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Abstract
The present study was designed to investigate the effects of two scoring methods,
namely analytical and impression, on the scores of the written outputs of students,
then determine whether the use of analytical or impression method would result in
an increase in students’ scores and motivations. The study was carried out in the
fall semester of 2018-2019 academic year with two B1 classes in preparatory
program at a state university. Forty-three participants took part in the study; one of
the groups including twenty-one students; the other including twenty-two students.
Moreover, the researcher was the instructor and the rater of the writing tasks. The
study completed in four weeks, and during these weeks eight writing tasks were
done and scored. One of the groups was assessed by impression method while the
other group was assessed analytically with a rubric. In addition, interviews with
participants were conducted to obtain qualitative data. Quantitative data were
analyzed by T-Test and One-Way ANOVA through SPSS 21.0, and the qualitative
data were interpreted on. The quantitative data indicated both groups had almost
similar scores from each task. The results from the analyses demonstrated method
of assessment had no significant effect on the scores. Moreover, all students
remarked they were pleased with the type of assessment and found them
motivating. However, students from the impression group stated they would have
preferred a method they could reflect on their performance. This shows the features
of analytical evaluation is more preferable for students and instructional purposes.

Keywords: evaluation, writing evaluation, scoring, holistic evaluation, analytic
evaluation, impression evaluation, English language teaching
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Öz
Bu çalışmanın amacı analitik ve izlenimsel değerlendirmelerinin öğrencilerin yazma
ürünleri üzerindeki etkisini araştırmak ve sonrasında bu değerlendirme metotlarının
hangisinin öğrenci notları ve öğrencilerin motivasyonları üzerinde daha fazla artışa
sahip olduğunu belirlemektir. Araştırma 2018-2019 akademik yılı güz dönemi bir
devlet üniversitesinde hazırlık eğitimi gören B1 seviye iki sınıf ile gerçekleştirilmiştir.
Araştırmaya toplam kırk üç kişi katılmış olup, araştırmadaki gruplardan biri yirmi bir
öğrenci, diğer grup ise yirmi iki öğrenciden oluşmaktadır. Örneklem grupları
araştırmacının gruplara erişebilirliğine göre, kolayda örneklem ile seçilmiştir. Buna
ek olarak, araştırmacı haftalık yazma derslerini yürüten ve bu süreçteki öğrenci
ürünlerini puanlayandır.

Araştırmanın tamamlanması dört hafta sürmüş olup, bu

haftalar içerisinde iki grupta da toplam sekiz yazma uygulanması yapılıp
puanlanmıştır. Örnek gruplardan biri rubrik aracılığıyla analitik metot ile
değerlendirilirken, diğer grup ise izlenimci metot ile değerlendirilmiştir. Nicel verilerin
yanında nitel veriler de elde etmek için katılımcılarla sözlü görüşmeler yapılmıştır.
Nicel veriler SPSS 21.0 aracılığıyla T-Test ve One-Way ANOVA ile analiz edilmiştir
ve nitel veriler de yorumlanmıştır. Elde edilen nicel veriler her iki grubun da her
taskta benzer notlar aldığını göstermiştir. Yapılan analizler göstermiştir ki
değerlendirme metodunun öğrenci notları üzerinde herhangi bir anlamlı etkisi
olmamıştır. Buna ek olarak, her iki gruptaki öğrenciler de değerlendirilme çeşitlerini
tatmin edici ve motivasyonlarını artırıcı bulmuşlardır. Fakat bütünsel değerlendirilen
gruptaki

öğrenciler

kendi

performanslarını

ayrıntılı

inceleyebilecekleri

bir

değerlendirme metodunu tercih ettiklerini belirtmişlerdir. Bu da gösteriyor ki analitik
değerlendirmenin özellikleri öğrenciler ve öğretim hedefleri için tercih edilesidir.

Anahtar sözcükler: değerlendirme, yazma değerlendirme, puanlama, bütünsel
değerlendirme, analitik değerlendirme, izlenimsel değerlendirme, İngilizce öğretimi
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Chapter 1
Introduction
The importance of English as lingua franca or English as a second language
is recognized by many scholars. It has been accepted as a medium for
communication internationally. Therefore, in almost every curriculum from
kindergarten to PhD programs English as a course or as a medium of instruction
has a notable place. Furthermore, education, by its nature, calls for a need for
assessment and evaluation. For both ESL and EFL contexts, language testing is
an inevitable part of the program as it provides not only a reflection for the student
or authorities, also it presents a proof which demonstrates the development of the
language of the student. As the teaching approaches shifted from behavioristic to
more communicative and student-centered language teaching, there has been a
demand for improvement in assessment methods. As the approaches evolved,
some of the features, such as the way the course is instructed or activities provided,
were changed or improved, so the way of assessing these features, likewise,
evolved. Therefore, evaluation of productive skills, writing, and speaking, has
become an issue since these two cannot be directly assessed with an answer key
or such tool, so this has been and ongoing concern. Moreover, writing skills as it
can show a person's academic and professional progress is demanded by learners
(Ghalib & Al-Hattami, 2015), and all four skills, reading, writing, listening, and
speaking, must be existent in a well-developed curriculum. Therefore, though they
are separate skills, it is known that language is a whole, so every skill must be
worked on in an efficient and well-developed language program.
Evaluator or rater as human factor is at the heart of the evaluation processes
along with other factors such as test, its administration and testee (Brown, 2004).
Whether we are evaluating a fill-in-the-blanks exercise or a written text, it is us,
instructors, doing the job except for exams that are done with the help of optical
forms which are read by machines. Therefore, the decision or judgement of the rater
and the scoring process are of importance. Furthermore, the conditions in which a
test is administered also may affect the results of the test. Imagine that a test which
is being conducted in two different environments: one with optimal and consistent
conditions and the other with noises of construction around or a child constantly
1

yelling outside. We can obviously agree that the results of the latter might be
disturbed by the sound factor (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). Therefore, what we seek
is consistency and optimality of the factors mentioned above.
With every single publication on writing, we can see a section attributed to
evaluation to help those in charge (Barati, 2012). Beginning from 1960s, there have
been changes in the perspective of how to score output of students, and scoring
tools has been on the progress of development. While assessment has been done
by impression at the beginning, analytic and holistic scoring tools are those
introduced to help evaluators to get more reliable and valid results. These two have
been used in EFL and ESL contexts with various aims to determine students' writing
proficiency levels (Bacha, 2001). Which provides more reliable and valid results is
the major focus of authorities. Other issue is the question on the minds' of scholars
whether the assessment criteria suit the aims of the program and show reliable
results of writers’ ability of writing (Barati, 2012). Barati (2012) also mentions that
rating tools are the mediation "between theoretical dimensions of assessment and
the final scoring emerged". Therefore, the importance of the rating tools and
methods cannot be ignored.
Brown (2004) defines test as “a method of measuring a person's ability,
knowledge, or performance in a given domain.” Therefore, tests are parts of any
education program as assessment processes. Moreover, testing and teaching
cannot be separated from each other (Heaton, 1994). How to and what to assess,
whether the current standardized test reliable or valid, whether they can be
motivating or not, if yes how, are the possible questions that an assessor might think
of (Brown, 2004). We can definitely say that these days, assessment processes
have been moving towards to testing performance rather than the knowledge since
with this type of assessments, we can see beyond what learners know: real life or
authentic performances (Jonsson & Svingby, 2007).
Teaching approaches have been affecting testing methods since 1950s
(Brown, 2004). As methodologies of teaching have changed through the years,
testing methods have necessarily gone through changes, as well. However, we
cannot divide assessment into sharp categories as traditional and alternative
assessment since there can be a combination method from two (Brown, 2004). In
addition, in classroom environment, rather than the standardized tests, teachers
2

generally assess performances as skills: "listening, speaking, reading and writing"
(Brown, 2004).
According to Krashen (1983) as the acquisition process continues, speaking
and writing, as productive skills, emerge in time, and how to assess and evaluate
them is a controversy for many scholars. Specifically, reliable and valid scoring of
these two skills is of issue due to the ways they are assessed. In order to achieve
this, scoring rubrics and criteria developed are to be benefitted from during the
process of scoring. Tedick & Klee (1998) define rubrics as tools to assess the quality
of a performance upon a given task. Scott (2000) says that rubrics are tools used to
clarify, communicate and assess performance. Jonsson & Svingby (2007) define
educational rubrics as tools to qualitatively assess authentic performances of
students. They found out that using rubrics, particularly analytic rubrics, benefits the
reliability and validity of the assessment and facilitates learning. Today, instead of
administering a test full of multiple choice questions and using a machine or answer
key to score the test, numerous methods are brought up to existence to score written
output (Hunter et al. 1996). Heaton (1996) and Brown (2004) mention mainly two
scoring methods which are analytical and holistic scoring methods. Barati (2012)
believes that taking a closer look into these two methods, they are, actually, similar
to each other; claiming that the former having a similar classification asks the rater
to score written output holistically four or five times more. However, these two carry
some unique features.
Many scholars studied the comparison between analytic and holistic scoring;
some preferred one to other, and some found similarities between them; therefore,
there is not an agreement on which scoring method presents more reliable or valid
scores. Bacha (2001) on her study found out that analytic scores will be more
beneficial for EFL contexts. Hunter et al. (1996) also concluded that both analytical
and holistic scoring have their own benefits, whether to apply them or not truly
depends on the purpose of the writing task. Lee et al. (2008) found out that results
from analytic scoring highly correlated among themselves, and they also correlated
with holistic scoring in terms of essay writing. The results of Knoch's study in 2009
show that analytic scoring gave reliable results on the part of raters, and raters also
were in favor of detailed scoring instruments. On her study Wiseman (2011)
compared the performances of the two scoring methods. Both performed well;
3

however, holistic scoring did not meet the expectations as much. Moreover, the
study of Ghalib & Al-Hattami (2015) also shows that both scoring method yield
reliable and valid results though analytic scoring method shows more reliable results
than holistic scoring. Zhang et al. (2015) using a large number of students with a
large number of raters, concluded that both scoring tools show high rater reliability
but inconsistency; while analytic scoring provided higher scores for students with
lower level of writing skills, holistic scoring granted higher scores for students with
higher writing proficiency. Harsh & Martin (2013) on their study that they compared
holistic scoring and analytic scoring methods with references to CEFR found out
that when holistic scoring tools are applied, scores do not show how logic behind
the practices is practiced on. The researcher concluded that analytic scoring is a
better choice of assessment for writing (Nakamura, 2002; Ounis, 2017). However,
Rezaei & Lovorn (2010) in their study found out that even a scoring tool is used, the
raters tended to consider the mechanical aspect of the writing works rather than the
content. However, they also mention the studies where criteria were non-existent,
the grades differed considerably. Spence (2010) advocates the practice of holistic
scoring over analytic one as he believes the rater can see the strengths of the writer
better with it. In her research in which she studied the effectiveness of writing
program, Wolcott (1996) selected holistic scoring over analytic one reporting that it
was more effective and reflected the language skills as whole. Similar to the ideas
of Wolcott, Greenhalgh and Townsend (1981) believe that holistic scoring can be a
worthy and applicable method for teachers. Çetin (2011) in his research which he
studied analytic and holistic scoring by including thirty-one raters, who were
randomly chosen used either holistic or analytic criteria, and each written work was
read by two scorers (the rater were paired as holistic-analytic, holistic-holistic, and
analytic-analytic). He concluded that raters who both used holistic criteria (by their
impression-without a rubric) to score the written work correlated within themselves
more than the others. Vacc (1989) investigated the scores gathered by analytic and
holistic methods and got correlation between the two sets of scores. Andrade (2001)
in a similar study to the one previously mentioned, found out that when students
were given explicit criteria, they scored higher in their essays. In conclusion, it can
be seen that there is no definite idea about whether the analytic or holistic
assessment outperforms the other.
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Statement of the Problem
The major objective of this research is to investigate and analyze the
efficiency of two methods of written output assessment that one of which is
unofficially being used in the institution that the study was conducted. The scoring
methods are analytical and impression methods. There seems to be a need for a
method and criteria for the institution as there is no agreement on a common one
even though suggested analytic criteria is given to the instructors. They tend to rate
the written outputs of the students holistically and grade them by their impression or
they decide on the grade by their impression and give a score, then divide this score
and put it into the analytic categories they are provided without thinking about the
true score of the students. Thus, it is unknown whether the grade reflects only the
performance of the task or other factors. Therefore, the reliability of the scores from
these outputs is questionable. This made the researcher as one of the previous
testing office members of the institution question the effectiveness of analytical and
impression scoring methods, and it seems that the objectivity of the scores from the
written outputs is at risk. There is clearly a need for a common understanding about
the methods of scoring written outputs in the institution since existing
implementations provide neither reliable nor valid scores. There is no doubt that the
institution will benefit from this research as the aim of the research is to find out
which of the methods mentioned above is more effective as a practice of scoring
written outputs. Thus, the institution will be suggested either impression scoring
style or analytical criteria to be considered or used throughout the following
academic years, and these tools can also be adjusted according to the objectives
of years to be followed.
Aim and Significance of the Study
Having "good writing skill" is a quality for every language learner to obtain
since beginning from academic life to professional carrier this skill is a critical one
(Ghalib & Al-Hattami, 2005; Kellogg & Raulerson, 2007). Therefore, the scoring of
the written output also deserves much attention. There are four factors affecting the
evaluation of the written output which are namely the test itself, testee, the method
of scoring, and administration (Mousavi, 2002). Among these factors, this study will
put the focus on the scoring methods which are specifically analytic and impression
5

methods. As the scoring methods can be the determiner of the testee's success,
ability, and also affect their future through some of the examination processes,
scoring methods are the concerns of many (Ghalib & Al-Hattami, 2015). Considering
the literature in the area, it can be seen that while there are some researches giving
the advantage to analytical one rather than holistic scoring, there are also studies
proving otherwise. Therefore, due to the mixed opinions, there is not a common
understanding in the literature on which method gives more reliable or valid scores.
The question if the scoring practices involved are effective at presenting correct
results and achieving the expectations of the program has been a critical issue
(Barati, 2012). Although there is much debate on whether to apply analytical or
holistic scoring, not many researches are done regarding this issue (Hunter et al.,
1996).
The significance of the current study is that gaining deeper information about
the evaluation of the written output can present the testing office of the institution
solutions about how to perform reliable and valid ways of grading not only the weekly
written output, but also the written output from the midterm, final or proficiency
exams. It is clear that there is a need for such analysis in the institution. Therefore,
the study can serve as an action research. The results from this study may also
benefit the evaluation of other productive skill which is speaking. With the help of
CEFR (2001) descriptors, the scoring criteria from the study can be adaptable to the
other areas that need reliable and valid grading system and practices. Even the
other institutions having similar language teaching contexts can benefit from the
results of this study. The findings can contribute valuable information on the ways
of grading written output and also an understanding of evaluative implementations
for language teaching contexts. Therefore, the researcher believes that the results
of the study can be generalizable to EFL contexts in Turkey. Whether analytical or
impression scoring turns out to be more favorable than the other according to the
results, teachers, evaluators, or assessors and even students can gain benefits from
the study.
Research Questions
The study seeks to discover whether analytic scoring method or impression
method is efficient while scoring written outputs of students in a state university
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during the fall semester of 2018-2019 academic year. Considering the research gap
in the field, the study seeks to answer the following questions:


What is the effect of impression method of scoring written output on the output of
the students?



