for students, in this study it did not cause any outperformance
of the peer feedback group when compared to the teacher feedback group. On the
other hand, Lee (2010) asserts that proficiency level plays a significant role in
determining the language problems in peer review processes. Although the level
of the learners in this study is B2 according to the placement test given, it may not
be enough to determine them correctly in order to pave way to the success in their
writings. Other problems may be the cause of similar success rate of the peer
feedback group with the teacher feedback group may be their interest in the
course. Since all of the students were volunteer to participate in the study, the
feedback type may not affect their improvement.
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4.3 Progress of Teacher and Peer Feedback Group in Wiki-Based Writing

The main aim of this study was to investigate the effects of peer and teacher
feedback types on the development of individual writing in wiki-based
environment. Along with this aim, this study also tries to uncover the impact of
writing in wiki-based environment on students’ individual writing development.
Writing development of the students was assessed through the analysis of pre-
and post-test results of each group separately. A paired sample t-test was
conducted on the tests to ascertain if the paragraphs produced by the participants
in pre- and post-test was significantly different from each other. The results
reached through paired sample t-test for teacher feedback group showed that there
was a statistically significant difference between the of pre-test (M=68.71,
SD=10.01) and post-test (M=86.26, SD=5.48) scores of the students; t(31)=-
8.898, p=0.00. Particularly, the results indicated that students performed better in
the writing post-test when compared to the pre-test, in other words, wiki affected
writing development positively, which means that it led the students to perform
better.

Table 5. Pre-test and Post-test Scores of Teacher Feedback Group

N Mean SD t p
Pre-test 32 68.71 10.104 -8.898  0.000
Post-test 32 86.26 5.484

Similarly, a paired sample t-test was calculated for pre- and post-test writing
scores of peer-feedback group. The test revealed that a statistically significant
difference was found between the pre-test (M=65.17, SD=7.51) and post-test
scores (M=82.21, SD=8.52) of peer feedback group; t(34)=-11.747, p=0.00.What
these results suggest is that students in peer feedback group showed a significant
progress in their writing scores, put it differently, students who participated in
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wiki based writing activities showed a noticeable improvement in their writing

test scores.

Table 6. Pre-test and Post-test Scores of Peer Feedback Group

N Mean SD t p
Pre-test 32 65.17 7.519 -11.747 0.000
Post-test 32 87.21 8.520

In aiming to analyze the effects of wiki on writing development of students, the
learners’ pre- and post-test writing test results were compared to see whether or
not there would be any significant difference in the grades of the participants in
the posttest which is applied to assess students writing performance. According to
these results, it can be reasoned that wiki integration in writing environment
contributes to proceeding in writing which accords with the previous research
(Forte & Bruckaman, 2007; Lamb, 2004; Mak & Coniam, 2008). Other studies
also reached similar conclusions that wiki effects the students’ writing positively
and is an effective technological tool for the writing development thanks to the
collaborative nature of it (Franco, 2008; Kennedy, 2010; Kessler, 2009; Lee,
2010).

Despite the fact that this study did not focus on accuracy or quality of the writing
but the overall score of the participants, it is in agreement with the findings of
Miyazoe and Anderson (2009). It is obvious that wikis help learners to improve
their overall success in writing papers although there were not a control group
who were not instructed with an asynchronous web 2.0 tool, wiki in this particular
context, but who were instructed with traditional pen and paper based classroom
writing, it can be clearly stated that both groups, no matter teacher or peer

feedback was given, improved their success rate in writing course.
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Compared to the pen and paper based writing environment, wiki provides the
opportunity to study in an effective platform to improve writing skills with its
interactive and collaborative nature because technology places a significant role
in EFL classes by providing an authentic environment (Cyristal, 1997). In this
respect, wiki based writing environment let the learners reach authentic language
and use the target language collaboratively, which suggests that online
communication platforms contribute learners in that they socialize in such
communities, take part in authentic communication, thus language and the
content are acquired at the same time (Warchauer & Meskill, 2000). Likewise,
students not only practice writing but they also have the chance to discuss with
their friends in such a collaborative writing environment, thanks to this
collaboration, improvement in writing performance is observed. In addition,
students become more aware of the different uses of language structures as well
as vocabulary choices, since wiki creates an environment which is open to work

collaboratively discussing ideas.

Since wiki has a student-centered nature, learners have the opportunity to work
together without the interference of the instructor. The students are encouraged to
work on the content of the paragraph by giving short and clear instructions
without much control of the teacher, which is also supported by Kessler (2009)
who points out the benefits of observing student and not influencing their work
with lots of comments during the work. In such an atmosphere, it is easy to for
students to express their ideas, comment on the other participants’ works, and
discuss about the topics (Reo, 2006). That kind of cooperative and collaborative
work in wiki increases motivation which also attracts learners more and improves
learning. As proposed by Bubas, Kovacic and Zlatovic (2007), the easy and
adaptive nature of wiki may attract the attention of learners, thus learners are
involved in the learning process effectually. Such an increased motivation and
involvement in the learning process may improve learning, particularly writing
skill. Therefore, progress found in the writing performance can be attributed to

the increased motivation of the learners thanks to the technological tools
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integration in the courses. In addition to the research having evidence that
collaboration among peers is increased with the use of wiki and progress is seen
in writing performance, teachers have started to understand the way learners deal
with the world and how the interaction with online tools promote writing
knowledge (Kennedy, 2010). Students of this online era are frequently use
technological tools every day that they promote their writing abilities with the
knowledge they encountered in the online environment and collaboration with

their friends in a different way from the traditional classroom environment.

Another point that should be noted that the improvement in writing performance
may be a result of the fact that wiki does not encourage product based writing but
encourage the learners to focus more on the process (Lamb, 2004). With the aim
writing to learn, wiki empowered the participants in creating knowledge by
providing a pleasant learning environment. Additionally, being a web-based tool,
wiki has the role of a facilitator in writing process letting them write anytime they

want and have the courage without having time constraint.

4.4 Perceptions of the Participants towards the Wiki Implementation

4.4.1 Overall Experiences of Participants

Participants who agreed to participate in the interview were asked questions about
their experiences with wiki in order to gather data about their opinions related to
wiki-based writing. As it was introduced in the methodology section, the
participants were selected from the volunteer students. They were asked various
questions changing from the advantages of using wiki to the feedback types they
received during the study to the possibility of their future use of wiki. Firstly, they
were asked to describe their overall experience with wiki-based writing and, all of
the participants responded positively to this question, which showed that they all
took positive attitude towards the use of wiki in writing classes. P1 stated that “To

be honest, at first times, | was scared a bit and reluctant but later I was happy
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about using wiki because | understood that it was easy and an effective tool for
writing.” P3 said that “I compare it by thinking that a wiki environment is more
professional than a paper based one. It made me feel more advanced and more in

control of what I was writing.”

As for the advantages of integration of wiki in writing class, P2 added:

I think wiki-based writing is more practical than paper-based writing and it is
more comfortable. In addition, with wiki my writing skills have developed and |
am not as worried as | did in the past about my writing abilities and | feel more
confident about it.

P4 made a favorable comment about wiki based writing stating that:

Wiki-based writing could be explained as a modern way of writing. In today’s
world, almost everything is done online and, | believe, we must catch up with the
world about this matter. Luckily, wiki-based writing is almost everything that we
need.

In addition, P5 said touched similar points:

I didn’t think delivering an assignment through technology or paper would create
a big difference in language learning. But, | think using wiki changed my
thoughts about foreign language writing. | am glad that we have used this
application for writing.

Last participant was also positive about wiki implementation:

Because it is a technological system, it usually takes students’ attraction. | have
always liked writing and wiki affected my writing in a positive way. | could
compare my writing with my friends’ and received feedback from them, and this
helped me to write better.

The results above reflects the students’ favorable comments on wiki integration in
the learning process. It is revealed that participants has a positive reaction to
writing in wiki and wiki is a tool which is easy to use and practical when

compared to the paper based writing. Specifically, wiki is considered by the
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participants as a useful tool which attracts the students’ attention when compared
to the traditional paper-based writing which is administered by the teacher. These
findings align with the results reached by Elola and Oskoz (2010), which shows
that wiki is realized by participant as a platform that is beneficial for both
improving students’ writing and expanding traditional classroom boundaries. This
tool has created a more modern environment which actively assists learners in
writing process. Additionally, the students’ positive thoughts about the use of
wiki for writing classes support the findings of other studies which advocate the
belief that such tools should be used in order to develop writing, especially
content (Lee, 2010).

4.4.2 Perceived Advantages and Disadvantages of Using Wiki

For the next question trying to find out what the advantages of writing through
wiki are, the participants had various ideas. According to the data obtained from
the interview, it was clear that participants mostly had positive ideas about wiki
though they stated some challenges that may be face with (Table 1). These
findings showed that participants have generated positive opinions towards the
implementation of wiki in learning how to write a paragraph. The advantages and
disadvantages perceived by the participants about the implementation of wiki was

introduced in Table 9.

Table 7. Perceived Advantages and Disadvantages of Wiki Implementation

Advantages of using wiki f | Disadvantages of using wiki f
Improves your writing 6 | Technical problems encountered 5
Comparing your progress 5 | Inability to use computer and | 4
internet
Good to exchange ideas and learn | 3
new things
Easy to use and reach 4
Facilitates group work 1
Total 19 Total 9

53




For P1 writing through wiki is a faster way of delivering assignments, and she
states that “I think through wiki we have the chance to observe other people’s
assignments and in this way, we can exchange ideas and learn new things.” P2
has also similar ideas: “You can see what your friends wrote and due to the fact
that every paragraph consists of knowledge about something, you unconsciously
learn things that you have never heard before”. P3 shares the same thought and

states that:

The best advantage of wiki is receiving different feedbacks. It is great to see what
people in your age are thinking about the things you write, and the feedback they
give you prepares you for the other essay. Since everything we submitted in wiki
is saved, we can compare our works and see our progress.

Similarly, P5 added that: “As we can see other people’s paragraphs, we can
observe and compare their and our mistakes so that we can correct and improve
our writing.” It was clearly observed in their words that wiki is effective for
improving writing and is a good tool to follow their own progress as well as

creating them an environment to compare and contrast their and others” works.

Another advantage of using wiki touched by participants was its being easy to use
and reached everywhere. It was pointed out by three participants. P2’ response

was:

Using wiki was easier to post our homework because it takes a few clicks to send
it to the teacher. It is really difficult to write on a paper and give the teacher. It
facilitates the task of delivering an assignment for those who have access to the
technology.

Another one’s idea was that:

You can share your paragraph easily and this helps getting different feedback
from various people when compared to the paper-based writing. | think wiki
based writing is more practical than paper based writing and is more comfortable
because we save time since we can share our homework online quickly.

54



P4’ ideas are similar to the other participants in that: “l can share my writing fast
and easily in wiki and this saves time. It is also reached at anytime and

anywhere.”

One of the students proposed that it improves group work as working
collaboratively is in the nature of wiki. P4 said that “Wiki facilitates group study.
Each member can see the others study and be inspired by them as well as

receiving feedback from them.”

The interview results also demonstrated that writing through wiki has some
drawbacks, too. Firstly, some technical problems encountered by the participants
are stated in the interview. For instance, P1 said that “the webpage crashes
sometimes and | had to go to page and do the task again.” Another point which
can be counted as a technical problem was the internet connection. P3 remarked
that “Only challenge I had was that sometimes | was having a hard time accessing
to a computer.” P2 shared the same idea with P4 saying that “Sometimes I had
connection problems so I sent same paragraph several times.” Another participant
also added “Our internet connection is not very good at the dorm so sometimes |
can’t post it. Sometimes I had to wait to post my paragraph.” The other
disadvantage that is highlighted by the participants was the ability to use
computer and internet. P3 stated that “I am not talking about myself but if one
didn’t use computer much he can undergo some difficulties such as writing fast
enough.” Similarly, P5 said that “What if the person don’t know how to use
computer or internet.” Also it was pointed out by P6 that “Another disadvantage
could be that other people with the inability to use technology may find this
difficult.” Although this was not a problem for the participants of this study, it
was perceived as a disadvantage by them.

Interview result shows that the advantages of using wiki which are being good to
exchange ideas and learn new thing, being able to compare your progress, being

easy to use and reach, facilitating group work and collaboration, and improving
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writing, outweigh the disadvantages. The advantages offered by wiki found in this
study such as increase in collaboration, interaction, and having an easy nature to
use, show similarity with the other studies in the literature (Kessler, 2009, Lund,
2008, Mak & Coniam, 2008).

As the data reveals, students state that they improve their writings and feel more
confident in writing. This result is similar to the Mak and Coniam’s (2008)
study’s results in that writing in an online environment collaboratively, improves
students’ belief in themselves and thus their confidence. This also supports the
results reached by quantitative data in this study showing the progress of learners
in the writing post-test. Because wiki provide the learners an interactive
environment where they can socialize, it allows learners to take the responsibility
for their own learning and creates an environment where the learners have more
control on their writings. Like most CMC tools, wiki allow learners to write in an
online environment and to respond to each other’s tasks accordingly. Thus, their
knowledge of what they are writing and their motivation for writing and revision
increases thanks to the easy use of this web 2.0 tool. Participants had the chance
to compare their work with the other students, because wiki allows students and
teachers to follow their progress of the task they are working on (Ng & Lai,
2012).

Another positive result of wiki-based writing was the increased relationship and
socialization among students. As studies on second language writing showed that
working collaboratively as in peer review application improves students’
language learning (Paulus, 1999), which is also observed in the participants of
this study stating that wiki facilitates group work. Writing online, wiki in this
context, encourages learners’ interaction among themselves. Whether it is
achieved between teacher and students or among students, collaborative learning
helps learners to improve and advance in their zone of proximal development
(Vygotsky, 1978).
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On the other hand, the interview results showed that some problems may come
out and should be studied carefully before integrating wiki in their writing
classes. The very first drawback stated by the participants is the technical
problems encountered. The other problem which would be crucial if encountered
in this study was students who have no computer literacy which has a quite low
possibility since they are born into this technological age and counted as “Digital
natives” by Prensky’s (2001) which is also directly observed in the results of the

questionnaire given to the participants at the beginning of the experiment.

4.4.3 Ways of Making Wiki More Effective

In the interview, it was reached that wiki-based writing is a good way to improve
writing skill because of the reasons such as its easiness to use and reach, or
having a collaborative nature which fosters language learning, participants were
also asked how to make the use of wiki in writing classes more effective. Though
three of the participants agreed that it is effective as it is used, two of them agreed
on the idea that feedbacks should be more detailed. P1 said that “I think we are
using wikis in our writing class pretty effectively. | can’t think of any other way
of using them.” Contrary to the participants’ ideas, others offered some
suggestions to make it more effective. For instance, P3 said that “We should
make peer feedback more detailed. For example, we could use a kind of chat
programme to ask questions to teachers or our friends.” From a similar viewpoint,

P4 stated that:

I think feedbacks shared on wiki should be more detailed. When the
person is giving us feedback, that person should write in detail what our
mistakes are, for example grammar and vocabulary mistakes should be
written explicitly, so that we can be careful next time.

P4 also added that “We could also give feedback to the same people instead of a
different person so we could feel more secure and know the peer better.” From a

different perspective, P5 made a comment on receiving feedback from various
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people noting that “If all of our friends who want to comment on our writing
could comment, it would be easy to for them because they are not forced to work

on someone they don’t want to work with.”

Although it is clear from the words of participants that they are happy with the
wiki integration in their writing classes, the ideas about how to make it more
effective is based on the implementation of peer feedback. As the feedback
become more detailed, the motivation of the learners becomes stronger for
writing in wiki-based environment. As stated by Ng and Lai (2012), for some of
the wiki projects, rubrics designed for peer evaluation may not be applied
appropriately and satisfy the student expectations since they may need comments
that are more detailed. The high expectation of learners from their partners differs
from another study showing that learners are harsher on themselves than their

partners in evaluating papers (Ng, 2016).

In the studies on feedback, the results was not conclusive in that if the feedback
should be used for correction or to identify the problematic points (Hyland &
Hyland, 2006). In this study, the purpose was to point out the lacking points in the
paragraphs written on wiki, however, learners expected a more detailed feedback
in order not to do the same mistakes again.

4.4.4 Participants’ Perceptions of Different Feedback Types

One of the interview questions asked to find out the participants thoughts’ about
different feedback types that two group of learners received indicated that most of
the participants had positive ideas toward the use of feedback in writing classes;
however, some of them developed negative opinion about receiving feedback in
wiki environment. The data obtained from the interview question related to
receiving feedback were categorized under two headings: positive and negative

opinions and shown in Table 10.
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Table 8. Participants’ Opinions about Feedback Process

Positive opinions f | Negative opinions f
Development in writing skills 4 | Possibility of receiving wrong 3
feedback
Help to see mistakes 4 | Not necessary 1
Useful for language learning 2
Improve communication 1
Total 11 Total 4

P1, P2, P4 and P5 shared the same thoughts about giving and receiving feedback
in wiki-based writing environment. They agreed that giving and receiving
feedback was advantageous for the development of writing skill. In this respect,
P1 said that:

I am used to receiving feedback from my teacher but receiving feedback
from a peer is totally new for me. And, | saw that it was helpful for my
writing development. With peer feedback, | corrected my faults and
developed my writing skill.

P2 supported the same viewpoint stating that “It helped me a lot to develop my
writing skills. With these feedbacks | received every week | was able to get
higher marks from my essays.” In addition, P5 uttered similar words and said that
“I think the feedbacks that I received were helpful because I saw my mistakes.
This helped me to write more and more correctly each time. So my writing
developed a lot.” Another interviewee had similar ideas and had also positive
thoughts about language development: I really liked receiving feedback from my
partner, and the feedback | gave. This helped me improve my writing. Also, |
started to be more careful with my punctuation and spelling. | think it is useful for

my language learning.
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Some participants also had favorable comments about the use of feedback in wiki
environment as it helps them to see the mistakes they did in their writings. For
example, P2 highlighted that “It was helpful and I really support it. | learned a lot
of things from them and actually it helps you to see your mistakes so that you
don’t have any questions in your head”. P4 also added that “I think feedbacks are
always important because they enable us to see our mistakes. If we can’t see our
mistakes we cannot correct them and we can’t improve ourselves.” From a
different viewpoint, P1 mentioned about the effects of feedback on

communication by stating that:

I think feedbacks are helpful. This is possibly because | see which part was bad
or which part my peer liked and this definitely gives me the chance to improve
myself. If I have a question about my friends’ evaluation, I prefer to ask my peer
about it later on. So this increases communication among us and it is also helpful
for my development.

Different from the point of views mentioned above, participants also has some
concerns about the integration of various feedback types in their wiki writings.
Participants, particularly the students who receive peer feedback, have worries
about the effectiveness of peer feedback. P3 explained his concern in the

following words:

Of course it was helpful to receive feedback from someone every week. | helped
me a lot and | am pretty sure that is the case for most of us. But, it would be
better to see ourselves from the point of our teacher who knows everything a lot
better than us. Receiving feedback from each other was a whole another
experience because we know that these feedbacks are given to us from someone
who is in our own kevel and has equal talents.

Another participant explained explicitly her negative opinion about peer feedback

as in the following:

I personally think peer feedback is not very effective. Because we can’t
completely analyze the mistakes our friends do. We can miss something. But
teacher feedback is better than this. Our homework being checked by a
professional help us see our mistakes or what we did well in our writings.
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The other interviewee stated her opinion by stating that:

| feel like teacher feedback would be more helpful and important for us because
someone who is more advanced than my peer, | mean the teacher, is showing and
explaining my mistakes to me since we (students) have different rights and
wrongs.

The reluctance of learners in giving feedback to their peers work may be because
they may see feedback as teachers’ responsibility not the students, or perceive the
teachers’ feedback more valuable than the partners’ comment. They may not also
have the necessary belief in themselves to comment on the peers because of their
lack of experience. In addition, learners may find commenting on the peers work
as time-consuming and as a process which cause learners to shoulder the burden
of evaluating the peer. This may make the learners become more critical towards
the use of peer feedback and also unwilling (Davies, 2002). The other reason of
this result can be related to the cultural factors because the cultural background of
the students may have an effect on the learners’ willingness to participate in peer
review process because of the interaction demanded for it (Nelson & Carlson,
1996).

The other concern of the students found was the peer’s language knowledge
levels. In other words, since they think the teacher as the main and correct source
of information, they imply that they do not trust on their peers’ proficiency in
evaluating their writings, which has similar results as in Lund’s (2008) study,
where it was found out that because of their peers’ inadequate proficiency level,
teacher should correct their mistakes in writings. Besides, despite the findings of
some studies showing that teacher feedback makes learners more frightened and
nervous, Storch (2005) showed that this is not valid for all learners, which is
consistent with the results of this study because learners see teachers as the

authority.
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Peer feedback also make some of the learners feel nervous when compared to the
teacher feedback because they are sure that teachers has more knowledge in their
evaluation and examination. As well as receiving feedback, giving feedback also
takes them out of their comfort zone because underlining the mistake is judged as
an unpleasant activity (Hyland & Hyland, 2006). Although some of the students
are not happy about the integration of peer feedback, peer response was found out
that it help learners to understand their own strengths and weak points as well as
increasing their autonomy (Hyland & Hyland, 2006).

Although some of the participants are anxious about the efficiency of peer
feedback for evaluation, they agreed that it affected their writing skills positively
as well as their language development. However, one of them was totally opposed
to the idea of giving and receiving feedback, which was because of her bad
experience in evaluation process and fear of hurting the partner. P6 explained
that:

I think that feedback is not necessary for us because I couldn’t give the right
feedback for my friends. Because | had fear that | will hurt him. | received
feedback from my friend and | thought that was not right and | said this to him
but he did not change his idea.

Someone said the same thing ‘Why are you giving me less points?’ and | felt bad
about it. So it is better not to give and receive feedback.” Although this student’s
idea totally contradicts with the Kessler’s findings (2009), in which he asserts that
students had no hesitation in correcting their peers work. It mostly differs from
the findings of this thesis, showing the participants’ unwillingness in giving and
receiving feedback for their writings. They have some hesitations with the
effectiveness of this form of feedback although most of the participants are happy
with peer feedback since they think it was a supportive activity for developing
their writing skills and by the help of peer feedback they can learn from their

partners, and they also learn to evaluate their own products, which supports the
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idea of Swain (2000): a product which is constructed together outweighs their

individual performance.