What is the effect of analytical method of scoring written output on the output of
the students?



How big is the difference between the analytical and impression groups' written
output?



What is the effect of impression method of scoring written outputs on the
motivation and attitudes of the students?



What is the effect of analytical method of scoring written outputs on the motivation
and attitudes of the students?



How are the ideas of participants in the analytical and impression groups on the
scoring method different?

Assumptions
Both qualitative and quantitative data would be collected for the study. The
study would be limited to the students of English at preparatory class students.
During the semester that the study would be done, the written works of the two
classes of pre-intermediate (B1) students would be scored by the researcher by
making use of analytical and holistic scoring methods. All of the participants in the
study would be at the same level of proficiency in English language which is B1, and
they would be provided with the same program by the same instructors. For both
classes, the implication of the written tasks would cover the same process. The
instructor would use one writing task with the same instruction in both classes. To
ensure this, the researcher, herself, would conduct the tasks in both of the classes
for every single task. Therefore, the experience of the process would be assured to
be the same or very similar in both sample groups. As most students would wish to
see how they were scored, or which areas were their strengths or weaknesses, or
how they would perform in terms of their strengths and weaknesses, the analytic
scoring would provide them more feedback on their works, and they would become
more proficient. As for the qualitative part of the study, the participants would agree
7

to be volunteers in the study, and they would give honest answers expressing their
own opinions without any influence by the teacher or any motives.
Limitations
The major limitation of the study is that there is no no-feedback group in the
study. As the groups have to receive some kind of assessment over their written
output and feedback during the semester there is no possibility to have a nofeedback group. However, since the study aims to investigate different methods of
writing assessment, this limitation could be overlooked. Another limitation of the
study is the number of the participants. For the study naturally existing, convenient
groups will be used. Only two groups of B1 level students will participate in the study.
As reliability and validity of the scores has to be considered carefully, the researcher
herself will score the writing works of the students, and being the instructor of the
groups mentioned, the researcher can control the writing process, and she is familiar
with the criteria. One other factor that might affect the process is that one of the
groups chosen from the daytime classes, and the other is a nighttime class. The
content of these two schedules are the exactly the same; however, they might have
not only advantages but also disadvantages in terms of student motivation. Daytime
classes seem to be more energetic and attentive while nighttime classes are more
silent. Nevertheless, it is observed that the assumed condition changes from day to
day, and motivation of the two classes does not seem to be directly affected by the
time of the classes.
Definitions
Test: a formal or informal assessment of students’ language which is done to
assess students’ performance to see what he can or cannot do (Heaton, 1990;
Harris & McCann, 1994).
Testing: it can be defined as a way of formal learner assessment which is
conducted in specific conditions (Harris & McCann, 1994).
Evaluation: the concept is defined as the investigation of all of the aspects in
learning environment that affect the teaching and learning by Harris & McCann
(1994).
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Assessment: it is the measurement of performance, responses, or the
progress of students done mostly by teachers to students or student to student or
student to himself (Harris & McCann, 1994).
Task: an activity or exercise with clear outcomes that requires students to
engage in the language (Larsen-Freeman & Anderson, 2016).
Reliability: It is defined as the consistency and dependability of the scores
(Brown, 2004).
Validity: in the simplest way it is the concept that covers whether a test
measures what is designed to measure or not (Fulcher, 2010).
Scoring: The process after which the rater assigns a grade to student’s
response or performance (Weir, 2005).
Analytic scoring: type of scoring where the decision for a grade is made
according to the sets of pre-determined criteria which are categorized separately
and for each criteria there are levels showing the performance’s quality (Brown,
1996; Madsen, 1983; Weir, 2005).
Holistic scoring: the type of scoring where the decision for a grade is made
according to sets of pre-determined criteria which are reflected in performance
levels and each performance level shows an overall or global description of all the
criteria (Brown, 1996; Madsen, 1983; Weir, 2005).
Impression scoring: It gives a single score by the overall impression of the
rater who chooses his own personal criteria (Baxter, 1997; Hughes, 2003; Hunter et
al., 1996).
Rubric: a tool which consists of descriptions of expected performance on a
given task by levels and used for assessing (Andrade et al., 2009; Çetin, 2011;
Harris & McCann, 1994)
Criteria: The aspects that the raters are required to assess the performance
(Harris & McCann, 1994).
Performance: the outcome of students’ informal or formal assessments
(Harris & McCann, 1994).

9

Chapter 2
Literature Review
Evaluation and assessment have always been significant parts of the
education. In this chapter, these concepts beginning from the history of testing to
some important concepts about evaluation and assessment is discussed. Then the
literature about the studies done on the topic of evaluation of written output is
reviewed. Then, some methods of writing evaluation are presented.
History of Testing
From the start of the 18th century to this day, measurement has been
accepted to be the most important advancement in the science history (Fulcher,
2010). Tests as measurement tools have been the evidences from the beginning to
this day presenting us what have been done and in terms of teaching (Weir, 2005).
In earlier times, testing was mostly done by the impressions of teachers, and then
came the scientific period, and now that we are seeking communication, the purpose
of testing is rather about assessment of the use of language (Madsen, 1983). Other
names that can be used for these movements are respectively the pre-scientific
period, the psychometric/structuralist period, and the integrative/sociolinguistic
period (Hinofotis, 1981). These periods are better called movement since they are
not linear periods in time but can exist at the same time period (Brown, 1996), so
two or more approaches could be in existence at the same time. Furthermore, the
educational Standards for testing have also been in development since 1950s when
the American Psychological Association (APA, 1954) published Technical
Recommendations for Psychological Tests and Diagnostic Techniques in 1954 and
in 1966 the National Council on Measurement in Education (NCME), the American
Psychological Association (APA), and the American Educational Research
Association (AERA) gathered to work on the standards which they said were a
framework for testing practices. Then they published Standards for Educational and
Psychological Tests and Manuals in 1966 which is now called Standards for
Educational Psychological Testing, and these standards changed and adjusted over
time, the last major change was done in 1999 (Eignor, 2001), and it is last updated
in 2014. The standards contribute a guideline for assessment implementations
(Plake & Wise, 2014).
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In the intuitive (Madsen, 1983, p. 6) or pre-scientific movement evaluation of
students’ performance was done by teachers without any training on how to
effectively and objectively evaluate. Evaluation methods were limited to those of
grammatical approach, and they were designed by the classroom teachers (Brown,
1996). Knowledge of English and its grammar were seen as the most significant
parts of learning the language, so what was expected from the students was to carry
out tasks such as translating a text in mother tongue to English or vice versa and
labeling the words according to their parts of speech. Most of these tasks were made
more sense for the students with higher proficiency of English language as the tasks
required them to know a lot about the language itself rather than the use of
language. During this movement, the first exam for non-natives studying English,
the Certificate of Proficiency in English (CPE) was developed by the University of
Cambridge Local Examinations Syndicate (UCLES) in 1913. At its name suggests,
the exam aimed to show English proficiency of the students studying English. The
exam included parts of translation (from English to French and German and vice
versa), essay, grammar, phonetics, and additionally an oral examination part (Wier,
2005). Reliability and validity was of little significance. Validity of CPE was given
more importance than reliability by Cambridge.
Table 1
1913 CPE Examination Parts and Durations (Wier, 2005, p. 6)
1913 CPE Examination
(i)

(ii)

Written:
(a) Translation from English into French or German

2 hours

(b) Translation from French or German into English, and questions
on English Grammar

2 ½ hours

(c) English Essay

2 hours

(d) English Literature (The paper on English Language and
Literature [Group A, Subject 1] in the Higher Local Examination)

3 hours

(e) English Phonetics

1 ½ hours

Oral:
Dictation

½ hours

Reading and Conversation

½ hours

In the scientific (Madsen, 1983, p. 6) movement, the concern about the
objectivity led to more tests which were able to be analyzed scientifically in terms of
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reliability and validity the first time in language testing history. Experts stepped into
the process of the testing of language and designed multiple-choice questions which
required students to fill in the blanks with the appropriate grammatical pattern or
vocabulary. Therefore, the results from these tests were more consistent when
compared to the tests in the intuitive period since administration and scoring for this
multiple choice question type was much easier, reliable, and valid (Brown, 1996).
Table 2
1966 CPE Examination Parts and Durations (Wier, 2005, p. 8)
1966 CPE Examination
Oral: Dictation, Reading, and Conversation
Written: Candidates must offer (a) English Language and two other papers chosen from (b), (c), or
(d). No candidate may offer more than one of the alternatives in (b).
English Language (composition and a passage or passages of English
(a)
with language questions. The choice of subjects set for composition will 3 hours
include some for candidates who are specially interested in commerce)
Either English Literature
Or Science Texts
(b)
3 hours
Or British Life and Institutions
Or Survey of ındustry and Commerce
(c)
Use of English
3 hours
(d)

Translation from and into English

3 hours

In the communication (Madsen, 1983, p. 6) or integrative/sociolinguistic
movement, the focus was on communication and production in English language.
Consequently, communicative competence gained much importance. This change
led to the addition of listening, speaking, and reading skills to the assessment
process (Weir, 2005). Testing of this period does not assess skills separately but
combines them together and contextualizes them. Therefore, the evaluation of the
skills was done concurrently. The movement makes use of the scientific analysis
from the previous period to examine the assessment tools (Brown, 1996), and it is
highly objective than the previously mentioned movements since the use of multiplechoice questions raised some awareness on objectivity. With these advancements
in language testing, teachers and researchers began communicating through
meetings and online discussions on this issue of evaluation (Weir, 2005), and these
discussions and meetings have still been going on.
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Table 3
1975 CPE Examination Parts and Durations (Wier, 2005, p. 9)
Content of the 1975 Certificate of Proficiency in English
PAPER 1 Composition

3 hours

PAPER 2 Reading Comprehension

1 ¼ hours

PAPER 3 Use of English

3 hours

PAPER 4 Listening Comprehension

30 minutes

PAPER 5 Interview

approx. 12 min.

In 1999, Standards for Educational Psychological Testing were updated and
in 2014 it was revised and republished (APA, n.d.). The chapters were revised and
gathered in three main titles: foundations, operations and testing applications. One
of the main changes was in the view of validity and reliability, which were seen as
concepts that focused on the how the interpretations over the scores used not the
test itself (Plake & Wise, 2014).
Testing
Testing, formal assessment, is a vital part of teaching and learning, and it can
be mainly seen as measuring, adjusting, measuring again and comparing the
performance results (Baxter, 1997). Fulcher (2010) believes that “testing is primarily
about establishing ways of making decisions that are (hopefully) not random, and
seen as ‘fair’ by the population.” This process of decision making is significantly
affected by the political and social values of the society. Therefore, we can see
testing as a way of implementing those values because those are reflected on
educational beliefs. Madsen (1983) states language testing has two benefits to the
students; firstly, well-made English tests can change the attitudes of students in the
class positively, and secondly, tests can foster learning and by this way students
improve their English language skills. He emphasizes that testing can serve as a
reflection tool for the teachers, as well. Teachers can use tests as a feedback or
evaluation of their own teaching, and adjust their ways accordingly. Therefore,
testing provides valuable information to students, teachers, and even those in
charge.
Before diving into assessment and purpose of it, a distinction between
evaluation and assessment seems like a necessity. Evaluation is mainly seemed as
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a broader concept covering assessment and even testing (Baxter, 1997). It does not
only concern with the scores, when evaluating we make judgments, so the decisions
made according to the information collected by assessment can be called
evaluation. Assessment which is mostly executed by teachers, however, involves
processes that include measuring the performances, gathering information and
regulating our ways accordingly while evaluation as mentioned before is a broader
term which involves all the aspects of learning from teachers to materials (Harris &
McCann, 1994). Therefore, evaluation is interested more in the output while the
process was taken into consideration in assessment. However, the term evaluation
is sometimes used interchangeably, so was done in this study, as well.
Language abilities are not easy to assess and evaluate. The essential
concepts of the concern of these processes are validity, reliability and feasibility
(CEFR, 2001). Bachman and Palmer (1996) mentions reliability, construct validity,
authenticity, interactiveness, impact and practicality for this case, and they put more
emphasis on reliability and construct validity. It is made clear that a test should test
what it intends to test (Hughes, 2003) or else issues with validity are inevitable; in
other words, the interpretation of student’s performance from a test should be
parallel with the purpose of it. To illustrate, a reading test should include items that
test the reading ability, if you are testing the grammatical ability of student in the
answers the students have provided, we may say that this test is not a valid reading
test.
In addition to that, test validity has other aspects as well: criterion, content,
construct, face validity. Criterion validity deals with the relationship between the test
scores and the criterion on which we make some predictions about the past,
present, or future performances (Fulcher & Davidson, 2007). Predictive validity and
concurrent validity are the main types of validity that we discuss under criterionvalidity. Former deals with the scores of the students and the criterion which is used
to predict future performance. In the latter type, the current performance or a
behavior of the learner is used as a criterion, and scores are compared to that
performance. Moreover, if a test, keeping the purpose and the level of the test itself
in mind, reflects the subjects covered, we can say that the test has content validity
(Hughes, 2003). Another validity type is construct validity which concerns with
whether the instrument for testing truly measures the theoretical base that is
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attained to it (Hughes, 2003), and this one is the base of validity and should be
carefully studied. Lastly, the format and lay out, in short the look of the test must
properly represent what a real test should be like so that it can have face validity.
Similar things apply to reliability which concerns with the consistency in measuring
a performance if the test is repeated (Harmer, 2007; Lado, 1961).Weir (2005),
however, do not discuss these terms, validity and reliability, as two separate
concepts but sees them two parts of a whole aiding the general validity of a test, so
in the study the term validity is accepted as covering both reliability and validity.
Lastly, practicality in assessment process is a necessity for a test to be feasible. It
applies to both administration and assessment. Moreover, scorers or assessor do
not want to be overwhelmed by large number of categories while assessing any
performance.
If a test is sought to present genuinely true results, it needs to assess
learners’ knowledge, skills, or ability and demonstrate those in numbers (Fulcher,
2010). CEFR (2001) suggests descriptors for each level of students for different kind
of knowledge, abilities, or skills, and they can be used for assessment purposes in
three ways:


The descriptors can be used as a scale in which various descriptors are put
together as one paragraph showing holistic criteria.