In the study of Lee (2010), similar to the findings of this thesis, students
appreciate teacher feedback more than the one that they received from their
partners. Their idea was that it is the teacher who is responsible for the correction
of the errors of the students, which also accords with the findings of Lund (2008)
sowing that students are not volunteer to interfere with someone else’s product. It
is possibly because of the language level that learners have and perceive
themselves. The instructors’ role in the feedback process plays a crucial role in
making it more effective, which can be achieved by monitoring the learners
during the editing instead of being the sole editor of the writings.

4.4.5 Possibility of Future Use of Wiki as a Web 2.0 Tool in Professional

Teaching Lives of the Senior ELT Learners

In order to reveal some data about the participants’ approaches to the use of wiki
in their future classes as an English language teacher, it was clearly observed that
they are a part of this digital age and will continue to be. Their responses
indicated that they have positive attitudes towards the use of online tools and the
internet because they perceive it as an inseparable part of their lives. P1 stated
that “I might use it because I think it is an effective use of technology. It might be

useful for my students to give and receive feedback.” P2 also added that:

I want to use it because we are living in a technology era and everyone uses it. So
my students will do their homework more comfortably and easily. It will also
save time for me. So | prefer reviewing the tasks on my computer. So | will use
it.

Another participant pointed out that:

I will absolutely use it. I am not sure actually if | am going to use exactly this
program, yet | will definitely use a wiki based program. Because we are living in
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the world of science and technology and if we, as future teachers and writers,
can’t keep up with the modern world, this effects our country, our children and
everything else. So we must use technology effectively too.

Two of the participants has some concerns related to the age of their future
students and the use of wiki. One of them said that:

It depends on the age of students which | am working with. In universities, it
could be useful. | recommend it, but I wouldn’t recommend it to primary school
students and teacher because of they may feel embarrassed to share their
homework.

The other one shared the same idea stating that “Yes, why not? Maybe | will use
wiki if I will work with old students because for example in elementary schools it

is difficult to use wiki because of their age.”

In the classrooms, the key problem, as stated by Coyle (2010), is the differences
between teachers and students stemming from their knowledge and abilities to use
and integrate computer based technology into learning environment. However, in
the future classes of the participants of this study, there would be no such problem
because of notion that they are born into this technological era, contrary to their
teachers, and the division of two generations as “Digital natives” and “Digital
Immigrants” (Prensky, 2001, p.2).

Together with this, it may also be because of the usefulness of wiki and its being
easy to apply in the classes made the participants think that it can be a part of
their future classes. In addition, their positive experience with wiki in their
writing classes, though majority of the participants have faced with this web 2.0
tool for the first time, is a major element in deciding whether wiki should be

integrated into their future classes or not.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

5.1 Presentation

In this part of the study, firstly, the findings drawn about the impacts of feedback
types and wiki based writing on the development of second language learners’
writing skills are restated. Then pedagogical implications are presented and some
possible uses of wiki in second language classes are discussed. Following this, the
limitations of the study and suggestions for future further research are involved in

this chapter of the study.

5.2 Summary of the Study and Findings

Wiki has been among the popular Web 2.0 tools in computer mediated
communication field and a rather new tool in language learning and teaching
field, but it is becoming more and more common (Li, 2012). It is especially
popular in the teaching of writing skill since it offers language teachers various
benefits such as increasing collaboration and communication (Mak & Coniam,
2008). Although peer feedback is mostly preferred in wiki based studies (Kessler,
2009, Lee, 2010, Lund, 2008), there has been few, if any, studies comparing the
peer and teacher feedback wiki environment. Therefore, the primary aim of the
study was to explore the impact of different feedback types given to the
paragraphs of the students, teacher and peer feedback in this context, on the
development of writing skills of the participants in wiki-based writing
environment. Specifically, the purpose of this study was to figure out whether
wiki has any positive or negative impact on the development of writing skills of

Turkish learners of English as foreign language learners. For this reason, both
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quantitative and qualitative research methods were applied in this study to create
a mixed method research design, which is the mixture of these two methods.
Keeping the aim of the study in mind, the following three research questions are
developed:

1. Is there a statistically significant difference between writing scores of
teacher feedback and peer feedback group in wiki-based environment?

2. Is there an improvement in students’ individual writing performance in
wiki-based environment?

3. What are the students’ perceptions of integrating wiki in writing classes?

Two groups instructed with different feedback types comprised 67 freshman
English Language Teaching students in a state university in Turkey in total. The
sample of teacher feedback group included 32 students while peer feedback group
was consisted of 35 participants. Although all of the students was successful in
the Proficiency exam that was administered by School of Foreign Languages,
they were given a placement test and found to have B2 level of English

proficiency.

The study was conducted at the fall term of 2015-2016 academic year with the
freshman ELT learners who were attending the writing course named “IDO 173
Advanced Writing 1”. To gather the data a pre-test and a post-test which was
consisted of five different writing topics to be chosen between them was used.
During the term, participants were asked to complete five different writing
assignments, however, different from the teacher feedback group whose
paragraph were replied and commented on by their instructors, peer feedback
group were required to give feedback to one of their friends on a kind of platform
called www.wikispaces.com. At the end of the term, an interview was carried out

to uncover the participants’ experiences with both the use of wiki and feedback

types.

66


http://www.wikispaces.com/

About the analysis of the data, both quantitative and qualitative methods were
applied. Firstly, quantitative data were studied using the software SPSS 23.0. An
independent sample t-test was done in order to understand any potential effects of
feedback types on the development of writing skills of students. In addition, a
paired sample t-test was preferred to show whether there are any progress in the
writing scores of the students at the end of the term. On the other hand, qualitative
data were analyzed employing content analysis. After transcribing, first codes and
then combination of these codes, in other words themes were emerged. Lastly, the

data obtained from the interview interpreted in a concise way and reported.

After the analysis section, the results were presented and discussed based on the
research questions and relevant studies in the literature. Quantitative analysis of
the participants’ paragraphs written before and after the wiki-based experiment on
wikispaces has helped me to arrive at some conclusions. First, the paired sample
t-test applied on the data showed that preferring peer feedback or teacher
feedback for the evaluation of students’ paragraphs makes no significant
difference on the participants writing performance. Put it differently, there is no
need to prefer one of two feedback types since none of them favor students in
terms of their writing development. Though peer or teacher feedback given to the
students’ paragraphs in wiki did not make a positive effect on the learners’
development, it was not also having a detrimental effect on their writing
development. Secondly, the paired sample t-test that was used to test both teacher
and peer feedback groups’ writing development allowed me to conclude that wiki
has a positive impact on the development of writing since student had better
results in the post-test than pre-test. In other words, participants of both groups’
scores suggested that the results are statistically significant. Lastly, an interview
that was conducted with the volunteer participants from each group was analyzed
qualitatively. In general, it was reached that participants had mostly positive ideas
towards the integration of wiki in their writing classes. Wiki is also claimed to be
an effective educational Web 2.0 tool although it was the first time that they had

experience with wiki. Though some drawbacks of wiki were found out such as
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technical issues, advantages of it outweighed them. Statements about the
ineffective parts of the experiment were generally related to the feedback process
that it was expected to be more detailed. The positive effect of giving feedback
was also reflected in the qualitative data as the participants found it to be useful
for writing development, language learning and improving communication.
However, some of the participants had concerns about the quality of peer
feedback and commented on it as unnecessary. Lastly, participants’ positive
comments on the use of wiki in their future classes enabled me to reach the result
that participants had a good experience with wiki and it was a helpful tool in

developing writing skill when applied correctly.

The results obtained from quantitative data can be explained by various factors.
First, the insignificant result found between teacher and peer feedback groups
may be caused by the summative nature of the course since the participants’ focus
was on the final grade that they would get instead of the process feedback typed
exercised (Lockhart & Ng, 1993). Second, the peer’s ability to evaluate their
friends’ papers who have the same level of language knowledge may raise some
questions in the minds of the students, which was also observed in the qualitative
data results (Nelson & Murphy, 1993). In other words, peers are not perceived as
qualified and educated in responding the students’ papers. Additionally, the
students were B2 level that may hinder them from detecting errors as correctly as
a teacher detects. Lastly, although the students were introduced with the wiki at
the beginning, they may still have a kind of unfamiliarity and wiki itself can cause

this result.

The results of the second research question demonstrated that both groups of
learners scored higher and thus performed better in the writing post-test in wiki-
based environment have many supports in the literature (Kennedy, 2010; Kessler,
2009; Lee, 2010, Mak & Coniam, 2008, Miyazoe & Anderson, 2009). Since it is
an interactive authentic environment when compared to the traditional pen and

paper-based writing environment, it allows learners to collaborate, communicate
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and socialize by using the target language and improve their writing abilities in
the end.

Interview results, on the other hand, gave us more detailed results about both the
use of wiki in writing classes and feedback processes. As a support for the second
research question exploring the contribution of wiki to writing development,
qualitative data revealed similar results and showed that wiki is perceived as a
beneficial tool for writing classes a modern platform for teaching writing (Elola
and Oskoz, 2010). Additionally, various benefits of wiki such as being easy to
apply in classroom, promoting communication and collaboration among students,
increasing their motivation and letting them become more autonomous learners
are proposed by researchers (Mak & Coniam, Parker & Chao, 2007). Another
contribution of wiki was its effectiveness in promoting groups work and then in
their ZPD (Vygotsky, 1978) because wiki allows the users to interact with the
users of English language. It creates a network where learners can exchange their
ideas negotiate on topics that improves their language ability and knowledge. As
proposed by Vygotsky (1978) the help or advice provided by peers that are more
competent can contribute to the learners’ language development, which occurs in
the zone of proximal development or ZPD, a kind of metaphorical place where
language development took place. In second language learning field, no matter
who provided the feedback, teacher or peer, such kind of help is called
scaffolding (Donato, 1994). As found in this study, it promoters language
learning and the production as well as collaboration and interaction among

students.

Overall, this study asked research questions sought to uncover the relationship
between wiki and writing development as well as the effects of peer and teacher
feedback on the students writing development. Although quantitative results and
students’ opinions showed that wiki affects learners writing development in a
positive way, the peer feedback or teacher feedback does not favor students in

their writing development. However, interview results revealed that learners have
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a tendency towards the use of peer feedback in their writing classes. As a result,

wikis attract the attention of both researchers and the language teachers because

of the advantages it offers for them.

5.3 Pedagogical Implications

Considering the results of this study and previous studies on the use of wiki in

writing classes which is a reflection of increasing use of technology in second

language learning classes and integration of different feedback types on wiki, it

would be inevitable to provide educational implications for the integration of wiki

in language learning classes, particularly in writing classes, and the role of
feedback in it.

Although it was preferred to be done individually in this study, wiki
allows group work studies. If the writing project will be done in groups,
organization of the groups requires careful study. Specifically, teachers
should have a careful though on how many people will be in a group,
What the role of the learners will be, if the students will found their
groups or the teacher, whether people in the groups will change for each
task. In other words, teachers should be careful about the planning process

of groups work tasks.

As wiki is a helpful tool to promote interaction and communication, wiki
can be used as an out of class activity which can be regarded as a motive
to encourage learners to do writing exercises outside the class. Because
wiki enable learners to work at their own speed, they continue learning in
their daily life outside the classroom. Therefore, for the writing classes
teachers can integrate wiki as a part of their course to increase learning

opportunities and extend the learning outside of the classes.
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As the participants of this study are technologically literate and “Digital
Natives” (Prensky, 2001), teachers of such students should overcome their
prejudices in terms of technology integration into classes. Since
technology and its integration into the classes has changed the way
languages are learnt and thought and teachers have to have students with
good computer skills in their classes, they should employ not only Web
2.0 tools but also other kind of technologies in their classroom in order to

make the classes more effective and attractive for students.

Related to the teachers changing roles in today’s technological world,
designing a training program that will help teachers to overcome their
prejudices about the use of technology in their classes and to keep up with
their students who uses web 2.0 tool as part of their daily life. These
trainings about the use of web 2.0 technologies help teachers to realize
that integrating these tools in their classes is easier than they thought. In
addition, these programs can be helpful to the teachers in terms of
increasing their awareness of the new changes in the field. Therefore,
teacher would be equipped with new ideas and change the way they teach
which is standing in front of the class and lecturing since learning is not
limited with the walls of the classrooms but also achieved through online

tools.

When web 2.0 tools, especially wiki is integrated into language teaching
classes, students would have a chance to engage in more meaningful
interaction with both their peers and speakers of the target language.
Because students can use and expose to the target language in and out of

the classroom.

Wiki is an effective web 2.0 tool to be exploited in language learning
classes since it easy to use for writing classes. However, no matter how

much it is popular to be included in the writing classes, it is also possible
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to use it for the teaching of other parts of language such as reading,
grammar, vocabulary or pronunciation. Because students use internet and
the technological tools actively and have enough confidence about using
them, they may learn better thanks to the integration of other skills into

wiki-based environment.

One of the problems related to the use of peer review process in writing
classes is that the main aim of these tasks is to get students ready for the
final individual writing task as was in this study. Because the classes are
governed by traditional teaching methods, wiki and its collaborative role
in writing classes may be strengthened with the change of approaches to
teaching and assessing. Therefore, the role of peer review in wiki-based
classes should be considered carefully and students should be gotten
familiar with the peer feedback.

Another pedagogical implication arises about the feedback given to the
students. Whether writing tasks and feedback given to them will be done
in class or not depends on the needs of the learners that should be
carefully decided by the teachers. Decisions about the type of feedback
that will be included should be done regarding the aims of the course as
well as the learner involvement. Teachers need to pay attention to not only
learners’ needs but also their proficiency level since for lower levels,

applying peer feedback may cause problems (Lee, 2010, Lund, 2008).

This study also provides some valuable help about peer feedback process
for language teachers. Training students on peer feedback in order to
make collaborative writing tasks more effective is needed. As feedback
process requires knowing how to do it, teachers should explain students
how to give and receive feedback, how to show problematic points in the
writing. What teachers can do is to train them on this issue and be a model

for them during this process.
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e As this study showed that there is not a significant difference between
teacher and peer feedback, a combination of these two types of feedback
can be preferred for writing tasks. Learners favored teacher feedback
although most of them has a positive approach towards peer feedback too,
some of them had concerns related to peer feedback, therefore, including
both of them for the writings of students can be a good motive for students
both because they learn how to respond to a paper and because they feel

safe since their papers were also given comments by the teachers.

5.4 Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

The present study has showed several significant findings that provide insights
about foreign language learning and teaching, nevertheless, the study has some
limitations that should be discussed cautiously.

First, all the students were digital natives who knows how to use computer and
other technologies. However, they faced with wiki for the first time for
educational purposes as a part of their writing classes, only one of them was
familiar with wiki an used it in his daily life. Their unfamiliarity with the use of
tool may have affected the student’s thought about the course and effectiveness of
wiki. To prevent the possible negative effects of unknown nature of wiki, a
training program to introduce the tool to the students was designed at the
beginning of the term. On the other hand, this may not be enough to familiarize
the students with wiki. If we had the chance to educate students on wiki for one
semester, and then started to collect the data next term, it could have yield more
reliable results. Therefore, spending one year for data collection and allowing
learners to get used to wiki and become more competent on the use of this tool

can be a good replication of this study.

Secondly, in this study, five different paragraph types were studies and practiced
in wiki. Therefore, it is not possible to generalize the result for all kinds of
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writings including essays or reports. On the other hand, researchers can do
research on different task types to investigate wiki’s effects on them and compare

the findings of their studies with this one.

In addition, the number of the participants in this study can be a limitation. There
were 32 teacher feedback group students and 35 peer feedback group students,
however, having more participants might have given different result to us since
the number is getting bigger, the possibility of finding different opinions are
increasing, especially in terms of qualitative data. Therefore, longitudinal
research with more crowded groups of students can be conducted by the

researchers in the future in order to reach more generalizable results.

Another limitation of this study related to the use of wiki was about the
administration of the study. Because wiki is an asynchronous tool that allows
participants to use at anytime and anywhere, teacher had no control on the person
who did the writing and the time students spend on the task, which could reduce
the validity and reliability of the research. Therefore, for future studies, it can be
recommended to the researchers to conduct wiki based tasks in a computer
laboratory and to set a time limit, which makes us sure that the real participants
are joining the study.

Furthermore, the paragraphs written during the study were not revised and edited
for further achievement. Process approach was not followed in this study that can
be counted as an important limitation of it. After receiving feedback, both groups
could revise and repost their assignments, which might have increased their
learning more. Therefore, such a design for writing classes can be included in the

future studies to have different results.

For the feedback, an assessment rubric preferred to prevent possible subjectivity
in comments and make the job of evaluator easier and practical. However Instead

of a rubric an open-ended feedback giving process could be included in the study.
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By this way, the person who gives feedback is not limited to the options in the
rubric but feel free and comment in a more detailed way on the students’

products.

Lastly, the tasks that students have to complete during this study were not
counted as a part of their course grade, but conducted on a voluntary basis with
the students who are eager to participate. However, this may have affected the
participants’ motivation to fulfil the requirements of the study. Hence, a
replication of this study that is conducted as a part of the course requirement is
needed as it may affect students’ willingness to participate in the study and help

researchers obtain results that are more conclusive.
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APPENDICIES

APPENDIX A: Oxford Quick Placement Test (OQPT) Interpretation Table

OQPT Score CEFR Level CEFR Description
0

0-17 Al Breakthrough
18-29 A2 Waystage
30-39 Bl Treshold
40-47 B2 Vantage
48-54 C1l Effective Proficiency
54-60 C2 Mastery
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APPENDIX B: IiDO173 - Advanced Reading and Writing Skills I Course
Outline

IDO173 - ADVANCED READING and WRITING SKILLS |

Course Name  Code Semester Theory Application Credit ECTS
(hours/week)  (hours/week)

ADVANCED

READING and ;. .. 1st

WRITING IDO173 Semester 3 0 3 3

SKILLS I

Prerequisites None

Course language English

Course type Must
Mogle of Face-to-Face
Delivery

Lecture
Learning and Discussion
teaching Question and Answer
strategies Brain Storming

Other: Listening

To develop learners’ skill of communicating in a more fluent,
Course intelligible and natural way in various written communication
objective situations in English by using appropriate paragraph development

methods at a more advanced level.

By the end of this lesson, students will be able to:

e Know what topic sentence, major idea, minor idea, sub-

Learning minor idea are and use them in appropriate place
outcomes Learn brainstorming and outlining

Use brainstorming and outlining

Know different paragraph development methods
Use different paragraph development methods
appropriately
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APPENDIX B: iDO173 - Advanced Reading and Writing Skills I Course Outline
(continued)

Using textbooks in learning what topic sentence, major and minor idea
are, by modeling using them. Focusing on paragraph development
methods and writing paragraphs in class and giving homework about
them.

Course Content

Arnaudet, M. L. & Barret, M. E. (1990). Paragraph Development: A

Guide for Students of English. Prentice Hall.
References
Compile of various writing coursebooks.

Course outline weekly

Weeks Topics

Week 1 Focusing on topic sentence, and its place in the paragraph
Week 2 Mechanics of writing

Week 3 Brainstorming and outlining

Week 4 Types of outlines, Outline and paragraph relation
Week 5 Definition paragraph

Week 6 Writing a model paragraph in class

Week 7 Classification paragraph

Week 8 Writing a model paragraph in class

Week 9 Process paragraph

Week 10 Writing a model paragraph in class

Week 11 Cause and effect paragraph
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APPENDIX B: iDO173 - Advanced Reading and Writing Skills I Course

Outline (continued)

Week 12 Writing a model paragraph in class
Week 13 Comparison and contrast paragraph
Week 14 Writing a model paragraph in class
Week 15 Revision

Week 16 Final exam

Assessment methods

Course activities Number
Attendance 1
Assignments 5

Final exam 1

Total

94

Percentage

10

40

50
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APPENDIX C: Writing Pre- and Post-Test

WRITING PRE-TEST / POST-TEST
TOPIC SETS

INSTRUCTIONS

e You have 30 minutes.
e Choose one of the topics below to write a paragraph about 150 words.
e Do not use your dictionary.

TOPIC 1 How do you organize a class picnic?

TOPIC 2  What are the types of friends that we have?

TOPIC 3 How do you define success?

TOPIC 4 What are the causes or effects of divorce on families?
TOPIC 5 Compare your grandparents’ life with your life?
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APPENDIX D: Interview Questions

How do you compare paper-based writing and wiki-based writing in
language learning?

. What do you think are the advantages of writing through wiki? What you
liked most about it?

Do you think writing through wiki has any disadvantages / challenges? If
yes, what are they? How can we improve them?

. What do you think about the feedback that you received for your writing
assignments posted on wiki? Was it helpful for your development?

How did the use of wiki in writing classes affect your opinions about
foreign language writing?

Do you think you will use wiki when you become an English Language
teacher? Why? Why not?

How can we make the use of wikis in writing classes more effective?

What are your suggestions?
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APPENDIX E: Informed Consent Form

ARASTIRMAYA GONULLU KATILIM FORMU

Bu arastirma, ODTU Ingliz Dili Egitimi yiiksek lisans 6grencisi Ayse Altay
tarafindan yiiksek lisans tez ¢alismasini tamamlamak i¢in yiiriitiilmektedir. Bu form sizi

arastirma kosullar1 hakkinda bilgilendirmek i¢in hazirlanmstir.
Calhismamin Amaci Nedir?

Arastirmanin amaci, katilimcilarin bir Web 2.0 araci olan wiki tizerinden
verdikleri iki farkli geri doniit tiiriinden hangisinin yazma becerilerinin gelismesinde

daha etkili oldugunu ve wikinin bu gelisimdeki etkisini arastirmaktir.
Bize Nasil Yardimc1 Olmamzi isteyecegiz?

Aragtirmaya katilmay kabul ederseniz, sizden beklenen, arastirmaci tarafindan
diizenlenecek olan wiki kullanimi iizerine hazirlanmis 40 dakikalik bir bilgilendirme
toplantisina katilmanizin ardindan size verilen ve yazma becerinizi 6lgmek igin
degerlendirilecek 6n testi cevaplamanizdir. Bunun ardindan 5 adet wiki lizerinden 6devi
teslim etmeniz ve doniitler vermeniz gerekecektir. Uygulamanin ardindan yazma
becerinizdeki gelisimi 6lgmek i¢in kullanilacak son testi cevaplamaniz ve yaklasik olarak

30 dakik siirmesi beklenen miilakata katilmaniz istenecektir.
Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz?