Checklists are the second one. Descriptors are placed under different headings,
and they are not common for live assessment purposes.



The last one is grids. The categories that are needed to be assessed are
selected and for each category set of scales parallel to each other are formed.
This is mostly used for diagnostic purposes.
The Table 4 on the next page shows the types of assessment presented by

Council of Europe (2001).
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Table 4
Types of Assessment Taken from CEFR (2001, p. 183)
Achievement assessment
Norm-referencing (NR)
Mastery learning CR
Continuous assessment
Formative assessment
Direct assessment
Performance assessment
Subjective assessment
Checklist rating
Impression
Holistic assessment
Series assessment
Assessment by others



Proficiency assessment
Criterion-referencing (CR)
Continuum CR
Fixed assessment points
Summative assessment
Indirect assessment
Knowledge assessment
Objective assessment
Performance rating
Guided judgment
Analytic assessment
Category assessment
Self-assessment

Assessing what the learners have studied or been taught in terms of the syllabus
of the program is the achievement assessment. It focuses on the course and
the syllabus, and the results can serve as feedback since they show the degree
of students’ learning process (Harmer, 2007). It is basically the reflection of what
students have accomplished. With proficiency assessment, however, focus is
on what the learners know overall about the language, and the results show
where the learners are on that subject in the real world.



Norm-referencing (NR) and criterion-referencing (CR) are the two main
assessment types, and the other methods are some applications or decisions
that can be used for the practice of these main two. Norm-referencing ranks the
learners in accordance with their performances and compares the learner with
his peers (Madsen, 1983; Brown, 1996; Baxter, 1997), the position of the
student among the others is important in this case (Fulcher, 2010) and normreferenced tests (NRT) aim to reveal overall language abilities (Brown, 1996).
The placement tests for the learners are an example for this type of assessment.
On the other hand, criterion-referenced tests (CRT) aim to evaluate particular
objectives and have pre-determined criteria or cut-off points by which whether
students

achieved

each

pre-determined

objective

or

not

and

how

knowledgeable they are on those objectives is revealed (Baxter, 1997; Fulcher,
2010). Expected mastery of the subject is tested in this assessment, and the
results are mostly “pass” or “fail”. The Table 5 shows how the scores from norm
and criterion referenced assessment are used to make decisions.
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Table 5
Matching Tests to Decision Purposes (Brown, 1996, p. 9)
Types of Decisions
Norm-Referenced

Criterion-Referenced

Test Qualities

Proficiency

Placement

Achievement

Diagnostic

Detail of

Very General

General

Specific

Very Specific

Usually, general skills

Learning points

Terminal

Terminal and

prerequisite to entry

all levels and

objectives of

enabling objectives

skills of program

course or program

of courses

Information
Focus

Purpose of

To compare individual

To find each

To determine the

To inform students

Decision

overall with other

student’s

degree of learning

of objectives

groups/individuals

appropriate level

for advancement

needing more work

or graduation

Relationship

Comparisons with

Comparisons

Directly related to

Directly related to

to program

other institutions

within program

objectives of

objectives still

program

needing work

End courses

Beginning and/or

When

Before entry and

Beginning of

Administered

sometimes at exit

program

Interpretation

Spread of scores

Spread of

Number and

Number and amount

scores

amount of

of objectives learned

of Scores

middle of courses

objectives learned



Mastery learning criterion referencing as mention above divides the learners as
“masters” and “non-masters” with the help of cut-scores. In continuum criterion
reference, the continuum of the relevant subject area abilities becomes the
criteria.



Continuous assessment is the type of assessments done throughout the
academic year or semester, and the final decision is made or a score is given
at the end of these periods. However, for the fixed point assessment, at the end
of the course or before the course begins the assessment is done, and those
current results are taken into account. What the learner achieved before the
fixed point assessment is not considered relevant.
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Through the process of learning, collecting every kind of data about the learner
and giving feedback to the learner in the light of these data are ways of formative
assessment. The purpose is to regulate the process of teaching and learning
(Fulcher, 2010) and to show students their progress (Harmer, 2007). Summative
assessment, whereas, provides a summary of the learning period with a grade
which could be at the end of a module, course, or semester etc. and the
feedback from this type of assessment can aid students’ learning (Anderson,
1998). It also provides generalisable scores which are intended to show
learners’ ability beyond what is tested (Fulcher, 2010).



When you are assessing learner’s live performance on that spot, it is direct
assessment. Mostly, it is used to assess interactive skills with the help of
checklists or grids. Indirect assessment utilizes tests which are done by the
testees to reveal the level of performance; they are mostly indications towards
the performance (Baxter, 1997).



Performance assessment is applied when the learner performs to show his
ability in target subject area through written or spoken production. It may be
time-consuming; however, students get the chance to do authentic tasks and
show their true-abilities over the target area (Brown & Hudson, 1998). To prove
the extended level of proficiency in the target subject area, learner answers
range of questions, which is the knowledge assessment.



Subjective assessment is the decision of assessor on the learner’s
performance, whereas objective assessment requires assessors to be free from
any personal thoughts, mostly objective assessment methods have single
answers to the questions asked like multiple-choice questions. Furthermore,
they provide quicker and more consistent results.



When the judgment upon a performance is done by a rubric consisting different
bands and descriptors, it is rating on a rubric, whereas if the assessor is using
a set of ability points expected from the learner it is rating on a checklist.



Impression judgment reflects the thought on learner’s performance by the
assessor without using any specific criteria. Guided judgment completes the
impression judgment by adding conscious assessment to the process.
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While analytic assessment separates the aspects of target area into categories,
holistic views the performance as a whole and provides a global assessment.



Thinking of the categories in the analytic scoring criteria, assessing a single
band, gives us the category assessment. On the other hand, series assessment
includes sets of assessment tasks to be assessed separately with holistic
scoring.



It is clear that when the judgment is done by a teacher, a peer, or a scorer, the
performance is assessed by others. Petty (2009) states that when assessment
is done by the teacher, students perceive this judgment (not the score itself) in
two ways: medal or mission. Medal is the indication that what the student is
doing is right, and mission is showing the student what he can improve about
himself and how can he do it in order to be better. Medal and mission can serve
as an assisting path for students to reach their goals (Figure 1.).

Figure 1. Illustration showing the relationship between medal, mission and goal
(Petty, 2009).


If the performance or the progress is judged by the learner himself, he is selfassessing (Harris & McCann, 1994). The learner, however, should be given inclass training to assess his own performance. By self-assessing learner takes
control of his learning and sees and internalizes his own process, he becomes
more aware of and responsible for his abilities (Fulcher, 2010). This will bring
them autonomy which can be useful for the future as well as the current learning
process (Petty, 2009). Moreover, this type of assessment is also suggested by
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CEFR (2001) so that students see the developmental process of their own
abilities.
In the field of language education, assessment is widely categorized as
selected-response, constructed-response, and personal-response assessment
(Brown & Hudson, 1998). Selected-response assessment does not require any
creative production from students, and they are to select the correct answer from
given choices. Examples of this assessment type can be true-false questions,
matching

exercises,

and

multiple-choice

questions.

Construct-response

assessment demands students to produce language with exercises such as fill-inthe-blanks, short answer questions, and performance assessment. This type of
assessment is harder and slower to score and may have subjectivity issues when
compared to selected-response assessment because possible alternatives in the
answers may have an impact on rater’s judgment. Personal-response assessment
seems to be similar to constructed-response assessment in terms of production;
however, the tasks (portfolios, presentations etc.) allow students to be more creative
and let them create their own individual replies. Therefore, assessment also has to
be done individually, and subjectivity, similarly, is an issue to be considered
carefully.
Additionally, the means of teaching such as course books and syllabus can
be regulated according to the testing methods applied in an institution (Hughes,
2003). Within this aspect, teaching and testing are considered as partners by
Hughes (2003). Therefore, we can comfortably say that assessment is a valuable
part of teaching. Traditionally, classroom assessment follows a pattern of first setting
goals, creating activities to be applied in the classroom, then lastly, assessing the
achievement of the students after the application. However, modern approaches
see classroom assessment as a vehicle which is in-process during the teaching and
learning period (Fulcher, 2010). What this means is that the assessment is not only
performed at the end of the teaching and learning period, but it is performed within
and throughout the process.
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How does each language teaching method deal with evaluation? From
the very early years of teaching and learning a language, many different approaches
have been used to assess the learners. With each one, new or improved methods
of instruction have been put into use to facilitate the learning process which is a
common feature in each approach. The principles of each have influenced the
applications in and sometimes out of the classroom, so necessarily, the way of
testing the language has been altered and improved as well. The followings are the
teaching approaches explained by Larsen-Freeman & Anderson (2016) and the way
they see the evaluation and assessment processes:
Grammar-Translation Method (GTM): The goal of the method is to be able
read the literary texts in the language that is taught. To achieve this, students use
translation exercises such as translating a text into the language that is being learnt
or finding the native language equivalent of the target words, so only reading and
writing skills are given importance. Students are to memorize the grammatical rules
which are taught explicitly by the teacher, and words in the target language. For the
evaluation part of GTM, the translation exercises, exercises that require students to
apply grammar rules or fill in the missing words, reading comprehension questions
or writing about a topic are made use of.
The Direct Method: The goal of the direct method is to enable learners to
communicate in the target language. It adopts a structural-situational approach.
Teachers using direct method make use of the pictures or realia or use their body
language to show the meaning of the target language. Together with the learners,
they study the functions in different situations, so learners implicitly learn the
language. The evaluation is done by observation through observing in-class
performances. Students may read a text aloud, ask and answer some questions, or
write a paragraph, but there is no formal assessment in classrooms that direct
method is applied.
The Audio-Lingual Method: Like Direct Method, the Audio-Lingual Method
perceives communication as the most significant part of learning a language, but
unlike DM, situational drills are used to let learners learn the grammatical patterns.
The theory behind this approach was behaviorism which requires habit forming and
is based on structuralism. Teachers act as role models for the students and by
repeating various types of drills, students try to memorize the language. Evaluation
21

is done by discrete-point tests which test one objective individually. For example,
learners may find the appropriate auxiliary form for the blank given in an exercise.
The Silent Way: This approach was based on cognitivism. Self-expression is
at the heart of this approach. Learners need to express themselves independently.
Teacher is silent, but active through the process and moves from what learners
know and builds up on it. Students are autonomous – responsible for their own
learning- and engage in the language itself and explore it. Teacher uses sound-color
charts to teach pronunciation, and rods to teach basic vocabulary and some
complicated language patterns. The assessment is done throughout the classes by
observations, and the teacher adjusts his instruction according to the needs of
students with the help of the observations.
Dessuggestopedia: It is seen as a humanistic and student-centered
approach. Real life communication is also emphasized in this method. The creator
of this approach, Georgi Lozanov, thinks that when our psychological barriers that
cause us to perform worse or not to do our best, are lifted, learning process will be
much efficient. Therefore, a relaxed and stress-free environment is created in a
dessuggestopedia adopted classroom. Some educational posters, songs, language
games are some of the techniques used in the method. Since formal evaluation with
tests might be a big cause of stress and disturb the atmosphere created for learning,
in-class performances are observed instead of formal assessment.
Community Language Learning (CLL): Humanism and constructivism are the
basis of this approach. In CLL, communication in the target language is the
important part. Teacher acts as a counselor and assists students to say what they
want to say in target language accurately. Then, each chunk or sentence is recorded
so that they have a conversation. The record is replayed, and the transcription is
written on the board with native language equivalents. The whole class, in this sense
the community, studies the dialog which is their own work. In time, the community
studies more complex patterns. Self-evaluation and integrative tests prepared by
the teacher are likely to be types of evaluation in a CLL classroom.
Total Physical Response (TPR): It has traces of constructivism. For this
method, teacher as a director gives students some commands, and students are to
perform these commands without any expectation from students to communicate
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orally. When students feel that they are ready to speak, they do so. After some time
with the language and engaging with it, students may begin to direct the teacher
and the other classmates. As the responses are immediate, the evaluation can be
done right away since students will demonstrate whether they understood the given
command or not.
Communicative Language Teaching (CLT): This approach also has traces of
constructivism. CLT requires learners to have communicative competence which is
the knowledge of adapting the language according to the place and the person we
are talking to. Therefore, functions have gained much significance, and the activities
revolve around communicative ones such as role-plays and language games.
Through the classroom activities, teacher can observe learners. Moreover, it is
possible for teacher to do an integrative test with a real life function that requires
students achieve.
Content-based Instruction: In this approach, the target language is the
medium to teach and learn the content, so academic and language study goes hand
in hand. Teacher uses authentic materials and tries to make the meaning clear by
additional techniques like showing pictures. The evaluation is done on the content
and on the target language through the target language.
Task-based Instruction: While performing meaningful tasks with a definite
purpose, students use and practice the target language and communicate with it.
Therefore, when they complete a task, individually or as a group, students have a
sense of achievement, and engaging in the task makes them more motivated.
During the task, teacher always observes and assists the students. By observing
the language they use and task achievements, the evaluation is accomplished.
The Participatory Approach: The content of the participatory approach is
determined by the needs of the students. Therefore, the culture, living standards
etc. are reflected on the course content so that the content can answer real life
problems of the learners which make the learning more meaningful. As the approach
is highly connected to real life, evaluation is, too, real-life like which is selfevaluation.
Leaning Strategy Training: It is believed that each learner uses some learning
strategies that can help learn better in the process of acquiring knowledge. To
23

achieve the fullest potential of learning strategies such as thinking aloud or making
checklists, some training on the strategies is clearly needed. For that reason,
learning strategy training is put into use. Students are responsible for their own
learning to facilitate autonomy, so they do self-assessments.
Cooperative Leaning: It is clear that when working in groups or with a pair,
students learn social skills and learn to work better collaboratively, they can also get
better results in completing tasks. Teacher has the responsibility to teach students
how to obtain cooperative learning skills and use these skills sufficiently so that they
know that the output or the work they have done belongs the whole group, so they
are equally responsible, and also understand the benefits of working together.
However, in this approach students also take tests individually, and the individual
scores can become the group score. This approach can be integrated with other
approaches.
Multiple Intelligences: Each learner is unique and has different areas that he
is better at or worse at. While some people can learn better only by listening, some
can learn easily by seeing. As a result, reflecting this information into classrooms
can benefit the learning process. There are eight different multiple-intelligences
suggested