Arastirmaya katiliminiz tamamen goniilliiliik temelinde olmalidir. Calismada,
sizden kimlik veya kurum belirleyici hicbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz
tamamiyla gizli tutulacak, sadece arastirmaci tarafindan degerlendirilecektir.
Katilimcilardan elde edilecek bilgiler toplu halde degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel amaglarla
kullanilacaktir. Sagladiginiz veriler goniillii katilim formlarinda toplanan kimlik bilgileri

ile eslestirilmeyecektir.
Katihmimzla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler:

Caligsma, genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek sorular icermemektedir. Ancak,
katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden 6tiirii kendinizi rahatsiz

hissederseniz cevaplama isini yarida birakip ¢ikmakta serbestsiniz. Boyle bir durumda

97



miilakat1 uygulayan kisiye, miilakat1 tamamlamayacaginiz1 s6ylemek yeterli olacaktir. Bu

hicbir sekilde ders notunuzu etkilemeyecektir.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz:

Uygulama sonunda, bu ¢aligmayla ilgili sorulariniz cevaplanacaktir. Bu
caligmaya katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Caligma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi
almak icin ODTU Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Béliimii Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi Ayse Altay
(Arastirmaci - E-posta: aydin.ayse@metu.edu.tr) ya da ODTU ingiliz Dili Ogretim

Egitimi Boliimii Uyesi Prof. Dr. Gélge Seferoglu’ndan (Danisman - E-posta:

golge@metu.edu.tr) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak

katiltyorum.

(Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri veriniz).

Isim Soyad Tarih Imza
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APPENDIX F: Questionnaire for Background Information

| am an MA student at English Language Teaching Department at METU, and
doing a study on the effects of different types of feedback, on EFL learners’
writing performance in a wiki based writing environment. This questionnaire is to
collect your demographic infprmation Your answer will not effect your course
grades and the information stated in questionnaire will be kept confidential and

seen only by the researcher.

1. Age:

2. Gender: female / male

3. Year of Learning English:

4. Do you have your own computer? Yes/ No

4a. If yes, which one or ones do you have?

() desktop () laptop () tablet () smart phone

5. How long have you been using computer a day?
() Less than one hour
() 1-2 hours
() 3-4 hours
() 5-6 hours
() More than 4-6 hours
() Other (Please specify)

6. Do you have internet access? Yes / No
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7. How often do you use internet?
() Less than one hour
() 1-2 hours
() 3-4 hours
() 5-6 hours
() More than 4-6 hours
() Other (Please specify)

8. Which of the following/s Web 2.0 tools do you use in your daily life?
() Social networking sites
() Email
() Blogs
() Wikis
() Podcasts
() Really Simple Syndication (RSS)

9. Which of the following/s do you use for educational purposes?
() Social networking sites
() Email
() Blogs
() Wikis
() Podcasts
() Really Simple Syndication (RSS)

© Thank you for your participation
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APPENDIX G: Writing Evaluation Rubric

Scoring Rubric

Categories for
Evaluating
writing

Score

Performance Description

Weighting

Content
%30

The topic is complete and clear and the
ideas developed through paragraph are all
related to the topic.

The topic is complete and clear and the
ideas developed through paragraph are
partially related to the topic.

The topic is complete and clear and the
ideas developed through paragraph are
not related to the topic.

The topic is not complete and clear and
the ideas developed through paragraph
are not related to the topic.

3x

Organization
%20

All parts of the paragraph are present and
well-developed. There is a well-
structured introduction, supporting ideas
and conclusion.

All parts of the paragraph are present but
not well-developed.

The paragraph is not accurately
developed.

The paragraph has very weak structure.

2X

Grammar
%20

Very few grammatical mistakes that do
not interfere with the understanding.

Few grammar mistakes that sometimes
interfere with the understanding.

Numerous grammar mistakes that
frequently interfere with the
understanding.

Frequent and repeated grammar mistakes
that make the paragraph
incomprehensible.

2X
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APPENDIX G: Writing Evaluation Rubric (continued)

Vocabulary 4 Effective word choice and use of word 1.5x
%15 form with variety in the use of them.

3 Few misuse of vocabularies and word
forms but not effect on meaning.

2 Limited range of vocabulary use and
word forms

1 | Very few knowledge of words, misuse of
them with many problems in the word

formation
Mechanics 4 Correct use of punctuation, spelling and 1.5x
%15 capitalization

3 Occasional errors in the use of
punctuation, spelling and capitalization
2 Frequent errors in the use of punctuation,
spelling and capitalization

1 Almost no correct use of punctuation,
spelling and capitalization

Adapted from Brown (2007)

In order to assign a single score to each paper, following weighting scale will be
used:

3C+20+2G+15Vv+15
Score = X 10
40
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P1:

P1:

P1:

P1:

P1:

APPENDIX H: Interview Transcription Example

Paper-based is a traditional way of writing. If you forgot the paper you
wrote, you can’t have a chance to bring it at that moment. Wiki-based is
more technological. To be honest, at first times, | was scared a bit and
reluctant but later 1 was happy about using wiki because | understood that
it was easy and an effective tool for writing. Because it is a technological

system, it usually takes students’ attention.

I think through wiki we have the chance to observe other people’s
assignments and in this way, we can exchange ideas and learn new things.
We always have the chance to access the others and our own paragraphs.
Also, it is an international website. | think it can be used internationally.

We can wan foreigners to evaluate our paragraphs.

I didn’t have many problems with wiki. I could use it easily. This training
helped me a lot and also | asked my friends for their help. But, the
webpage crashes sometimes and | had to go to page and do the task again.

This was a bit boring.

| think we are using wikis in our writing class pretty effectively. I can’t
think of any other way of using them. In the future I might use it because |
think it is an effective use of technology. It might be useful for my

students to give and receive feedback

| am used to receiving feedback from my teacher but receiving feedback
from a peer is totally new for me. And, | saw that it was helpful for my
writing development. With peer feedback, | corrected my faults and

developed my writing skill. | am pretty sure that is the case for most of us.
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APPENDIX I: A Screenshot for One of the Assignments of the Peer

Feedback Group
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B B 0001 | Mywiks

% Members & Projects  Z8Evenis

Assignment 6 - Comparison & Contrast
IDO-01

Dear all,

This time, you are expected to write a “Comparison & Contrast- Any type” paragraph on any fopic you choose. Due
date for your assignment is next Wednesday (14.12.2016) at 23:59

Best

Show more replies (11 hidden)

osmanunlu
Osman Unidi - 13
21640518 ELT-02

Type of Paragraph: Comparison and Contrast - Block by Block

Topic: Leptop and Deskiop Computers

Narrowed Topic: Differences Between Leptop and Desktop Computers
Type of Outline: Phrase Outiine

1. Differences between leptop and desktop computers
A. Properties of leptop computers

a. Being portable

b. Covering less space

¢. Having its own hardwares

d. Low performance

B. Properties of desktop computers
a. Being stationary

b. Covering a lot of space

¢. Requiring additional hardwares

d. High performance

Conc: Referring to different purposes

There are some noticable differences between leptop and desktop computers. We'll start with the properties of leptop
computers. We can carry them wherever we want because they are portable. Their covering less space is another advantage
of them. We don't need to buy additional hardwares because a leptop computer has its own hardwares such as microphone,
camera and speaker. Although they are such useful, their performance is low especially in terms of running strong programs
Let's continue with the properties of desktop computers. They are stationary devices because they don't have batteries. They
also cover a lot of space. They require additional hardwares because deskiop computers don't include them. However, they
show very high performance and they endure much longer. To sum up, we should choose our computers according to our
needs because they refer to different purposes
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APPENDIX J: A Screenshot for One of the Reviews of the Peer Feedback
Group
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% Members. i Projects EIEvEhis [l Engagement £ Seilings.

2 serdarsmer W
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21640341 / ELT - 02

Feedback for llayda Sahin

Type of Paragraph: Comparison and contrast - Block by block contrast
Topic: Fast food vs homemade food

Narrowed Topic: Differences between fast food and homemade: food

Content 4 The topic is complete and clear and the ideas developed through paragraph are all related to the topic.
Organization 4 Al parts of the are present and well oped. There is a well-structured introduction, supporting
ideas and conclusion

Grammar 4 Very few grammatical mistakes that do not interfere with the understanding

Vocab 4 Effective word choice and use of word

Mechanics 3 Occasional errors in the use of punctuation, spelling and capitalization

~Grammatical errors~

-used “considerable amount” instead of “a considerable amount” (9th sentence)
-used “both has lovers” instead of “both have lovers” (12th sentence)

~Places that lack comma-~

-amount of time, but you will  9th sentence)

-have differences, but that (12th sentence)
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APPENDIX K: A Screenshot for One of the Assignments of the Teacher
Feedback Group
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Dear all,

This time you will write a "Cause & Effect- any type" paragraph on any topic that you choose. Due date for your
assignment is next Tuesday (06.12.2016) at 23:59.

Best

Show more replies (4 hidden)

&%) sadehoroz

== Ssade Horoz
DO 101
21640011

Type of Paragraph: Cause and Effect-Multiple Causes Leading To A Single Effect
Topic: High Blood Pressure

Narrowed Topic: Effects of High Bloos Pressure

Type of Outline: Phrase Outline

|.High blood pressure: big problem
A Many reasons

a.Unhealthy eating

1.Relying on fastfood

b.Not exercising

c.Genetic reasons

B.Ways of treatment

a.Using medicine

b Strict diet

Conc.:Living a sick life

High blood pressure is a very common health problem among elderly people and it's becoming common among young
people too. There are many reasons for high blood pressure.One of the reasons are ating unhealthy. With the life going on
real fast people begin to rely on fastfood too much and it's the main reason people are getting sick Littie to no exercise is the
second reason for high blood pressure. The last reason is genetic reasons and it's a high possibility that you will get high
blood pressure if the majority of your family has it There are a few ways to treat high blood pressure.Using medicines is one
of the most common ways of treatment Most of the patients also have to follow a very strict diet even though the yare on
medicine.All in all.high blood pressure is a sickness that affects peoples live in a negative way.
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APPENDIX L: Turkish Summary / Tiirkce Ozet

GERIi DONUT TURLERININ VE WIKINIiN INGILIZCEYi YABANCI
DiL. OLARAK OGRENEN OGRENCILERININ YAZMA
PERFORMANSLARINA ETKIiSININ ARASTIRILMASI

1. GIRIS

Teknoloji alanindaki gelismeler sayesinde bu yenilikleri 6gretim alanina dahil
etmek artik miimkiin olmustur. Bu gelismeler sayesinde Ingilizce 6grenci ve
ogretmenleri 6grenme ortamlarinda bu gelismelerden faydalanma ve sinif ici ve
sinif disinda herhangi bir kisitlama olmadan birlikte calisma sansini elde
etmislerdir. Bu tiir gelismeleri egitim ortamlarina dahil etmek bir ihtiyag
oldugundan ve Prenky’nin (2001) “digital natives” olarak adlandirdig1 6grenci
jenerasyonuyla c¢alismak zorunlulugundan teknolojik araglarin yabanci dil

smiflarina dahil edilmesi 6grenmenin daha ger¢ek olmasi igin gereklidir.

Pop’un (2010) da belirttigi iizere o6grenmeye yonelik 6grenci motivasyonunu
arttiran Web 2.0 araglarindan bir de wikidir. Etkilesimli bir yapiya sahip,
kullanim1 kolay bir ara¢ olan wiki, kullanicilarin wiki sanal ortaminda yeni igerik
eklemesine, onlar1 diizeltmesine ve silmesine izin vermektedir. Bu da 6grencilerin
icerigi hazirlayan ve bu igerikte diizenlemeler yapabilen daha aktif katilimcilar

olmasina yardim etmektedir.

Wikinin ¢esitli uygulama 6rnekleri egitim ortaminda da goriilmektedir. (Grant,
2009; Mak & Coniam, 2008; Wichmann & Rummel, 2013). Ayruca dil egitimi ve
ogretimi alaninda da pek ¢ok arastirmacinin dikkatini ¢ekmistir (Wang, Lu, Ynag,
Hu, Chiou, Chiang, & Hsu, 2005; Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010). Yabanci dil
simiflarinda wikinin kullanim1 {izerine yapilan c¢alismalar o6zellikle yazma
siniflarinda uygulanmaktadir (Elola & Oskoz, 2010; Kessler, 2009; Li & Zhu,

2013; Lin, 2005; Mak & Coniam, 2008).
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Wikinin yabanci dil 6grenimi siniflarindaki bu artan kullanimi, Brown’in (2007)
da belirttigi lizere 6gretmenler icin yakalamasi kolay olmayan degisiklikler olup,
bu teknolojilerin oldugu bir diinyaya dogan Ogrencilere sahip olduklari igin
ogretmenler tarafindan takip edilmesi gerekliligini dogurmustur. Bu nedenle bu
caligma wikinin yazma simiflarinda farkli geri doniit tiirleriyle birlestirilerek
kullanilmasinin 6nemini arastirmaktadir. Alanda bu yonde yapilmig az ¢alisma
bulundugundan bu ¢aligmanin literatiire yazma simiflarinda wikinin ve geri doniit
tirlerinin  etkili bir sekilde kullanilmas:1 {izerine katkida bulunmasi
beklenmektedir. Bu nedenle bu c¢alismada cevap bulmak {izere asagidaki

aragtirma sorular geligtirilmistir:

1. Wiki temelli ortamda, Ogretmen geri doniitii ve Ogrenci geri doniitii
gruplarinin yazma puanlarinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik var
midir?

2. Wiki temelli ortamda, 6grencilerin yazma performanslarinda bir ilerleme
goriismiis muidiir?

3. Wikinin yazma simiflarinda kullanilasina yonelik 6grenci algilart nelerdir?
2. LITERATUR TARAMASI
Teknoloji ve Wikinin Dil Ogrenimindeki Yeri

Teknoloji ve teknolojik gelismeler hayatimizin her alanimi iggal etmektedir,
ozellikle bu gelisimlerin yabanci dil siniflarindaki etkileri agik¢a gézlenmektedir.
Bilgisayarin temel egitim araci olarak dil 6grenme ve Ogretmeye yonelik bir
yaklagim olarak disiiniilen Bilgisayar Temelli Dil Egitimi’nin(BTDE)
baslangicina bu teknolojik degisiklikler yol agmistir. BTDE’nin tarihi 1960lara
dayanmaktadir. Warschauer ve Healey (1998) tarafinda ii¢ ayr1 basamaga
ayrilmigtir. 1960 ve 1970 yillar1 arasinda uygulanmaya baslayan davranisci

BTDE bilgisayari mekanik bir 6gretmen olarak gormiis ve bu donemde 6ne ¢ikan
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programlar dgrenciye aninda geri doniit vermeye programlanmustir. Iletisimsel
BTDE ise 1970 ve 1980 yillarinda gozlemlenmistir. Adindan da anlasilacagi gibi
bu dénemde iletisimler aktiviteler 6n plana ¢ikmistir. Biitiinciil BTDE’de ise
gercek bir dil Ogrenme ortam1 yaratilmaya calisilip Ogrencilerin  kendi

ogrenmelerinin kontroliinli almalar1 amaglanmaistir.

Online 6grenme ortami ve klasik siif ortaminda 6grenme karsilastirildiginda,
ogrencilere 0grenmelerinin sorumlulugunu aldirmanin yani sira (Ituma, 2011)
Ogretmenin yerine bilgisayarin varligt Ogrencileri daha karmasik yapilar
kullanmaya ve digerleriyle daha akici bir sekilde iletisim kumaya itmistir ve bu
da 6grenmenin kalitesini arttirmistir (Alexander, 2001; Smith & Hardaker, 2000).
Bunun yan1 sira BTDE’e artan ilgiden dolay1 dort dil becerisinin gelisimine etkisi
tizerine de pek ¢ok calisma yapilmistir (Blake, 2016; Chang, L., L., 2007;
Lebedeva, Koltakova, Khaleeva, & Rusetskaya, 2017; Zhao, 2003).

Herring (1996) Bilgisayar Ortamli Iletisimini (BOI) “bilgisayarmn araciligiyla
insanoglunun arasinda yer alan iletisim” olarak tanimlamustir (p.1). BOI
insanlarin hayatlarina e-posta, blog, ve sosyal medya yoluyla girmis olup aym
zamanda geleneksel simif ortamlarini da etkilemeye baslamistir. Bilgisayar
Ortamli Iletisimin eszamanli ve eszamansiz olarak ikiye ayrilmistir. Eszamnasiz
Bilgisayar Ortamli Iletisimin 6rnegin e-posta ve tartisma platformlar1 araciliiyla
farkli zamanlarda yapilabilmektedir. Ote yandan eszamanli Bilgisayar Ortamli
Iletisimin ayn1 anda gerceklestirilmektedir. Telefon, web konferanslari,

televizyon yayinlar1 eszamanli Bilgisayar Ortaml1 iletisime &rnek verilebilir.

Web 1.0 araglar1 kullanicilara pasif bir rol verirken Web 2.0 World Wide Web’in
daha iletisimsel bir versiyonu olarak tanimlanabilir. Web 2.0’da kullanicilar
icerigi kendileri yaratirken ayn1 zamanda baskalarinin ¢alismalarina da katki
saglayabilirler. Wiki, blog, podcast, ve sosyal medya siteleri Web 2.0 araglari

olarak sayilabilir.
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Web 2.0 araclar 6grencilerin daha aktif bir rol alarak daha 6zerk bireyler haline
gelmesine yardimci olur. Ayrica bilgi paylasarak ve birlikte ¢alisarak
sosyallesmelerine olanak saglar. Gergek iirlinlerle karsilastiklart icin de

ogrencilerin motivasyonuna olumlu yonde katki saglar.

Wiki kullanimi, katilimi ve igerik olusturmada diger kullanicilarla isbirligi
yapmasi kolay bir ara¢ oldugundan Web 2.0 araclar arasinda en yaygin olarak
kullanilanlarindan biridir ve son yillarda 6nemi artmistir (Parker & Chao, 2007).
Wiki grup ¢alismasina olanak saglayan &zelliklere sahiptir. Ornegin Wang (2014)
wikinin isbirligini ve dil dgrenmeyi nasil etkiledigini arastirmustir. iki online
anket, miilakat ve 0grenci yansimalar1 aracilifiyla wikinin 6grencilerin yazmaya

yonelik motivasyonunu ve kendine giiveni arttirdigi bulunmustur.

Son yillarda yabanci dil 6gretimiyle ilgilenen arastirmacilar wikinin igbirlikei
yazma aktivitelerine dahil edilmesinin yollariyla ilgili ¢alismaktadirlar (Kusmaul
& Albert, 2007, Lee, 2010, Parker & Chao, 2007, Richardson, 2006). Ayrica
aragtirmacilar wikinin yabanci dilde yazmay1 olumlu yonde etkiledigini gdsteren
cesitli baglamlarda genis Ogrenci gruplariyla ¢alismalar yapmuslardir (Lamb,
2004; Lin, 2005; Miyazoe & Anderson, 2010).

Mak ve Coniam (2008) wikinin yazma becerisine katkis1 olup olmadigina yonelik
arastirma yapmislardir. Hong Kong da ortaokul 6grencileriyle iki ay boyunca dort
kisiden olusan gruplarca hazirlanan bir okul brosiirii projesi yapmislardir.
Ogrenciler kendilerinden beklenenden daha ¢ok metin iiretmis olup t-birimi
uzunluklar1 olumlu yonde artmistir. Ayrica 6grencilerin yaratict yeteneklerinde de
artis goriilmistiir. Akran geri doniitii ise ¢alismanin en degerli ¢iktis1 olarak

belirtilmistir.

Kessler (2009) de wikinin 0grencilerin yazmalaria katkisi iizenine bir ¢alisma
yapmustir. Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak 6grenen Meksika Universitesinden 40
ogrenci yer almistir. Calismada katilimcilarin dil becerilerini gelistirmek ve 16
haftalik yazma gorevinde kendilerinin ve digerlerinin gramer hatalarini ne dlgiide
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diizelttiklerini arastirmak amag¢lanmistir. Donem sonunda hazirlanan bir wiki
dersin final &devi olarak belirlenmistir. Bu wikide 6grencilerden Ingilizce
konusulan bir kiiltliriin tanimlanmast istenmistir. Sonuglar katilimeilarin
motivasyon ve isteklilik oranlarinda artis olmamasina ragmen bilgi ve giiven
diizeylerinde de artis goriilmiistiir. Calismanin diger boyutu akran ve kendi
diizeltmelerindeki yeterlilik oraniydi. Akran diizeltmesi forma daha c¢ok
odaklansa bile 6grenciler her iki diizeltme siirecine katilmaya istekli bulunmustur.
Son olarak yazar 6grencilerin grameri goz ard1 ettigini fakat anlam ve sekle daha

fazla odaklandiklarini1 6ne stirmiistiir.