which

are

logical/mathematical,

visual/spatial,

body/kinesthetic,

musical/rhythmic, interpersonal, intrapersonal, verbal/linguistic, and naturalist. One
person might possess more than one type of intelligence, and some might be more
dominant than the others. To facilitate the learning, teachers might make use of
various types of activities tapping each intelligence and plan their lessons
accordingly. This approach can be used for task-based method and others, so the
evaluation can be done accordingly, for the task based approach, for example,
evaluation is done by looking at task achievement or just by monitoring the task
itself.
Technology Use in Language Teaching and Learning: In language learning
process, there are many technological resources that can be made use of in and
out of the classroom such as computers, the Internet, films, videos, YouTube, blogs
and so on. It is also possible to evaluate or give feedback to learners with the help
of technology. There are some programs that are designed to evaluate students’
work automatically or give them exercises in accordance with their previous
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performance, or teachers can evaluate these works and achieve them on some
platforms and utilize some programs designed to aid the evaluation process.
It can be seen that over the years, the goal of learning a language is shifted
from learning the structures and forms to communication to expressing oneself in
real life situations. With each one, the evaluation is changed and evolved as well
showing us there are many ways that the evaluation can be accomplished.
Purpose of Testing. Brown (1996) expresses two purposes of testing; one
aspect provides relevant information for the administrating purposes some of which
are placing students and assessing the proficiency levels of them, and the other
purpose of the testing covers the in-class decisions of achievement and diagnosis.
Davidson & Lynch (2002) state the purpose of a test depends on what we are
interested in, in terms of the test type or as they call types of decisions made from
the test results. These decisions are categorized as achievement, placement,
proficiency, diagnostic, and aptitude. For example, imagine that one position is
available for a job, and you want to get the applicant with the top score, so by ranking
the scores from the test you applied, you will be provided a list, which is actually
norm-referencing assessment. However, if you decide on the criteria about a subject
which you expect a mastery on and which applicants are sought to have to be
accepted for the job position, this is an example of criterion assessment. Therefore,
the aim of the test is highly linked with the needs of teachers, learners, or authorities.
Tests can also be a motivational tool for the students (Fulcher, 2010). Expectation
of a classroom test motivates the students to study, and when they get the sense of
achievement, classroom tests become more beneficial than being rewarded a candy
or a book. Fulcher (2010) also states the five traditional aims of test which are
achievement, diagnosis, aptitude, placement, and proficiency by mentioning that
there are actually more purposes of testing than these such as motivation. Baxter
(1997) states four main reasons for testing which are comparing students within
themselves, showing their proficiency, facilitating their learning, and seeing if the
program and the content is working or not.
It is also believed that the origins of purposes of testing can be derived from
local and external needs (Fulcher, 2010). The features of the local needs of testing
should have formative aims; the results should not significantly affect the teaching
process, but they can be used to regulate the education process, and lastly both
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teachers and learners have a say in the teaching and assessment applications.
External needs are the things that affect the testing process, and decisions are
made by the people outside that local context. The test type these external groups
find suitable is summative assessing solely to test the mastery level of the students,
and also because they provide fairer results. The results are generalisable to
different disciplines beyond what is tested. In addition to these points, these kinds
of tests have a high impact on decision making processes; for example, getting a
low grade may result in losing a scholarship or not getting it at all.
According to our purpose, the kind of test applied may vary (Hughes, 2003).
If, for example, we use tests in classroom to boost the effectiveness of learning, our
purpose is to show learners what they can do and what they should do to reach the
expected goal with the help of classroom tests. Table 6 below shows nine different
reasons for testing.
Table 6
Ur’s (2009, p. 34) List of Nine Reasons for Testing
Tests may be used as a means to:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

give the teacher information about where the students are at the moment, to help decide
what to teach next;
give the students information about what they know, so that they also have an awareness
of what they need to learn or review
assess for some purpose external to current teaching (a final grade for the course,
selection);
motivate students to learn or review specific material;
get a noisy class to keep quiet and concentrate;
provide a clear indication that the class has reached ‘station’ in learning, such as the end of
a unit, thus contributing to a sense of structure in the course as a whole;
get students to make an effort (in doing the test itself), which is likely to lead to better results
and a feeling of satisfaction;
give students tasks which themselves may actually provide useful review or practice, as
well as teaching;
provide students with a sense of achievement and progress in their learning.

We cannot avoid tests and assessment since the information of how qualified
a language learner is and how efficient the program is, might sometimes be needed
(Hughes, 2003). Moreover, there is expectancy from school administration, teachers
grading every work that students produce, and even parents. Therefore, we are to
include tests in our educational program. However, we should not forget that due to
these expectancies, students get stressful or sometimes depressed (Goodman &
Carey, 2004).
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A Brief Definition of Reliability
Reliability is defined as consistency in the scores. For a test to be reliable, it
is sought to give similar results when it is re-administered to same group or groups
(Baxter, 1997; Brown, 1996; Brown, 2004; Goodman & Carey, 2004; Harris &
McCann, 1994; Heaton, 1990; Manual for Language Test Development, 2011)
under the same conditions by achieving a coefficient score of at most 1 (the results
of the two exams are the same) and the least 0 (there is no relationship between
the exam scores) when scores from two applications are compared. Therefore, for
a test to be reliable, it must be "consistent and dependable" (Brown, 2004, p. 20)
and “credible” (Jonsson & Svingby, 2007).
A final score from a test is said to be a combination of two things: true score
of the testee from the given test and error that can be caused by various reasons
(Fulcher, 2010; Goodman & Carey, 2004). In Manual for Language Test
Development (2011) these terms are referred as ability and error. The possible
changes in the test score is said to be caused by error and ability. The final score is
shown by the formula of X= T+E, X representing the observed score, T representing
the true score, and E representing the error. The errors are frequently caused by
four factors: student, rater (inter and intra rater), test administration, and test itself
(Brown, 2004; Hughes, 2003; Lado, 1961; Manual for Language Test Development,
2011). The following are ideas about sources of unreliability of Brown (2004) Heaton
(1990), and Alderson et al. (1995). Students taking the exam may be unmotivated,
have illness or there can be some other personal factors affecting their mood.
Scoring of the test is one of the most crucial factors for reliability. When a test
includes open-ended questions, scoring of these items will possibly arise issues
(Fulcher, 2010). The subjectivity of the test highly depends on the rater-reliability
since human as a factor holds bias and reflect other personal factors on the score
though it is expected from the rater to be neutral. Inter- rater reliability and intra-rater
reliability are the issues of rater reliability. Inter-rater reliability is ensured when two
or more markers are consistent with their scores, and similar scores are favorable,
while intra-rater reliability which is affected by rater’s bias, tiredness or simple
negligence is at risk when a scorer is inconsistent or subjective in students' scores,
so similar scores for similar performances are favorable for intra-rater reliability.
Conducting of a test also affects test reliability as the environmental conditions such
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as noise, a student sniffing, light or a problem with test copies, or instructions of the
test may alter the results. In order to get the most reliable scores, administration
conditions should be as similar as possible between the test administrations. Lastly,
test itself may have a role in the reliability of the scores. If a test is too long, has
problematic items that might confuse testees, unreliable test results might be
inevitable. Moreover, the items included in the test hold a great significance;
homogeneity of the items is important to get reliable coefficient (Fulcher, 2010).
Reliability can be tested by the methods of test-retest method, parallel or
equivalent or alternate forms method, internal consistency, and lastly rater (inter- or
intra-rater) judgment reliability Goodman & Carey, 2004; Hughes, 2003). Test-retest
method requires administering the same test after some time. However, time factor
should be well-considered. When the test re-administered close to first
administration in terms of time, testees may remember the items which causes
reliability to much higher than it should be; or when the test is administered long
after the first administration, testees may forget the area they were previously tested
on affecting the reliability coefficient in a negative way. Therefore, the time distance
between the two administrations should be well adjusted to avoid these
consequences (Brown, 1996; Fulcher, 2010; Goodman & Carey, 2004). When it
comes to calculate the reliability score, the two scores from two separate
applications compared to estimate the reliability coefficient which is to be positive
0.9 or higher if the test is said to be reliable. The second method is parallel forms
reliability which requires two different but parallel tests in terms of the test items and
administration conditions are reapplied on different times. After both tests are
applied, two groups of scores are compared to estimate the relationship between
the two. Another method of calculating reliability of a test is administering one single
test and getting two scores out of it in single application by splitting the test into two
equivalent parts and comparing the scores from these two parts. However, it only
gives the reliability of the either half of the test. Commonly, a test is split according
to the odd and even numbers. It can be seen that this method is similar to parallel
forms method; however, this time one form is half the length of the original test
(Brown, 1996). When the scoring process is one except for multiple choice tests in
which the coefficient is always 1 since the consistency of the scores are definite,
scorer reliability becomes an issue and coefficient of 1 cannot be expected from
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such scoring; however, it is possible to get a score of over 0.9 (Goodman & Carey,
2004; Hughes, 2003).Scoring of productive skills calls for raters to assess the
performance. Intra-rater reliability, the consistency of single rater, is seen as similar
to the test-retest reliability by Brown (1996) in terms of calculation: get two sets of
scores from one test over time (in this case the same rater) and compare those sets
with each other (in this case two sets of scores that the rater has given). This
strategy gives us the consistency over a single rater’s judgments. Inter-rater
reliability is about the consistency of the judgments across raters.
Assessing language abilities is considered to be much harder since what we
intend to measure is not something concrete like kilos or distances, but something
notional, so measuring something performance-based increases the concerns of
testers on the problems like inconsistency (Brown, 1996). In order to make a test
more reliable Hughes (2003) suggests some ways to get more consistent results
and some of those suggestions are also mentioned in CEFR (2001) as well. The
first one is to increase the number of items in a test without overloading it by adding
enough items which are not directly related to other items already existing in it as it
would be hard to give an answer to an item which follows up another item that the
testee is already unable to give a correct answer to (Fulcher, 2010). Test
specifications also need to be determined beforehand so that we know on which
area test items are prepared. Those items are also should vary in tested subject
areas and weigh. In addition, when the items do not discriminate the students by
level of proficiency in terms of higher and lower levels, those can also be taken out
of the test. Testees also should not be given many choices to select from like in the
applications for written tasks when the students are given two or more topics to
choose from. Furthermore, items in the test must be written clearly and should be
interpreted by the learners without alternative meanings with clear instructions.
Items should also not be confusing for the scorer to assess or evaluate as well.
Moreover, to ensure that testees are familiar with the test format, sample tests can
be distributed or a sample application of a similar test can be done so that they know
what they are going to come across, and “cognitive load can be lessened”, by doing
so, the reliability of the test can be ensured (CEFR, p. 160). In addition to all these,
the layout and formatting of the test should be adjusted in a way not to affect the
performance of the testees. Additionally, test administration circumstances must be
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taken into consideration to keep the performance as reliable and as valid as
possible. When it comes to scoring of the test, scoring key must be provided to the
scorers, and also training the scorer is a significant way to gain objective result since
it is found out that without training, raters overlooked the content of the written work
even with scoring criteria (Rezaei & Lovorn, 2010). For this case, standardization
meetings are key to let all scorers agree on what to and how score, and through
discussions a common and clear understanding over the task and scoring aspects
can be achieved (Abedi, 2010). Also, in order to keep the objectivity at hand, student
papers can be given numbers or labels instead of showing the owner’s name. It is
advisable that the performance or task is scored by at least two scorers when there
is some predicted subjectivity at hand. Another way to ensure the quality of the
assessment is to perform an analysis over the data by using some programs to
calculate the reliability score.
It is mentioned before that Weir (2005) argued that reliability and validity are
not two polar concepts. They together form and assure the validation of testing
processes. In this sense, he provides a framework for validating writing tests
beginning from the planning of the test to the analysis of it (Figure 2.). It can be seen
in the Figure 2. that there are many aspects to consider while writing a valid test. In
the next section and to provide further base for this thesis, we will be focusing on
validity and scoring validity (Weir, 2005) in writing tests.
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Figure 2. A new framework showing validation process of a writing test by Weir
(2005, p. 47).
A Brief Definition of Validity
Validity in general terms is the concept that studies the relationship between
our interpretations or assumptions on the test scores and theoretical background
that is attained to it (Fulcher, 2010; Goodman & Carey, 2004; Harris & McCann,
1994; Jonsson & Svingby, 2007; Kane et al, 1999).Messick (1996) says that validity
is interested in the interpretation of the scores defines the validity as (1990):
… an overall evaluative judgment of the degree to which empirical evidence
and theoretical rationales support the adequacy and appropriateness of
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interpretations and actions based on test scores or other modes of
assessment …
Traditionally, types of validity are discussed as content validity, criterion
validity, construct validity and face validity (Fulcher & Davidson, 2007). For an
assessment to be valid, all the validity types mentioned must be existent in a test
(Goodman & Carey, 2004). Cronbach & Meehl (1955) state that by looking at each
type’s focus as a criterion, we can differentiate the types of validity. To make it clear,
criterion validity focuses on the criterion itself; content validity concerns with the
performance of the testee to see whether the content is successfully at represented
or not; on the other hand, construct validity enters in to the transaction when there
is no definite criterion to see the validity of the test, so the test itself is of importance.
However, validity is seen as a unified concept covering the three types mentioned
above since criterion and content validity are highly related to construct validity
(Fulcher & Davidson, 2007). The Figure 2. (Weir, 2005) shows the validation
process of tests displays us how layered the validation is and what things need to
be considered while preparing the tests.
The test to be applied must reflect the content that is aimed to be tested with
relevant representatives (Baxter, 1997; Cronbach & Meehl, 1955; Goodman &
Carey, 2004). For example, achievement tests are kind of tests that we want the
content to be sampled in order to see the performance of the students on the subject
matter. To achieve this, the representatives for the content must be included as
samples, so test specification tables become a must since it enables for a test maker
to see what to include. Test specification by definition is that a universe of what is
aimed to be tested is defined and test items are designed as samples of the universe
(Cronbach & Meehl, 1955). With test specifications which can be mentioned as
guidelines of designing tests and test items (Alderson et al., 1995), this sampling
process, considering the program purposes, level of the learners, objectives of the
test, test type, item types, duration of the test, method of assessment, is aimed.
Generally, after tests are formed, people who are experts analyze them to see
whether a test has the relevant representatives of the content or not (Fulcher &
Davidson, 2007).
Criterion validity, in addition, is the relationship between the performance
score of the student and the criterion performance on which predictions are made
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(Cronbach & Meehl, 1955). Concurrent and predictive validity are the two parts of
criterion validity. Concurrent validity deals with the scores of the student which are
tried to be associated with a criterion that is existent at the same time. For example,
student’s ability to play an instrument can be associated with his ability to lean new
vocabulary items. On the other hand, predictive validity uses the current score or
the performance of the student to predict a future score or performance which is the
criterion. For example, the scores from YGS (Yüksek Öğretime Geçiş Sınavı) which
is a test for Turkish students to enroll into university departments can be a predictor
of how well the students will perform in their departments (Goodman & Carey, 2004).
It will be a reasonable method, for example, while hiring a teacher, using criterion
validity to predict how well the employee will perform in upcoming years (Kane,
2001) can be a valid interpretation. However, finding a well-define criterion can be
a problematic issue since there are not many available criterion measures.
In order to talk about construct validity, we need to make sure what construct
means. Constructs are the abstract ideas of people by which we express ourselves.
In education, constructs are the abstract variables that are thought to be
demonstrated in a test and by which we make interpretation about the test
(Cronbach & Meehl, 1955), and they are the abilities of the students that we cannot
detect directly (Fulcher, 2010). Construct validity tries to reveal whether the test itself
measure what it theoretically claims it would (Goodman & Carey, 2004). When
measuring the validity of psychological tests, construct validity is paramount since
other validation types are not appropriate to do so and there is no definite criterion
(Cronbach & Meehl, 1955). There are many ways to test the construct validity: One
can look at the differences between the groups that the test is conducted or reconducted, by doing interviews with the testees, by doing factor analysis, and by
studying internal structure of the test. If we expect the scores from our test will
differentiate between the two or more groups or within the same group over time,
we can test this and see if the results correlate or not. Similarly, if we assume that
two tests measure the same construct, the factors on the tests should reflect on it.
What we expect from the tests is to have a positive correlation. Moreover, the items
in tests (thinking that we have the same construct) should be homogeneous and
correlate with each other to support the internal consistency. To say if a test has
construct validity; the scores from the test should meet the expectations in terms of
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the construct (Kane, 2001). Kane (2001) states that the construct validity was
accepted as a unified form of validity covering not-only content and criterion validity
but also other validation processes like appropriateness, meaningfulness and
usefulness (Messick, 1996).
The appearance of a test to be conducted also affect the validity since the
looks and the layout of it influence the testees positively or negatively (Baxter, 1997).
Therefore, face validity is believed to be a part of content validity.
There are some ways suggested (Baxter, 1997; Fulcher & Davidson, 2007;
Weir, 2005) to make tests more valid and reliable:


The instructions can be in students’ both native language, if the whole-class
has the same one, and in the target language so that what is expected can
be made clear. In time, the native ones can be erased and students can be
given instructions in the target language.



The score value of each item must be written on the test or the testees should
be informed about it beforehand if the exam is not a paper-based one.



Students must be familiar or made familiar with the type of questions included
in the test.



Each item has to test what it intends to test, and none other.



The items on the test must be clear and understandable by the students.



The optimal conditions for conducting the test must be ensured.



The objectives of the items should be limited to some point.



A trial or piloting for the test with a parallel group can be conducted.



Analysis of the ideas and responses of students about the test can be made.



The appearance of the test must be suitable to the purpose of the test.
Weir (2005) mentions scoring of a test is of issue of validity and reliability,

and adds:


Answer key with agreeable alternative responses for the test must be
provided to the scorers.



The scorers must be trained.



During the scoring, the names of the students must be kept anonymous.



Scoring must be done multiple times by different scorers.
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The Place of Reliability and Validity in Assessing Written Outputs
To ensure that the results from the written performances are reliable and valid
considering them as one concept, many aspects are to be considered ahead since
the reliability and validity of the scores depends on reducing the errors might
intervene a healthy assessment process and validity gives us the evidence that our
assumptions about the test are indeed right or maybe not. Weigle (2002) expresses
the test and scoring process can affect the reliability of the writing tests and the
purpose of the writing test affects the validity of it. To obtain reliable and valid results,
one way to prepare test specification and according to these specifications
(operation, types of text, addressee of text, topics, dialect, style, and length of the
text) writing tasks can be planned and formed according to the needs of the
institution. By this way our construct can be formed as well. Furthermore, for each
task, sample tasks must be determined to make the expectations to students clear.
In addition, we have to make sure that we are, certainly, testing the writing
performance and no other. Students’ knowledge on the topic, whether s/he is
intelligent or creative, whether s/he has the same interests with ourselves must not
be our concern, so the tasks should be free of presumptions and controlled so that
the focus is on the topic and the performance itself. Additionally, longer and complex
instructions for the task make it a reading task rather than writing, and to overcome
this challenge, illustrations, charts, or comic strips can be used for instructing the
task adequately.
Hughes (2003) believes that for the writing assessment, if the number of
writing tasks to be completed is increased, the reliability and validity of the scores
will increase as well. Giving samples, administering controlled and cautiously
designed tasks, and preparing appropriate criteria also aid the process (Weigle,
2002). Rezaei & Lovorn (2010) also states that rater training holds a significant role
to achieve reliable and valid results as raters tend to ignore some parts and focus
on others while scoring the writings; however, with the help of training which can be
called standardization or moderation meetings, they can discuss and negotiate on
the meanings of the descriptors (Baxter, 1997), then reach a common
understanding.
When any kind of test, whether it is a classroom quiz or a proficiency exam
is being designed, evaluation and assessing processes must be well considered
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(Brown, 2004). Percentage weight of the parts in the test, each item's score,
duration, and question items, marking schemes are some of the factors to be
considered while or after test is formed (Brown; 2004; Weir, 2005). Moreover, the
rating tool (analytical, holistic etc.) that will be used to assess the written works holds
up a great importance; it must be carefully designed as each descriptor may
negatively or positively contribute to the validity (Weigle, 2002). In addition, fairness
and consistency among the scores also issues to be recognized (Hunter et al.,
1996). Recently, there has been an idea of assessing students' skills separately,
which is introduced by communicative language testing as "profile reporting"
(Heaton, 1990, p. 163). By profile reporting it is aimed to see the mastery of the
language skill by skill and get comparable scores for each separate skill. However,
profile reporting is suggested to be used for placement and proficiency exams by
Heaton. Therefore, for the instructional purposes through the academic years, it may
not be a feasible application to diagnose the mastery of writing skill.
Scoring of written output holds up a considerable significance when it comes
to gathering consistent results. In this respect, subjectivity for writing assessment is
one of the main issues. To ensure that assessment is free of subjectivity, raters must
have training sessions, the number of the raters for each test must be increased
(two is the suggested number), and suitable approach for scoring (global or analytic)
(Harmer, 2007) must be adopted. Jonsson & Svingby (2007) concluded that while
scoring the use of rubrics are likely to benefit the learning process and students and
also raters to get objective results. Consistency is one of the main issues if we are
talking about reliability, and it can be achieved if the scoring tool is an effective one
(Ghalib & Al-Hattami, 2015). Another point is Alderson et al. (1995) mentioned the
importance of training the evaluators assessing students' works and output
particularly for the skills writing and speaking so that they can be competent enough
to apply any tools for testing. By this way, it is clear that inter rater reliability which
is the consistency across the raters' judgments on the same written output or intra
rater reliability which is the consistency of a single rater with the same or similar
scoring procedures can be aided. Whether we are talking about inter or intra rater
reliability, evaluators must the consistent and objective within themselves and
between each other, and by monitoring the evaluators, rater reliability can be
increased (Alderson et al., 1995). Hunter et al. (1996) pointed out that if the
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backgrounds of the raters were much alike and if they were given training, the
reliability of their scores were high. However, both novice and experienced teachers
might have problems with the measuring tools and show divergent scores (Barati,
2012). Therefore, training is a paramount aspect of assessing performances.
Writing as a Language Skill
Writing fluently and expressively is considered to be the most difficult skill,
even in one’s own native language, among the main four language skills (Nunan,
2001; Weigle, 2002) since it requires not only knowledge of grammatical patterns
but also cognitive and sociocultural skills (Barkaoui, 2007a; Greenhalgh &
Townsend, 198). It is also a way to understand the knowledge of language and the
knowledge of subject about which the work is written (Rezaei & Lovorn, 2010).
The purpose of teaching writing to students is to enable them to express
themselves in various kinds of text styles by using different writing skills just like they
will do in their native language if they have the necessary skills to do so (Ur, 2009).
This skill also allows students to use and combine different skills simultaneously; for
example; they put the grammatical patterns and vocabulary items they learned into
use, so they can rehearse and improve their language skills. However, this makes
the skill a lot harder since writers have to pay attention to lots of factors.
There are two aspects to writing. The first one is the message that is wished
to be conveyed and the other aspect consists of the factors regarding the form such
as relevant vocabulary or punctuation marks. Therefore, when it comes to make a
judgement about the written work, the weight of the form and content must be well
considered. Cumming (2001, p. 3) demonstrates the targeted areas that the
students work on while learning and improving their writing skills with macro and
micro perspectives (Figure 3.). It can be seen from the Figure 3. that there are many
aspects triggered when writing a work.
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Figure 3. Micro and Macro aspects of learning writing.
Harmer (2007, p. 276) presents the process of teaching as productive skills
which in our case will be the teaching of writing as a productive skill. As it can be
seen from the Figure 4. below, as the first step, students get familiar with the task
itself, and then they perform the task. While they are in the process of writing teacher
monitors and assists students if they need directions or help. Afterwards, teacher
may provide response to the work by giving feedback or score and if he sees that
there is a need for repetition, he can ask the students to edit their work, to perform
the task or a similar one again.

Figure 4. A basic model for teaching productive skills (Harmer, 2007, p. 276).
Cohesion which is referred as unity by Demirezen (1993) and coherence is
two components that every piece of efficient writing has to have (Harmer, 2007).
Cohesion concerns with the grammatical and lexical aspect of the written work; the
ways they are connected within the grammatical and lexical means. Therefore, the
order of the sentences in the written work, the relationship among them, and how
clear and logically the ideas are stated are of significance so that we can talk about
unity. Coherence, on the other hand, is the overall togetherness of the whole work;
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the organization of ideas in the written work has to make sense to the reader and
the ideas need to be easy to follow. Variety can also be an indication of a well-written
work, especially use of conjunctions will benefit both unity and coherence of the
written work (Demirezen, 1993). Knowledge of discourse is another point that should
be taken into consideration in order to write a successful work. For instance, if the
task is about writing an e-mail about a problem to a superior, the writer has to have
the knowledge of formal language or how to address to a superior. Hence, genre of
the work and the knowledge over it hold up a significant importance.
All the methods and factors considered, what we mainly aim for the writing is
to enable students of gain a writing habit (Harmer, 2007, p. 325). Here are some
approaches to writing:


Product-oriented or process- oriented writing



Genre-based writing



Creative writing



Individual or cooperative writing
Product-oriented writing places importance on the end work rather than the

actual writing process. In the process-oriented writing, however, students with the
assistance of teachers have chance to organize, re-organize, plan, edit, draft,
review, re-draft and finalize their work. This process of editing, re-drafting etc. helps
writers to improve their writing skills in second language learning environment.
However, it also makes the process much slower than product-oriented writing
because completing the process (Figure 5.) takes great amount of time. Therefore,
performing process-oriented writing may not be suitable for all classroom practices.
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Figure 5. The wheel showing the process writing procedure (Harmer, 2007, p.
326).
The type of writing we are aiming at seeks a suitable discourse so that the
audience of the work can read a well-written output. Each genre requires some
unique styles of writing. By following those qualities, writer will be able to complete
his work successfully. To successfully achieve a written work in a specific genre,
students must be familiarized with the genre as much as possible, which can be
achieved by showing samples to them and letting them discover the genre
themselves. Then, they can start writing their own works. Genre approach gives the
students control over many types of written text, and it is suitable for both ESP and
EAP students (Harmer, 2007).
The creative writing approach lets students use their imagination to the
fullest. They can write stories, poems etc. The approach can come as too hard or
make students feel inadequate to write; however, if correctly introduced, writing
creative work engages students to use their own experiences, and what they form
at the end becomes their own personal work. Therefore, the whole process
becomes engaging and motivational for them.
It is well known that cooperation makes the learning better in language
classrooms as it has a communicative side and is motivating to work with peers.
The same thing applies to writing activities as well. The assistance of others benefits
each individual and the finished work becomes a combination of many creative
ideas. This approach is suitable for process-oriented writing and genre-based
writing since peers can provide feedback to each other, so they can revise and edit
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their work within the writing process, and for the latter one working on a genre-based
process with other makes the process much easier and efficient.
Madsen (1983) states mainly three stages of writing and suggests some
techniques to apply:


Pre-writing: sentence combining, sentence expansion, sentence reduction,
copying, oral cloze



Guided-writing: changing a passage, building from a paragraph outline, dictation



Free-writing
Writing is not an easy task especially for those who have not even written