Bu calismalarin aksine Elola ve Oskoz (2010) isbirlik¢i yazmanin wiki temelli
ortamda avantajima yonelik bir kamit bulamamistir. Ogrencilerin bireysel ve
igbirlik¢i yazilarin1 6grencilerin wikide yazmaya yonelik tutumlari, icerigin
tartisilmasi ve tiretilmesi siiresince dgrencilerin etkilesimi ve 6grencilerin bireysel
ve isbirlik¢i yazmaya yonelik algilari agisindan incelemislerdir. Calisma 8 ileri
seviye Ingilizce 6grenen Ispanyol ile gergeklestirilmistir. Calisma siiresince
ogrencilerden wikide iki adet tartismact metin yazmalar istenmistir. Sonug olarak
akicilik, dogruluk ve karmasiklik agisinda bireysel ve isbirlik¢i yazma arasinda

anlamli bir farklilik bulunmamastir.
Yazmada Geri Doniit Siireci

Geri doniit Ferris (2003) tarafindan “0grencilerin yazmalarinin gelismesinde en
onemli bilesen” olarak belirtilmistir. Geri doniit sadece Ogrenciler i¢in faydali
degildir ayn1 zamanda Ogretmenlerin gelecek geri doniit performanslarina da
yardimci olur (Kim, 2009). Wanchid’e (2010) gore geri doniit kimin verdigine
gore, doniitiin odagina goére ve nasil saglandigina gore farkli sekillerde
gruplandirilabilir. Bununla birlikte geri doniit verme siirecinde li¢ 6nemli otorite

vardir: 6gretmen, yazar ve akran (McDonough & Shaw, 1993)

Baz1 siniflarda 6gretmen geri doniitii 6grencileri yonlendirmek igin bir firsat
olarak goriliirken bazilarinda sadece diizelme amacli kullanilmaktadir. Grabe ve
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Kaplan (1996) 6gretmen geri doniitiiniin 6grenci kagitlarima kirmizi kalemle
yapilan degerlendirme olarak goriilmesini elestirmistir. White ve Arndt (1991) ise
Ogretmenlerin sekil yerine icerige ©Onem vermeleri gerektigini Onermistir.
Godlstein’in (2006) caligmasinda Ogrencilerin neden Ogretmen geri doniitii
kullanildigin1 anlamadiklar1 ¢ilinkii 6grencilerin bu yorumlari direk kopyaladiklari
ve sonraki kagitlarda da aym hatalar1 yaptiklart belirtilmistir. Ogretmen
doniitiiniin etkisizligi lizerine literatiirde ¢ok fazla calisma olmasina ragmen
(Semke, 1984) ogretmenler tarafindan anlamli bir sekilde kullanildigi takdirde
ogrencilerin yabanci dilde yazmalarinda olumlu etkisi oldugu goriilmiistiir (Ferris,
1997). Ogretmen geri doniitiiniin en énemli elestirilerinden birisi Truscott (1996)
tarafindan yapilmistir. Arastirmasinda gramerin diizeltilmesinin karsisinda

durmustur.

Akran doniitiiniin yabanci dilde yazma becerisinin gelismesine yonelik etkileri
yillardir aragtirilmaktadir. Akran doniitiiniin 6grenci duygularini 6gretmen doniitii
kadar acitmadigi goriilmistiir (Kinsler, 1990). Ayrica bu doniitte 6grenciler daha
aktif bir rol tistlenmektedirler (Mittan, 1989). Mendonga ve Johnson (1994) akran
doniitiiniin 6grencilerin kendilerine olan giivenini arttirmakta faydali oldugunu
ileri siirmiistiir. Ogrenciler akranlarinin giiglii ve zayif yonlerini gorerek,
akranlartyla iletisime girerek sorunlu noktalari tartisarak dilde ilerleme
saglamaktadirlar. Akran doniitii gergek bir dinleyiciye ortami yaratir (Mittan,
1989). Ayrica Topping (2009) akran doniitiiniin 6gretmen doniitiinden daha
bireysel oldugunu 6ne siirmiistiir. Bu doniit hem 6grencilere hem de d6gretmenlere
faydalidir. Ciinkii 6gretmenler biitiin bir sinifin kagitlarii degerlendirmekten
sorumluyken akran  doniiti  kullanildiginda her 6grenci  bir  kagit
degerlendirmekten sorumlu olacaktir bdylece Ogretmenler de zaman ve enerji

tasarrufu yapacaklardir.

Literatiire baktigimizda akran doniitii lizerine ¢ok fazla ¢alisma goriilmektedir.
Nelson ve Murphy (1993) 6grencilerin akran doniitlerini yazilarinda kullanip

kullanmadiklarin1 gérmek igin bir calisma yapmistir. Ogrenciler arasinda isbirligi
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varsa Ogrencilerin akranlarinin doniitlerini dikkate aldigi fakat eger akranlarin

aralarinda iletisim yoksa doniitlerin uygulanma oraninin diistiigii gériilmiistiir.

Bunun yani sira akran doniitiiniin taraftarlari oldugu gibi elestirilmis ve 6grenciler
icin kisitlamalart oldugu bulunmustur. Leki (1990) akran doniitiiyle ilgili bazi
problemler 6ne siirmiistiir. Ogrenciler genellikle yiizeysel gozden gecirmeler
yapmaktadir. Anlama odaklanmak yerine gramer ve hecelemeye yonelik doniitler
vermektedir. Ayrica  Ogrenciler doniit vermeyi diizeltme yapmakla
karigtirmaktadirlar bu yiizden onlarin doniitleri ilerlemeye yol agmamaktadir.
Dahast  akran  doniitiiniin  yapisindan  dolay1  gecerliligini  dgrenciler

sorgulamaktadir.

Butcher (2006) ise tezinde deney ve kontrol gruplarinda istatistiksel olarak
anlamli bir farklilik bulmamistir. Deney grubunda 6grenciler akran doniitiiyle
makalelerinde diizeltmeler yapmis kontrol grubunda ise 6gretmen doniitii
kullanilmistir. Miilakat sonuglarina goére 6grencilerin yazma becerilerinin gelistigi

fakat onlarin 6gretmen geri doniitiinii tercih ettiklerine ulasilmistir.

Teknolojinin egitimde kullaniminin hizli bir sekilde artmaya baslamasiyla
ogrencilerin kendilerinin elektronik geri doniit verip alirken bulmalar1 kaginilmaz
olmustur. Baz1  ¢aligmalarda  online  degerlendirmelerin  yiiz  ylize
degerlendirmelerden daha faydali oldugu bulunmustur (Braine, 2001). Isbirlikci
yapisindan dolay1 wiki geri doniit alma ve verme i¢in uygun bir ortam saglamakta
ve boylece akranlar arasi iletisimi arttirmaktadir (Coyle ,2007). Wiki temelli geri
doniit O6grencilerin fikirlerini tartigmalarina karsi argliman {iretmelerine ve
fikirlerini farkli agilardan paylasmalarina olanak saglar ve anlamli bir sekilde
iletisim kurulan bir ortam saglar. Yakin zamanda Ng (2016) tarafindan yapilan
caligma wiki temelli projelerde 6grencilerin kendilerini degerlendirmesi ve akran
degerlendirmesi iizerinedir. Hong Kong’da 76 tane Ingilizce 6gretmen adaymin
katildig1 projede 6grencilerden gruplar olusturmalari ve ¢ocuklara yabanci dil
ogretmek icin bir wiki sayfasi olusturmalar1 istenmistir. Ardindan kisisel

degerlendirme, wikinin sinifta sunulmasi, akran degerlendirmesi, hazirlanan
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calismanin diizeltilmesi ve final degerlendirmesi birbirini izlemistir. Ogrencilerin
kendilerini degerlendirmesi ve akran degerlendirmesi arasindaki anlamli farklilik
Ogrencilerin akranlarindan ¢ok kendilerinden beklenti igerisinde oldugunu
gostermistir. Katilimeilar akran ve 6gretmen doniitiinii daha faydali bulurken

kendilerine verdikleri doniitiin ¢ok degerli olmadigini belirtmislerdir.

3. YONTEM
Arastirma Deseni

Bu caligmada hem nicel hem de nitel veri toplama yontemlerini birlestiren karma
arasgtirma yontemi kullanilmistir (Creswell, 2012). Yari-deneysel ydntem
kullanilarak nicel veriler toplanmis olup bu yontem 6gretmen ve akran doniitii
gruplarinin yazma performanslari iizerine etkisini arastirma olanagi saglamistir.
Wiki ve geri doniitiin tiirlerinin yazma becerisine etkisini daha detayli anlamak

icin ise nitel veri toplama yontemi kullanilmistir.
Katihmcilar

Bu calismaya 2015-2016 giiz yariyilinda Hacettepe Universitesi Ingiliz Dili
Egitimi boliimiinde birince sinifta okuyan 67 6grenci katilmistir. Bu 6grencilerin
32’si 6grenmen geri doniitii grubunda olur 35’1 akran geri doniitii grubunda yer
almaktadir. Ogrencilerin yaslar1 18 ile 25 arasinda degisiklik gdstermektedir.
Ogrencilerin dil seviyeleri Oford Quick Placement Test ile belirlenmis olup B2
seviyesinde olduklart bulunmustur. Miilakata ise alti 6grenci katilmis olup

bunlarin ti¢li kadin kalan tigii ise erkek 6grencilerdir.
Veri Toplama Araglan

Bu calismada bir 6n test bir son test ve 6grencilerle yapilan miilakat veri toplama
arac1 olarak kullanilmistir. On testte dgrencilere bes farkli yazma konusu verilip

bunlardan birini segerek bir paragraf yazmalari istenmistir. Son testte de ayni arag
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kullanilmistir. Miilakat ise yar1 yapilandirilmis olup goniilli 6grencilerin

katilimiyla gergeklestirilmistir.
Veri Toplama Yontemi

Veri toplanacak olan yazma dersinin ilk haftasinda yazma becerilerini test etmek
icin On test uygulanmis ve arkasindan 6grencilere wikinin nasil kullanilacagina
yonelik bir egitim verilmistir. Donem boyunca bes farkli paragraf yazma tiiriine
uygun olarak Ogrencilere gorevler verilmis ve hangi grupta olduklarina bagl
olarak 6gretmen doniitii veya akran doniitii kullanilmistir. Donemin sonunda son

test uygulanmis ve ardindan goniillii 6grencilerle miilakat gerceklestirilmistir.
Veri Analizi

On test ve son test yoluyla toplanan nicel veri istatistik programi SPSS 23.0 ile
analiz edilmistir. Geri doniit tlirlerinin yazma becerisine etkisi olup olmadigini
anlamak icin bagimsiz degisken t-testi uygulanmistir. Her iki grubun 6n test ve
son test arasindaki gelismelerini anlamak igin ise bagimli degisken t-testi
uygulanmigtir. Nicel veri analizi i¢in igerik analizi yontemi kullanilmistir. Bu
yonteme gore Once veriler bilgisayar ortamina aktarilmistir. Daha sonra bu veriler
arastirmaci tarafindan okunmus ve uygun kodlar atanmistir. Ardindan bu kodlar
uygun sekilde birlestirilerek temalar ¢ikarilmistir. Son olarak elde edilen veriler

literatiire dayandirilarak yorumlanmistir.
4. SONUC VE TARTIRMA

Aragtirma sonuglar1 6gretmen ve akran grubu yazma puanlart arasinda anlamli bir
farklilik olmadigini gdstermistir. Ogretmen geri doniit grubunun son test not
ortalamas1 86.26 iken akran geri doniit grubunun son test sonucu ortalamasi 87.25
bulunmustur. Bu sonuclar yazma gelisimde farkli geri doniit tiirlerinin etkisi
olmadigin1 gostermistir. Diger bir deyisle yazma degerlendirmesinde kullanilan
akran veya Ogretmen geri doniitli Ogrencilerin  yazma performansini

etkilememistir.
115



Bulunan bu sonug farkli sekillerde yorumlanabilir. Akran doniitiinde 6grenci daha
aktif bir role sahip olmasma ragmen (Ganji, 2009) bu sonugta anlamli bir
farkliliga yol agmamisti. Bu sonu¢ wiki ortaminda uygulanmamis olmasina
ragmen Li ve Steckelberg’in (2004) c¢alismasinin sonucuyla benzerlik
gostermektedir. Bu durumun sebebi silire¢ degerlendirme yerine sonug

degerlendirme tiirii kullanilmis olmasi gosterilebilir.