much in their mother tongue or for those who do not like it. Therefore, setting fun
tasks and doing warm up activities so that they feel comfortable with the task itself
is significant (Harmer, 2007). Pre-writing tasks are rather suitable for beginner level
students. These techniques will guide the students with not much restriction that
they feel like they are just doing grammar exercises and make them familiar with the
tasks. When students are given a framework to engage in, they will be much more
motivated and the task will make sense for them. As our students become more
skillful and comfortable with writing tasks, more challenging tasks will be better.
Guided writing then free writing follows this process. The more skillful our students
are the more independent they become; however, we never leave them without
some guidance during the activities.
Methods used for Writing Assessment. The view of writing
assessment is shifted from its summative purposes to informative purpose which is
called assessment for learning (AfL) or assessment as learning (AaL) and makes
the student focus of the process (Lee, 2016). Which means not only can assessment
of written output be beneficial for the students it is also valuable for program
development (Wolcott, 1996) because it serves as a mirror for many elements in the
program including the student. Moreover, we cannot take evaluation out of an
instructional program. We all know that language is for communication and writing
is way of communicating but in a way that is different from other skills: by written
works, so while assessing written works of students we have to keep in mind that
communicational side of them (Greenhalgh & Townsend, 1981).
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In order to conduct an accurate test, first thing teachers consider should be
about whether the objectives and the population of the test agree with the type of
the test aimed to be applied (Brown, 1996; Weir, 2005). Then, we can carefully
consider the scoring procedures: development of criteria, rater training, and
ensuring rater objectivity (Abedi, 2010). Being one of the two productive skills,
writing in a foreign language, especially in English, is one of the hardest abilities to
improve; moreover, as in graduate programs most of the time the language of
instruction is a foreign one, so writing in a foreign language is expected from
students (Alderson, 2005). Assessing writing performances of students highly aids
their academic lives (Abedi, 2010), and EFL students demand more layered scoring
methods rather than just a single score (Hamp-Lyons, 1991). Moreover, the scores
of students also can provide information about the test itself to test our predictions
about it (Fulcher & Davidson, 2007). Therefore, scoring of these written output is a
case that must be thoroughly analyzed. As Hamp-Lyons (1991) mentioned the
raters have a tendency to consider the mechanical errors of the students while rating
them, this makes scoring method is a big concern for testing and the purposes of
the test itself.
Each writing stage (pre-writing, guided-writing, free writing) and each
different genre of writing (letters, e-mails, essays etc.) may call for a different method
of evaluation. In addition, there are many categories to assess: grammar, task
completion, punctuation, spelling, vocabulary, mechanics, discourse and so on
(Madsen, 1983). Scoring rubrics which commonly include some of these categories
(macro aspects: content, organization; micro aspects: grammar, mechanics etc. (Ur,
2009) and additionally descriptors for each category are designed to reflect whether
an individual can do the task or not (Fulcher, 2010) and these are the factors that
must be thoroughly recognized since whether the results reflect satisfactory and
valuable scores highly rely on these features as speaking and writing skills cannot
be scored as a test with multiple-choice questions is done (Barati, 2012). Therefore,
objectivity and consistency seem to be the major issues of the evaluation of written
output.
Each stage of writing that mentioned under the previous section has unique
ways of evaluation (Madsen, 1983). For the techniques suggested for the pre-writing
stage requires only limited responses like fill in the blanks or adding or omitting
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words, from the students who are mostly beginners. Since the answers are limited,
the results from these rather objective. However, they lack of real production and
the scoring of these takes time because of abundance of items. Secondly, guidedwriting tasks test students’ ability to deal with controlled and directed activities. Since
they are controlled, it is suitable for students who are less proficient and also the
scoring of the output is much easier. As students are given chance to be creative, it
seems like a good way of assessing writing. These kinds of tasks can be used to
assess different skills along with the writing skill. For example, a teacher may give
a task requiring students to change reported speech sentences given into direct
speech. Students will use both grammar and writing skills together. Also,
preparation of these type of activity types is relatively easy; however, scoring is
sometimes slow and inconsistent especially if the task demands students to write a
paragraph from an outline. Finally, free-writing lets students to be as creative as
possible by giving them a chance to choose their own topic and write about it freely
with guidelines; nevertheless, teachers should make sure that each student is
carrying out the same task in order to reach consistent results among the students.
To score the works from free-writing tasks, teachers should limit the factors to be
scored so that the results are more reliable and consistent, and students are not
discouraged unnecessarily by seeing a paper with many things corrected with a red
pen. When fewer factors are scored, tasks become rather encouraging and
overcorrection relatively can be avoided. When deciding on the factors to be scored,
teachers should not focus on one point too much, especially grammar since as the
level of the students’ increases, the writings become much more than sentences put
one after another. All these factors make works from free-writing tasks slow to
grade; however, these tasks are rather motivating and good ways to assess writing
ability.
To assess the written output, rubrics are great tools to apply and rubrics are
crucial when the marking is due. Scott (2000) mentions two definite features of
rubrics. First, they include descriptions of expected performances, and secondly,
the levels of these performances are presented with explanations and examples.
Herman et al. (1992) state that with the addition of reliability there are five
characteristics of a rubric which are criteria, scale, standards, and examples. Welldefined criteria will help the evaluators to make better decisions. What it meant by
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this is that standards from poor to excellent will be given to the concerning
performance bands. In coordination with the standards a grading system or scale
with adequate descriptions must be existent in a rubric. Exemplifications of the
performance levels can be seen in a well-developed rubric.
Hunter et al. (1996) provided a continuum of scoring methods (Figure 6.) on
their study, which shows holistic and analytic approaches for scoring. Beginning
from general impression scoring which gives an overall score of rater's impression
to atomistic scoring which is microscopic assessment of constituent parts, it can be
seen that there has been a great shift in the scoring methods through the years with
these approaches.

Figure 6. An axis showing the continuum of scoring methods.
Three main methods for evaluating the writing performances of the students
have been suggested by Brown (2004) and Weigle (2002): analytical, holistic, and
primary trait. Council of Europe (2001) mentions them as “assessor-oriented scales”
which focus on how well the learner performs at a given task in terms of expected
performance. Moreover, Heaton (1990) talks about one more scoring method which
is error count or mechanical accuracy. Tedick & Klee (1998) also add multitrait or
multiple-trait assessment into these methods.
Analytical scoring including different performance aspects, breaks down the
components to be scored into categories, and evaluates each separately,
consequently, provides a total point. For holistic scoring which consists of one
descriptor covering multi layers for one level, the evaluator can give a global score
by choosing a descriptor which includes several components together in one band
(Brown, 1996; Harsch & Martin, 2013; Jonsson & Svingby, 2007; Madsen, 1983;
Rezai & Lovorn, 2010; Scott, 2000; Weir, 2005). Primary trait which is considered
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as a variation of holistic method by Hunter et al. (1996) takes one prompt to be
evaluated into consideration, and for each writing descriptors are written again
afresh (Hamp-Lyons, 1991; Fulcher, 2010), so for each writing task a new one is
designed (Weigle, 2002). These specific criteria are determined by the teacher, and
assessment is done in accordance with it (Tedick & Klee, 1998). If the desired
aspects are effectively completed by the writer, the output is seen as a successful
one (Hunter et al, 1996). The method is seen relatively simple and fast way to score;
however, it is overwhelming to design because of the need for a unique one for each
task (Weigle, 2002). In addition, while primary trait scoring method is interested in
only one prompt of the written work assessment, multitrait, as its name suggests,
usually lets scorers to assess three or four aspects. The traits or aspects that are
chosen are closely liked within themselves, which makes it different from analytic
scoring (Tedick & Klee, 1998) and which enables it to give more information about
the performance (Fulcher, 2010). Error counting which is believed to be the most
objective of all, it is still a subjective one and not recommended (Heaton, 1990). As
the name suggests, the evaluator counts the errors of the testee, in the end, testee
loses points accordingly. However, among these methods, analytical and holistic
scorings always come face to face. There are those who are in favor or former and
those rooting for the latter (Hunter et al., 1996).
Using rubrics seems to benefit teaching and learning process better than no
usage of them whether it is an analytic or holistic or a blend of both. Advantages of
using rubrics are widely accepted (Scott, 2000):


They provide more credible assessment,



The criteria are clear to the students: they know what is expected from them,



The criteria are also clear to the teachers: they have a map to show them way,



Students’ anxiety level is lowered thanks to knowing the criteria,



Students become aware of their strengths and weaknesses,



The same standards for each student can be applied,



They facilitate learning.
The scoring tools which are traditionally global and recently analytical and

are made for the purpose of evaluating can be used for rating the ability to carry out
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the task given (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). If there are no separate categories to be
graded, the reliability and validity of the scores might be put in danger, so it is
advisable that a banding system or descriptions which students are expected to
achieve are suggested to the evaluators of the written output (Heaton, 1990). It must
be noted that the descriptors should reflect real performances which are taken from
real-situations (Weir, 2005). The biggest advantage of using rubric is that they
present consistent scoring between the students, tasks, and scorers, and they also
facilitate learning as they are consistent of criteria which are made clear to the
students, so they can see their own strengths and weaknesses (Jonsson & Svingby,
2007). Though it is highly believed that use of rubrics increases the reliability and
validity of the score (Jonsson & Svingby, 2007), it is not always the case if not a
training is received by the raters. (Rezaei & Lovorn, 2010).
CEFR (2001) provides a guideline for institutions teaching languages and
outcomes of variety of language use from overall written production to orthographic
control clear, for various skills for each proficiency level from A1 to C2. Taking an
overall look on the tables below, it can be seen that the expectancy gets simpler or
more demanding or complex in accordance with the proficiency level. Here are
some of the related tables about writing skills taken from CEFR (2001). Beginning
from Table 7 to Table 14, each table shows what each level of student can do in
terms of writing skills. You can notice that different genres of writing are also
included in CEFR (2001) outcomes along with other writing skills that ensure unity
(Demirezen, 1993) in written works. These tables can be made use of by
administrations to design the program or to design rubrics, by teachers to regulate
their teaching or employ them as guidelines, or by students to self-assess and reflect
on their performance. It can be also observed that in some of the tables the level of
proficiency is divided or there are no descriptors. As CEFR states there can be
higher or lower level of students in that level, sometimes the descriptors are divided
into two and stated accordingly. Additionally, in some cases as the ability may apply
to higher level students, there are no descriptors available for the given level since
that the expectancy of performance for lower level students do not exist at all.
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Table 7
Overall Written Production Scale Taken from CEFR (2001, p. 61)
OVERALL WRITTEN PRODUCTION
C2
C1
B2
B1
A2
A1

can write clear, smoothly flowing, complex text in an appropriate and effective style and
a logical structure which helps the reader to find significant points.
can write clear, well-structured text of complex subjects, underlining the relevant salient
issues expanding and supporting points of view at some length with subsidiary points,
reasons and relevant examples, and rounding off with an appropriate conclusion.
can write clear, detailed texts on a variety of subjects related to higher field of interest,
synthesizing and evaluating information and arguments from a number of sources.
can write straightforward connected texts on a range of familiar subjects within his field
of interest, by linking a series of shorter discrete dements into a linear sequence.
can write a series of simple phrases and sentences linked with simple connectors like
“and”, “but” and “because”.
can write simple isolated phrases and sentences.

Table 8
Creative Writing Scale Taken from CEFR (2001, p. 62)
CREATIVE WRITING
C2

can write clear, smoothly flowing, and fully engrossing stories and descriptions of
experiences in a style appropriate to the genre adopted.

C1

can write clear, detailed, well-structured and developed descriptions and imaginative
texts in an assured, personal, natural style appropriate to the reader in the mind.
can write clear, detailed descriptions of real or imaginary events and experiences,
marking the relationship between ideas in clear connect text, and following established
conventions of the genre concerned.

B2

B1

can write clear, detailed descriptions on variety of subjects related to his/her field of
interest.
can write a review of a film, book or play.
can write straightforward, detailed descriptions on a range of familiar subjects within
hi/her field of interest.
can write accounts of experience, describing feelings and reactions in simple
connected text.
can write a description of an event, a recent trio- real or imagined.
can narrate a story.

A2

can write about everyday aspects off his/her environment, e.g. people, places, a job
or study experience in linked sentences.
can write very short, basic descriptions of events, past activities and personal
experiences.

A1

can write a series of simple phrases and sentences about their family, living
conditions, educational background, present or most recent job.
can write short, simple imaginary biographies and simple poems about people.
Can write simple phrases and sentences about themselves and imaginary people,
where they live and what they do.
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Table 9
Scale for Reports and Essays Taken from CEFR (2001, p. 62)
REPORTS AND ESSAYS
can produce clear, smoothly flowing, complex reports, articles or essays which present
a case, or give critical appreciation of proposals of literary works.
C2
can provide an appropriate an effective logical structure which helps the reader to find
significant points.
can write clear, well-structured expositions of complex subjects, underlining the
relevant salient issues.
C1
can explain and support points of view at some length with subsidiary points, reasons
and relevant examples.

B2

can write an essay or report which develops an argument systematically with
appropriate highlighting of significant points and relevant supporting detail.
can evaluate different ideas or solutions to a problem.
can write an essay or report which develops an argument, giving reasons in support of
or against a particular point of view and explaining the advantages and disadvantages
of various options.

B1

can write short, simple essays on topics of interest.
can summarise, report and give his/her opinion about accumulated factual information
on familiar routine and non-routine matters within his/her field with some confidence.
can write very brief reports to a standard conventionalised format, which pass on
routine factual information and state reasons for actions.

A2
A1

No descriptor available
No descriptor available

Table 10
Orthographic Control Scale Taken from CEFR (2001, p. 118)
ORTHOGRAPHIC CONTROL
writing is orthographically free of error
C2
layout, paragraphing and punctuation are consistent and helpful.
C1
spelling is accurate, apart from occasional slips of the pen.
can produce clearly intelligible continuous writing which follows standard layout and
paragraphing conventions.
B2
spelling and punctuation are reasonably accurate but may show signs of mother tongue
influence.
can produce continuous writing which is generally intelligible throughout.
B1
spelling, punctuation and layout are accurate enough to be followed most of the time.
can copy short sentences on everyday subjects – e.g. directions how to get
somewhere.
A2
can write with reasonable phonetic accuracy (but not necessarily fully standard
spelling) short words that are in his/her oral vocabulary.
A1

can copy familiar words and short phrases e.g. simple signs or instructions, names of
everyday objects, names of shops and set phrases used regularly.
can spell his/her address, nationality and other personal details.
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Table 11
Overall Written Interaction Scale Taken from CEFR (2001, p. 83)
OVERALL WRITTEN INTERACTION
C2
C1
B2

As C1
can express him/herself with clarity and precision, relating to the addressee flexibly and
effectively.
can express news and views effectively in writing, and relate to those of others.

A2

can convey information and ideas on abstract as well as concrete topics, check
information and ask
about or explain problems with reasonable precision.
can write personal letters and notes asking for or conveying simple information of
immediate relevance,
getting across the point he/she feels to be important.
can write short, simple formulaic notes relating to matters in areas of immediate need.

A1

can ask for or pass on personal details in written form.

B1

Table 12
Correspondence Scale Taken from CEFR (2001, p. 83)
CORRESPONDENCE
C2
As C1
can express him/herself with clarity and precision in personal correspondence, using
C1
language flexibly
and effectively, including emotional, allusive and joking usage.
can write letters conveying degrees of emotion and highlighting the personal
B2
significance of events and
experiences and commenting on the correspondent’s news and views.
can write personal letters giving news and expressing thoughts about abstract or
cultural topics such as music, films.
B1
can write personal letters describing experiences, feelings and events in some detail.
A2

can write very simple personal letters expressing thanks and apology.

A1

can write a short simple postcard.

Table 13
Notes, Messages and Forms Scale taken from CEFR (2001, p. 84)
NOTES, MESSAGES AND FORMS
C2
C1
B2
B1

A2

A1

As B1
As B1
As B1
can take messages communicating enquiries, explaining problems.
can write notes conveying simple information of immediate relevance to friends, service
people, teachers and others who feature in his/her everyday life, getting across
comprehensibly the points he/she feels are important.
can take a short, simple message provided he/she can ask for repetition and
reformulation.
can write short, simple notes and messages relating to matters in areas of immediate
need.
can write numbers and dates, own name, nationality, address, age, date of birth or
arrival in the country, etc. such as on a hotel registration form.
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Table 14
Coherence and Cohesion Scale for Discourse Competence Taken from CEFR
(2001, p. 125)
COHERENCE AND COHESION
C2

can create coherent and cohesive text making full and appropriate use of a variety of
organisational patterns and a wide range of cohesive devices.

C1

can produce clear, smoothly flowing, well-structured speech, showing controlled use of
organisational patterns, connectors and cohesive devices.

B2

B1

A2
A1

can use a variety of linking words efficiently to mark clearly the relationships between
ideas.
can use a limited number of cohesive devices to link his/her utterances into clear,
coherent discourse, though there may be some ‘jumpiness’ in a long contribution.
can link a series of shorter, discrete simple elements into a connected, linear sequence
of points.
can use the most frequently occurring connectors to link simple sentences in order to
tell a story or describe something as a simple list of points.
can link groups of words with simple connectors like ‘and’, ‘but’ and ‘because’.
can link words or groups of words with very basic linear connectors like ‘and’ or ‘then’.

Analytic Scoring. For analytic scoring, developers provide different
components of language with descriptions to be graded separately (Bachman et al.,
1996; Brown, 1996; Hughes, 2003; Lee et al., 2008; Tedick & Klee, 1998; Weigle,
2002; Wiseman, 2011). Raters score each component separately and add the
scores up concluding a final score (Hunter et al., 1996; Weir, 2005) or multiply the
score to get a score out of 100 points, which increases reliability of the score since
the scoring shows more explicit results (Weir, 2005).
This procedure for scoring is suitable for instructional purposes, so writers
can see their scores from different aspects separately and explicitly (Heaton, 1990;
Jonsson & Svingby, 2007) and work on them, and they are provided a positive
washback (the beneficial effect of testing on the student); therefore, analytic scoring
may provide diagnostic feedback (Brown, 2004; Tedick & Klee, 1998). Seeing the
assessment of each sub-skills separately also benefits the learners (Hughes, 2003)
since they would see a true reflection of their performance in terms of the
expectancy.
According to the objectives of the writing procedures, weighting and
components of the rating analytic tool might be changed (Appendix F) (Heaton,
1990; Hughes, 2003). If, for example, one aspect from the tool weighs more, it
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shows that that aspect is given significance in that particular situation (Hughes,
2003). Therefore, it provides evaluators flexibility. If the instruction focuses on
accuracy, for example, the grammar band can have more points, or if the level of
the students is low, there may be no component as fluency (Heaton, 1990).
Moreover, it is relatively easier to train evaluators that use the analytical scorings
thanks to the clear components and ratings provided (Park, n.d.). Studies show that
analytic scoring is the most suitable assessment method when it comes to score the
academic writing tasks (Weir, 2005).
Analytic and holistic scoring might seem to be similar; however, taken a
closer look analytic scoring has separate categories with detailed sub-categories or
dimensions addressing different factors (Heaton, 1990). Teacher or the testing office
of an institution can decide on the sub-skills depending on the task before executing
it (Brown, 1996). These dimensions may need adjustments, additions, or omissions
if the goals of curriculum or needs of students change. While Jacobs et al. (1981)
suggest content, organization, vocabulary, syntax, and mechanics as categories
(Appendix F), Brown & Bailey's (1984) suggested five categories are organization,
logical development, grammar, punctuation, spelling and mechanics, and style and
quality of expression. In accordance with the needs, the dimensions in the rating
tool may change.
Because of the problems that might appear with holistic (previously called
impression) grading, Bachman et. al. (1996) suggest analytical scorings. These also
provide more detailed feedback on students' language proficiency or writing
progress (Bacha, 2001). Moreover, due to the benefits of using different areas as
components or categories, scores reveal information on language use, so scorers
being aware of these different areas cannot overlook these areas while scoring
(Hughes, 2003). However, evaluators have to be careful while adopting analytic
scoring instruments since they may employ holistic methods unconsciously (Bacha,
2001). On the other hand, Lee et al. (2008) agree on the fact that if the rater is a
skilled one, while evaluating he is likely to divide their decision on the output in
different aspect of the writing, so this decision making process shows us a tendency
with analytic method. Furthermore, analytic scoring is comparatively easy to be
trained on since the descriptors are more clear (Weigle, 2002). This type of scoring
is also more reliable because it has more layers or aspects to be considered.
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The major drawback of this method is that the scoring process is slower even
with experience raters compared to holistic scoring (Hughes, 2003; Weigle, 2002).
Another disadvantage of this method seems to be when the sub-skills fail to
represent such aspect of the language correctly as a whole (Tedick & Klee, 1998).
Moreover, the scorers who are experienced on analytic scoring may decide on an
expected score and adjust the score into the analytic scheme (Weigle, 2002).
Hughes (2003) suggests re-scoring of the same work with impression scoring to
check if there is a wide discrepancy between the two methods may ensure validity.
Holistic Scoring. As mentioned before, holistic method of scoring includes
a scale or criteria for which statements or descriptors are made clear, and these
statements consists of explanations of different language areas such as vocabulary
and organization together in each band, which are expected to be achieved by the
writer (Brown, 2004; Fulcher, 2010; Heaton, 1990; Weigle, 2002) and the
performance is seen as a whole (Tedick & Klee, 1998), so the rater chooses a score
that reflects the whole performance of the student (Barkaoui, 2007b). The goal is to
see how well the writer responds to the overall task (Greenhalgh & Townsend,
1981). It is mostly preferred for high-stake examinations like admission or placement
exams in institutions, but not for instructional purposes (Brown, 2004) since it is said
to provide a rapid and less expensive assessment (Jonsson & Svingby, 2007;
Tedick & Klee, 1998; Weigle, 2002). Hughes (2003) states that one-page written
work can be scored by an experienced scorer within two minutes or less. He also
emphasizes two or more scoring is a necessity because of this fast scoring. Weigle
(2002) states that holistic scoring also allows raters to focus on what students can
do rather than what they cannot, he also adds holistic scoring gives more reliable
results without separating the language but seeing it as whole.
One traditional approach to grade the works is by grading with global scales
which suggests reading the works in terms of a single aspect and with a single grade
(Bachman et al., 1996). However, the researchers pointed out main problems with
global scoring: "problems of interfering, difficulties in assigning levels, and
differential weighting of components" (Bachman et al., 1996, p. 209).
Here is one of the holistic evaluation statements taken from Brown (2004):
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6

Demonstrates clear competence in writing on both the rhetorical and

syntactic levels, though it has occasional errors. A paper in this category:


effectively addresses the writing task



is well organized and well developed



uses clearly appropriate details to support a thesis or illustrate ideas



displays consistent facility in the use of language



demonstrates syntactic variety and appropriate word choice.

As it can be seen from the descriptor above, the score that is gotten by this
method of evaluation might not show the testee a clear result, as it includes many
types of language areas such as vocabulary, organization and use of language
(Bachman et al., 1996; Weigle, 2002), so it is not as informative as analytic scorings
(Bacha, 2001) and does not provide any opportunities for feedback for the students
especially ESL writers, as the score by its nature cannot be explained (Hamp-Lyons,
1991; Weigle, 2002). Another problem with this method appears when testee is
successful in some statements and fails at the others in one band since a second
language learning writer may not develop all language areas hand in hand
(Wiseman, 2011). Therefore, these multiple factors might make it hard for the
evaluator to decide on a score (Bachman et al., 1996; Weigle, 2002) or a student to
reflect on his true performance. In the case of higher stake tests like proficiency,
scholars suggest that when students perform badly in one statement and the rest of
the performance relatively better, rater is to take the badly performed aspect into
consideration and give score accordingly (Weir, 2005). In order to decrease the
weaknesses of this method, Heaton (1990) advises scoring of two or more
evaluators and them taking rests when needed to score written output. Moreover,
raters using holistic scoring criteria must be trained on the criteria itself to gain a
common perspective and monitored throughout the marking sessions so that their
scores can be consistent with each other (Hunter el at., 1996).
On the other hand, this approach has some advantages as well. Here are
some of them as suggested by Brown (2004). It provides fast evaluation, inter-rater
reliability is comparably higher, statements are comprehensible for trained
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evaluators, scores that are given mostly reflect writers' strengths, and lastly, it can
be used for variety of evaluative purposes (Brown, 2004).
Impression scoring as the preceding version of holistic scoring was
developed in 1960s by Educational Testing Service has no descriptors or criteria
like its successor, which makes it fairly unreliable (Weigle, 2002). It gives a single
score by the overall impression of the rater who chooses his own personal criteria
(Baxter, 1997; Hughes, 2003; Hunter et al., 1996) and rapidly gives a score to the
output (Hamp-Lyons, 1991). The construct on the minds of raters seems unclear
and differ when it comes to score the work (Vacc, 1989). What distinguishes holistic
which is mentioned as focused holistic scoring by Hamp-Lyons (1991) and
Greenhalgh and Townsend (1981), and impression scoring is that holistic scoring
has pre-determined rubrics or criteria with descriptors, so due to having these it
provides evaluator guidance when scoring (Greenhalgh & Townsend, 1981; Weigle,
2002). Impression scoring can, however, be done by looking at some aspects like
grammar and vocabulary, but neither the student nor the scorer will exactly know
that the grade actually indicates as there are no descriptors to look at (Baxter, 1997).
In the past, in traditional essay assessment, teachers scored the works by their
impression on the work which could have been influenced by many factors (gender,
physical appearance of the student etc.), so we cannot say that it was and is still an
objective rating system (Rezaei & Lovorn, 2010). Among the factors that affect this
scoring, bias towards the student is studied by Malouff & Thorsteinsson (2016), and
they found out that when the raters know information which is unrelated to the rating
process, about the students, they seem to be included this knowledge on their
scores. Furthermore, it is obvious that scoring process can also be affected by
shared interests between the scorer and the student if they are familiar with each
other.
A comparison between Analytic and Holistic Scoring Methods. There is
not an agreement on which scoring method surpasses the other (Harsch & Martin,
2013). Whether to apply holistic or analytic scoring method highly depends on the
objectives of the testing process. Analytic scoring is preferred for educational
purposes while holistic is chosen for testing proficiency over the area that is tested.
If the purpose, for example, is to diagnose, analytic scoring is a necessity as it
reflects the present profile of the learners with their strengths and weaknesses
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(Council of Europe, 2001). The conclusive score from analytic assessment is a
combination of scores from different components of the criteria. On the other hand,
holistic scoring does not allow separate descriptors, and this method is more
suitable for high stake examinations such as proficiency exams as these
examinations are not designed to give students any idea about their abilities (Abedi,
2010). Holistic scoring, as mentioned, is not appropriate for educational purposes,
especially for achievement tests, as it would not give a detailed description of the
subject area that is tested. The feature which makes holistic scoring method easy
to use also makes it open to some argumentations. The problem is that the decisions
of the raters may not be that reliable since the descriptors give an overall explanation
of an expected performance and the relationship between the descriptor and the
performance cannot be reflected clearly on the score (Fulcher, 2010). Raters may
find both sufficient and insufficient performance features in one descriptor or they
may tend to give importance to one aspect and overlook the others, and we may
observe halo effect on the score which occurs when a decision effects another
(Weir, 2005), which makes the decision making process problematic and causes
the score include errors. According to the research done by Barkaoui (2007b) raters
using holistic scoring stated that deciding on which descriptor to choose from as a
final one was hard for them, and this decision process became overwhelming for
them. However, when they had the chance to use a scoring method that had
separate categories for each component, raters did not have difficulties that they
had with holistic method. Moreover, the results from holistic scoring do not show
students a real reflection of their performance in a separate detailed way. Another
difference between these two methods is the timing for scoring. While holistic
method is quicker, analytic scoring takes a lot more time to apply (Nakamura, 2004).
However, one significant point is must be stated. Even when an analytic tool is given
to the rater, there is a possibility that the rate still scores the work holistically (Çetin,
2011; Rezaei & Lovorn, 2010). Furthermore, it should be noted that students also
need to understand the criteria being used which holistic scoring achives poorly
(Vacc, 1989).
Scoring circumstances also affect this choice of methods. When the scoring
is done with an experienced group gathered at the same place, holistic scoring will
be feasible, while when the group scoring the tests is less experienced and works
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at different places, analytic scoring will provide more reliable results (Hughes, 2003).
Nakamura (2002) resulted that holistic and analytic scoring methods could be
alternatives to each other on the condition that there is a valid construct for the test.
This construct should also be well-understood by the raters scoring the output.
Bachman and Palmer (1996) introduce six features of a test which are
reliability, construct validity, practicality, authenticity, impact, and instructiveness. All
of these qualities are to exist in a test with good balance. Table 15 below shows
these features in the use of holistic and analytical scoring methods (Weigle, 2002).
All the features except authenticity and interactiveness are mentioned above.
Because of the intention of reading as a whole, holistic scoring seems more like an
activity part of real-life; however, Nakamura (2002) states that students and
teachers are in need of feedback which can be attained with analytic scoring
methods. Also, notice that interactiveness is not observed in these methods since
there is no interaction between raters and students.
Table 15
A Comparison of Holistic and Analytic Scales on Six Qualities of Test Usefulness
(Weigle, 2002, p. 121)
Quality

Holistic Scale

Reliability

Lower than analytic but still
acceptable
Construct Validity Holistic scale assumes that all
relevant aspects of writing ability
develop at the same rate and can
thus be captured in a single score;

Practicality

Holistic scores correlate with
superficial aspects such as length
and handwriting
Relatively fast and easy

Impact

Single score may mask an uneven
writing profile and may be
misleading for replacement

Authenticity

White (1995) argues that reading
holistically is a more natural process
than reading analytically
n/a

Interactiveness

Analytic Scale
Higher than holistic
Analytic scales more appropriate for
L2 writers as different aspects of
writing ability develop at different
rates

Time-consuming; expensive
More scales provide useful
diagnostic information for
placement and/or instruction; more
useful for rater training
Raters may read holistically and
adjust analytic scores to match
holistic impression
n/a

In the paper written by Harsh and Martin (2003), they express that holistic
scoring method seemed to give more valid results on the surface, and Wiseman
(2012) thinks that the results from holistic scoring will be informative for the writers
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as they do not allow details on different aspects of language use, and Vacc (1989)
states that holistic scoring gives just as satisfactory results as analytic scoring and
the results from both correlate with each other; however, taking a closer look, they
also found out that this validity was not supported in terms of the raters’ application
of the descriptors. Though their scores were mostly consistent with each other, the
ways of their interpreting the descriptors varied. Therefore, having this drawback in
validity, this method highly demands training and monitoring the raters.
Whether to employ analytic or holistic rubric is not definite concept, but it
particularly depends on the purpose and the situation. Both have their unique
advantages and disadvantages. When it comes to make a decision on which one to
consider, the authorities are to take the aspects mentioned above into account.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
The purpose of the study is to investigate two methods of written assessment
at a state university preparatory school by comparing them to reveal whether the
use of holistic scoring or analytic scoring will result in more reliable and valid scores
and to what extent these two scoring methods, individually, facilitate writing progress
of the EFL students in the institution. The study adopted a mixed method of research
in which first quantitative data, and then qualitative data were collected, so the
design of the study was a sequential explanatory design. For the study, quantitative
data was collected with the help of the writing scores obtained from two separate
classes. In each class a different method of assessment which were analytical and
impression methods was adopted. Following the collection of quantitative data,
qualitative data were collected through semi-structured interviews with the
volunteered participants from the two classes in the methods were applied.
The study provides answers to the following six research questions:


What is the effect of impression method of scoring written output on the scores
of the students?



What is the effect of analytical method of scoring written output on the scores of
the students?



How big is the difference between the analytical and impression groups' written
output?



What is the effect of impression method of scoring written output on the
motivation and attitudes of the students?