Bu sonucun bir diger sebebi 6grencilerin akran degerlendirmenin dogruluguna
yonelik silipheleri  olabilir (Woo, Chu, Lee, 2013). Literatiirde akran
degerlendirmesinin faydalar1 ¢ok fazda goriilmesine ragmen Ogrencilerin
akranlarinin  degerlendirmeci olarak yeterliklerine yonelik endiselerinin
bulundugu calismalara da rastlanmaktadir. Ogrenciler 6gretmeni tek bilgi kaynagi
ve siniftaki otorite olarak gormesi hala gozlenmektedir. Nelsonve Murphy’nin
(1993) de belirttigi gibi 6gretmen daha egitimli ve gerekli yeterlige sahip kisi

olarak algilanmaktadir. Bu nedenle anlamli bir farklilik bulunamamais olabilir.

Ote yandan wikinin kullanimi ilerlemeyi engellemis olabilir. Ogrenciler bu
teknolojiyi ilk kez kullandiklari igin, wiki ile olan deneyimsizlikleri 6grencilerin
yazma ve geri doniit siireglerine odaklanmasi yerine wikiyi anlamaya ¢alismalar1
dolayisiyla bu sonu¢ elde edilmis olabilir. Ayrica bu sonugta 6grencilerin dil

seviyeleri de etkili olmus olabilir.

Bir diger arasgtirma sorusunu cevaplamaya yonelik olarak uygulanan bagimsiz
degisken t-testi sonuglarina goére her iki grupta da On test ve son test
karsilastirildiginda anlamli bir farklilik bulunmustur. Sonuclar 6grencilerin son
testte daha i1yi performans gosterdiklerini ortaya cikarmistir. Diger bir deyisle
wiki yazma gelisimini olumlu yonde etkilemis olup ogrencilerin daha iyi

performans gostermelerine sebep olmustur.

Bu sonug literatiirdeki 6nceki calismalarla da benzerlik gostermektedir (Forte &
Bruckaman, 2007; Lamb, 2004; Lee, 2010; Mak & Coniam, 2008). interaktif ve
isbirlik¢i yapisimdan dolayr wiki 6grencilerin yazma gelisimine katki saglamistir.
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Wiki 6grencilerin dogal dile erisimini saglamis olup hedef dili kullanmalarina
olanak saglayarak 6grencilerin sosyallesmesine ve dilin 0grenimini ve igerik

gelisimini arttirmistir (Warchauer & Meskill, 2000).

Wiki dgrenci temelli bir yapiya sahip oldugu igin dgretmenin fazla miidahalesi
olmadan Ogrenciler birbirlerinin ¢alismalarini gozlemleyip bunlara yorum yapip
iizerine tartigabilirler. Bu tiir bir isbirlik¢i ¢alisma 6grencilerin motivasyonunu da
olumlu yonde etkiler. Artan motivasyon sayesinde dgrencilerin dil gelisimi ve

dolayisiyla yazma gelisimi gozlenebilir.

Ogrencilerin wiki ve geri déniit tiirlerine yonelik algisini arastirmak icin yapilan
miilakat ile cesitli sonuglar elde edilmistir. Sonuglar gostermistir ki 6grenciler
wikinin yazma siirecine dahil edilmesine yonelik olumlu tutum sergilemistirler.
Wiki 6grencilerin dikkatini ¢eken faydali bir arag olarak goriilmiistiir. Elola ve
Oskoz (2010) da benzer sonuglara ulagmistir. Wiki geleneksel sinif ortamini
degistiren ve daha modern bir sekle doniistiiren ayn1 zamanda 6grencilerin yazma

becerilerini gelistirmeye yardimci bir arag olarak algilanmustir.

Miilakat sonuglarmma gore wikinin avantajlar1 dezavantajlarina kiyasla daha
fazladir. Bulunan avantajlar wikinin fikir aligverisi i¢in iyi olmasi, yeni
ogrenmelere imkan saglamasi, ilerlemeyi karsilastirma firsati sunmasi, kolay
kullanilabilir olmasi, grup ¢alismasini arttirmasi, yazmayi1 gelistirmesi
seklindedir. Wiki Ogrencilerin yazmalarin1 gelistirerek kendilerine olan giiveni
arttirmaktadir (Mak & Coniam, 2008). Bu sonu¢ ayni1 zaman da nicel verilerden
elde edilen bulgularla da ortiismektedir. Ayrica wiki 6grencilerin sosyallesmesine
imkan saglamakta ve onlarin dil 6grenimini geri doniit sayesinde arttirmaktadir
(Paulus, 1999). Dezavantajlarina yonelik en elde dilen sonuglar ise ¢ogunlukla

teknik problemlerden kaynaklamaktadir.

Ogrenciler wiki ile ilgili olumlu tutuma sahip olmalarina ragmen, siireci daha
etkili hale getirmek icin fikirler 6ne siirmiislerdir. Bu fikirler genellikle akran geri
doniitiiniin uygulanmasina yonelik olmustur. Ogrenciler tarafindan daha detaylh
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geri doniit beklendigi bulunmustur. Ng ve Lai (2012) tarafindan belirtildigi gibi
kontrol listesi akran gruplari tarafindan dogru sekilde kullanilmiyor olabilir ve bu

da yetersiz sonu¢ dogurmus olabilir.

Katilimcilarin miilakat sonucu geri doniit tiirleriyle ilgili fikirleri de ¢ogunlukla
olumlu bulunmustur. Olumlu diisiinceler geri doniitlerin yazmayi1 gelistirdigi,
hatalar1 gormeye yardim ettigi, dil Ogrenimine faydali oldugu ve iletisimi
arttirdig1 yoniinde olmustur. Yanlis geri doniit alma olasiligi ve bazen de geri
doniitiin gereksiz oldugu olumsuz sonuglar arasindadir. Ogrencilerin akran geri
doniitii ile ilgili olumsuz diislincelere sahip olmast bu siirecin 6gretmenin
sorumlulugunda oldugunu diisiinmelerinden kaynakli olabilir. Dahas1 kendilerine
yeterli deneyime sahip olmadiklari i¢in yeteri kadar gliveniyor olamayabilirler.
Akranlarin1 degerlendirmeyi zaman kaybi olarak gorebilir ve bu da 6grencileri

akran doniitii kullanimina kars1 elestirel ve goniilsiiz yapabilir (Davies, 2002).

Dil seviyelerinin yeterli olmamasi (Lund, 2008) ve 6gretmenin yeterli bilgiye
sahip olan kisi olarak goriilmesi akran doniitiinii olumsuz olarak algilanmasi
sonucunu dogurmus olabilir. Fakat akran doniitiiniin olumlu yonleri daha fazla
bulunmugtur. Ayrica Kessler (2009) O6grencilerin akranlarimin c¢alismalarini
diizeltirken hi¢ tereddiit hissetmediklerini bulmustur fakat bu tezin sonucunda
elde edilen bulgular bununla ¢elismektedir. Lee’nin (2010) calismasinda
bulundugu gibi 6grenciler 6gretmen doniitiinii akranlariinkine kiyasla daha
degerli bulmaktadirlar. Bunun sebebi de Ogrencilerin dil seviyelerine yonelik

algilar1 olabilir.

Gelecekte wikiyi smiflarinda dil 6gretirken kullanmaya yonelik sonuglar ise
dijital c¢agin bir pargasi olduklarindan dolay1 yiiksek bir olasiliga sahip
bulunmustur. Ayrica wikinin kullanim kolayli§i ve ogrencilerin bu siirecte
yasadiklar1 olumlu durumlar onlarin wikiyi profesyonel yasamlarinda da

kullanmak istemelerinin sebebi olabilir.
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Bu calisma wikinin ve ayni zamanda Ogretmen ve akran doniitiinii yazma
becerisinin gelisimindeki etkisini aragtirmaya yonelik sorular sormus ve sonuglar
ogrencilerin wikiyi yazma gelisimini olumlu ydnde etkileyen bir ara¢ olarak
gormiislerdir. Ogretmen veya akran doniitii gruplarmi yazma performanslarinda
herhangi bir farklilik bulunmamis fakat miilakat sonucunda 6grencilerin akran
dontitiine kars1 olumlu tutum gelistirdikleri ve bunu kendi siniflarinda kullanmak

isteyecekleri sonucuna ulasilmistir.

Bu sonuglar gbéz oOniinde bulunduruldugunda wikinin yazma simiflarinda
kullanimina yonelik bazi ¢ikarimlar yapilabilir. Wikinin isbirligini ve iletisimi
arttiran yapisi distiniildiigiinde bunun siif disinda da kullanimi 6grencilerin sinif
disinda da yazma c¢alismasi yapmalari i¢in bir motivasyon kaynagi olabilir.
Wikinin grup c¢aligmalarinda kullanilmasi diisiiniiliiyorsa 6gretmenlerin bunun
planlamasini dogru bir sekilde yapmalar1 gerekmektedir. Ayrica 6gretmenlerin
teknoloji kullanim1 komsundaki 6n yargilarimi asmalar1 ve dijital c¢agin
ogrencilerine ayak uydurmalar1 gerekmektedir. Bu nedenle Ogretmenlerin bu
konularda diizenli olarak egitilmesi ve Web 2.0 araglarina asina olmasi
gerekmektedir. Wikinin yazma smiflarindaki  yogun kullanimi  acgikga
goriilmektedir fakat diger becerilerin Ornegin okuma veya gramer gibi
ogretiminde de kullanilmas1 miimkiindiir. Ote yandan geri doniit planlamalar1 da
dikkatli bir sekilde yapilmalidir. Ogrencilerin ihtiyaclari, dil seviyeleri geri doniit

stireclerinin planlanmasinda goz 6niinde bulundurulmalidir.

Bunun yani sira bu c¢alismada yabanci dil 6grenimi alaninda cesitli 6nemli
bulgular bulunmus olsa da tartisilmasi gereken bazi kisitlamalar vardir ve bunlara
bagl olarak bazi 6neriler yapilmistir. Ogrencilerin wikiyi ilk kez kullanmalar1 ve
sadece bir egitim dersi ayrilmasi bir eksiklik olarak goriilebilir. Bu nedenle bir
donem wikinin kullanilip iyice Ogretilmesi ve ikinci donem arastirmanin
yapilmast daha saglikli sonuglar verebilir. Ayrica bu calismada sadece bes
paragraf tipi Ogretilmis oldugu i¢in c¢ikan sonuglar bagla tiirlere

genellenemeyebilir. Ileriki calismalarda farkl yazma tiirler kullanilip daha farkli
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sonuglar elde edilebilir. 67 6grencinin dahil oldugu bu g¢alisma daha biiyiik
gruplarla tekrarlanabilir. Ote yandan wikinin bir eszamansiz ara¢ olmasi
dolayistyla 6devleri kimin yaptig1 ve ne kadar siire aldigi bilinemez. Bu nedenle
ileriki caligmalarda bilgisayar laboratuvari kullanilarak daha kontrollii bir ortam
saglanabilir. Son olarak ileriki ¢aligmalarda uygulama dersin bir parcasi olarak

sayilabilir ve degerlendirmeye dahil edilebilir.
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