What is the effect of analytical method of scoring written output on the motivation
and attitudes of the students?



How are the ideas of participants in the analytical and impression groups on the
scoring method different?
The first and the second research questions were answered by analyzing the

data obtained from analytical and impression assessment methods in two different
experimental groups separately. The data were analyzed by using SPSS 21.0 and
doing T-Test for each method separately. The third question was addressed by a
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comparison of the scores from the two groups by One-Way ANOVA, and the results
were interpreted by the researcher. For the fourth, the fifth, and sixth questions,
semi-structures interviews were conducted with ten participants from analytic group
and eleven participants from impression group. The interview included eleven
questions about the writing applications during the study. The answers for the
questions were addressed, interpreted, and compared considering the quantitative
data collected for the first three questions.
This chapter provides the overall design of the study, and information about
the setting and the participants, data collection procedures, instruments, and
analysis of the data.
Setting and Participants
The study was conducted at a state university English Preparatory School in
2018-2019 academic year. The program is mandatory for students of engineering,
international relations, and architecture departments, if they are unable to achieve
70 or more from the proficiency exam which is held three times (September,
January, and June) in the academic year. The instruction of language of the
departments is 30% English except for electrical and electronic engineering which
is 100%.
The students of the university take the proficiency exam at the beginning of
the year, and the placement exam is conducted a week after it. The students are
placed according to their results into three levels: beginner, elementary, and preintermediate. The program adopts an integrated approach for language education.
This year Navigate which was designed with the help of CEFR (2001) was chosen
as the course book by the instructors and the administration of the institution. The
beginner level students complete A1, A2, B1 and B1+ books; the elementary level
completes A2, B1, and B1+ books; and the pre-intermediate level uses B1 and B1+
books during the academic year. By the end of the program, it is aimed that all
students from each level will be at B1+ level according to CEFR (2001). During the
fall semester there are two midterm exams and for the spring there is one midterm
and the final exam. The midterms include all language skills: listening, reading,
writing, and speaking and include different types of questions from multiple-choice
to more productive ones such as sentence completion. However, the final exam is
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paper-based and fully consists of multiple-choice questions for listening and
grammar, vocabulary, and reading. Other than these exams, during the academic
year, the students are expected to perform projects, weekly writings, take quizzes,
and speaking exams all of which contribute to the overall grade of the students. To
succeed at the program, students need to get 70 points or higher from all the
applications over the academic year.
The participants of the study were B1 level students from two different
classes and their teacher, the researcher as the rater. Convenient sampling was
adopted for the study. Therefore, both sample groups were classes that the
researcher instructed during the academic year. A total of forty-three students
participated in study’s quantitative part: one group including twenty-one, and the
other twenty-two students. Before the study was conducted, consent forms were
signed by the participated students. The ages of these students differed from
eighteen to twenty-one. Thirteen of the students were female and thirty of the
students were male. For the qualitative part, a total of twenty-one students from
forty-three students, ten from analytic group and eleven from holistic group, who
were volunteered for the interviews, were interviewed to collect their opinions. To
keep the anonymity of the students’ identities, researcher chose new names for
each student and mentioned them as their given-names in the study. The teacher
had six years of experience in the field; in this case she was also the researcher
working in the testing office of the institution as the coordinator of B1 level
previously. The researcher was the rater of the students’ written works in the study.
Data Collection
In this study, both qualitative and quantitative data were collected.
Quantitative data were gathered through the scores of students’ weekly writings,
and qualitative data were collected through semi-structured interviews with the
students. By using these methods respectively to collect data, the validity of the
results tried to be assured and increased since Dörnyei (2007) states that through
using multiple methods the weakness of one method of collecting data can be
eliminated or to some point can be decreased. By gathering quantitative data first
and then collecting qualitative later, the numerical data aimed to be explained and
interpreted in more detail. In other words, sequential explanatory design was
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adopted for this study. The quantitative data were analyzed with SPSS 21.0, and
qualitative data were interpreted on.
Before the study was conducted, consent forms for both parts of the study
was taken from the participants. The quantitative data was collected over 4 weeks
and through 8 writing tasks from two B1 level classes.
For the B1-Threshold level provided in CEFR (2001) the writing outcome is
explained as:
I can write simple connected text on topics which are familiar or of personal interest.
I can write personal letters describing experiences and impressions.

It was observed that the writing tasks chosen for the study (Appendices G-HI–J-K-L-M-N) were all appropriate considering this outcome. This information was
also useful while designing the analytic rubric and writing the descriptors. Here is
the table showing the genre or topic of each writing task:
Table 16
Writing Tasks Used in the Study
Writing Task

Genre/Topic

Writing Task 1

Writing a web post

Writing Task 2

Writing an email about a recent event happened

Writing Task 3

Writing an email to make arrangements

Writing Task 4

Writing an email to return a product

Writing Task 5

Writing rules for perfect education system

Writing Task 6

Writing a covering letter

Writing Task 7

Writing a review of a restaurant/cafê

Writing Task 8

Writing a narrative story

Throughout the study, one of the experimental groups was scored with
analytic criteria while other group was scored by holistic-impression scoring which
means there were no definite criteria since impression scoring method does not
require or suggest written criteria; however, the rater decides on the criteria himself
or the judgement on the performance is done without pre-determined criteria
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(Baxter, 1997; Hughes, 2003; Hunter et al., 1996). For the analytic scoring part of
the study, an analytic rubric was designed. The rubric was reviewed by two testing
office members and a piloting was conducted in the previous year. The piloting and
revisions by the experts provided important feedback on the rubric, and it was
revised accordingly. The researcher was the one scoring the written output since
she was familiar with the criteria, and there was no need for training sessions for
her. Each task was assessed, scored, and handed to the students within the
following 3 days that the task was done so that the students did not forget about
what they wrote about and how well they wrote and that for the group receiving
analytic scoring, the next writing task could be built on the knowledge of the
feedback that previous one provided them by the clear criteria. On the back of each
writing task, the analytic criteria were printed, so the students saw the criteria and
saw how many points they got from each component of the criteria. However, the
students scored holistically only saw their total score, and there was no information
about how well they performed on the task itself in terms of organization, grammar,
vocabulary or mechanics. While scoring students works, the researcher also gave
indirect corrective feedback to all the students using corrective feedback symbols
(GR for grammar, V for vocabulary, SP for spelling, P for punctuation, ᶺ for missing
words, C for capitalization, ? for parts that cannot be understood) and for the group
scored analytically filled out the corrective feedback form (Appendix-E) and attached
it to students’ task sheet, and for the other group the researcher gave written
corrective feedback as an overall comment on the task. Each corrective feedback
symbol used was made clear to the students at the beginning of the academic year
and revised when necessary. Moreover, for both of the classes, oral feedback
sessions were held after the works were scored. After the quantitative data were
collected, students were interviewed individually to gather their opinions and identify
their attitudes on the applications of scoring methods.
Instruments
The study had two different methods for collecting data. For the first and
quantitative part of the study, two assessment methods, analytical and impression,
methods were applied, and scores from these practices were taken into
consideration and analyzed. Before conducting the study, consent forms (Appendix
A) to participate in the study were signed by the students. As the impression method
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of assessment does not require the rater to have any criteria, there was no
instrument for this part. On the other hand, analytic scoring criteria to score written
works of the students were used in the analytic group. Both groups were given
corrective feedback. Corrective feedback forms which correlated with the criteria
(Appendix E) were used for analytically scored groups, and they were attached to
participants’ task sheets. For the following part of the study, semi-structured
interviews were conducted and the interview questions were used to collect data for
the second part of the study.
Instrument 1. For the purpose of the study, analytic rubric (Appendix D) was
designed and practiced. The efficacy of rubrics for assessment is recognized by
many scholars since they enable students and teachers to see the expectancies
and results from these expectancies evidently, they also guide both parties, and
they are also efficient tools for evaluation (Allen & Tanner, 2006; Andrade, 1999;
Andrade et al., 2009; McMurrer & Shellard, 2004; Rezaei & Lovorn, 2010). The
rubric was designed by the researcher, and it has five performance components
(task completion, organization, grammar, vocabulary, and mechanics). The traits
were adapted from Harsch & Martin’s (2012) study and mechanics trait was added
since it was decided that the punctuation, spelling, and capitalization were parts of
writing proficiency, and they were also included in the outcomes of CEFR (2001) at
B1 level. The expectancy of the components and the reason why each component
was chosen are explained below.
Task completion: as the outcomes of the B1 level require students to write
simple personal letters or emails or complete letters or emails, the trait assesses
whether they are able to write one or not.
Organization: The trait covers the ability to demonstrate the basic letter
layout, opening and closing marks. Also, the unity and coherence of the written task
is covered in this trait.
Grammar: B1 outcomes of CEFR (2001) on grammar are reflected on this
trait, and students are expected to achieve them.
Vocabulary: B1 outcomes of CEFR (2001) on usage of vocabulary are
reflected on this trait, and students are expected to achieve them.
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Mechanics: The correct use of capital or lowercase letters, punctuation
marks, and the correct spellings of the vocabulary items are assessed in this trait.
The weight of each trait was determined to be the same (20%) since all the
traits were of the same importance and served as equal parts of for the unity of the
written work. The descriptors in the rubric were designed by the researcher in
accordance with the outcomes and objectives of CEFR (2001) mentioned in Chapter
2 and five-point numerical scale (Harsh & Martin, 2012; Reynolds et al., 2006;
Walvoord & Anderson, 2013) was used, and each performance trait was divided into
6 (from 0 to 5), 5 indicating the excellent and 0 indicating the unscorable
performance. When the work was obversed to be off the topic, it was given a total
of 1 out of 100. Furthermore, the descriptors were designed considering the CEFR
(2001) outcomes about writing and language use abilities at B1- B1+ levels (see the
tables from 7- 14 in Chapter 2). Two of the testing office members, as experts, in
the institute reviewed the scoring criteria in detail and according to their feedback
the rubric was reviewed (Walvoord & Anderson, 2013). Furthermore, piloting for the
criteria was done in the spring semester of the previous academic year before the
real experiment. All the students were given information about the study and asked
whether they would like to participate in the piloting or not. The results of this
application were analyzed with the help of SPSS 21.0, and the Cronbach Alpha
score of the analytic rubric was calculated as r= 0,66 which shows that rubric is an
applicable one and can be used for the study. Before every writing task, the rubric
was explained, reviewed, or if necessary the meanings were negotiated in the
classroom.
Instrument 2. The second instrument used for data collection was semistructured interviews. The reason why the researcher chose conducting interview is
that they enable researchers to access and perceive the insights of the students in
a natural way and in-depth, and semi-structures interviews give researchers
comparable and categorizable results between the interviewees (Denscombe,
2010; Dörnyei, 2007). The interview included some questions about the scoring
methods used during the semester. The questions (Appendix C) were written and
organized by the researcher considering the information needed to obtain more
information about the scoring process during the study. All the participants
volunteered for interviews, and they signed consent forms (Appendix B). Each
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student was interviewed individually, and the interview was recorded and then
necessary parts were translated. Ten volunteers from analytically scored and eleven
from the other group were chosen randomly, they were also asked whether they
wished to volunteer to participate in the study or not, and all of them volunteered.
Each participant was given a date and time to conduct the interview. The interviews
were conducted in the office of the researcher as it was a quiet place that both the
participants and the researcher could be comfortable during the interviews. The
interviews were conducted in Turkish which was the students’ native language so
that they could understand the questions successfully, express themselves better
and efficiently, and explain their ideas deeper and that they would not feel like their
language skills were being assessed during the interview as it was thought that they
would care about their language rather than giving their honest opinions to the
questions addressed. The interviews were transcribed in Turkish, and necessary
parts for the study were translated into English.
Data Analysis
The study was conducted to investigate the efficiency of two different scoring
methods and their effects on students writing scores. Both qualitative and
quantitative data were collected for the study. The independent variables of the
study were the analytic and holistic scoring methods that were implemented, and
the dependent variable was the students’ writing scores. The quantitative data were
collected through scoring procedures. Qualitative data was collected by semistructured interviews with students to explain the results from the analyses done by
using quantitative data in more detail.
The quantitative data were analyzed using Statistics Package for the Social
Science (SPSS) the version of 21.0. In order to find whether there was a relationship
between each scoring method or they affected the progress of the written works,
One-way ANOVA was used. To find the mean scores of each scoring method, first,
T-Test was used. After finding the mean scores, the One-way ANOVA was used to
compare mean scores of two scoring methods for each writing task. In addition to
this, to discover the progress of the students through each task, Dependent T-Test
was used to compare the mean scores of analytically scored tasks and holistically
scored tasks separately. These comparisons of mean scores were used to
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determine whether the two scoring methods differentiated in terms of rater’s
assessment between the two groups and whether the feedback that the analytical
scoring provided the students facilitated their learning or not.
The qualitative data gained by the interviews were transcribed and translated
into English. The necessary parts were presented in the study. Some interpretations
and comparisons were done taking the findings obtained from the quantitative data
analysis into consideration.
The results from these tests will be explained in more detail in the following
chapter.
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Chapter 4
Findings
This chapter presents the findings of the study. The purpose of the study was
to compare the two different methods of writing evaluation, which were analytical
and impression scoring, by scoring two experimental groups’ written works with a
particular method and explore which one contributed the learning and attitude of the
students of a state university at B1 level. Hence, the following research questions
were addressed in the study:


What is the effect of impression method of scoring written output on the output
of the students?



What is the effect of analytical method of scoring written output on the output of
the students?



How big is the difference between the analytical and impression groups' written
output?



What is the effect of impression method of scoring written output on the
motivation and attitudes of the students?



What is the effect of analytical method of scoring written output on the motivation
and attitudes of the students?



How are the ideas of participants in the analytical and impression groups on the
scoring method different?
To obtain results to answer the research questions quantitative (writing

scores) and qualitative data (semi-structured interviews) were collected.
Quantitative data which were the writing scores of the participants were obtained
using analytic and impression method in two particular groups. The researcher
scored written output of two groups with different methods of evaluation, in this case
those were analytical and impression methods, and each one was practiced in the
designated group. Each group completed the same 8 tasks, and the works were
scored by the researcher. After getting the scored from 8 writing tasks, the scores
were entered into SPSS 21.0. The data were analyzed using SPSS 21.0, and
afterwards, the qualitative data were obtained through semi-structured interviews,
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and their transcriptions and comparisons of the answers given to the questions in
the interview were made by the researcher to investigate and interpret the data.
Findings for Research Question 1
Research Question 1: What is the effect of impression method of scoring
written output on the output of the students?
The purpose of this research question was to find out whether the
implementation of impression scoring affected the scores of the students and to
demonstrate the effects of the method on the scores of the students throughout 8
writing tasks. Table 17 shows the results of each writing task that was scored with
impression method with the number of participants in each task.
Table 17
Means and Standard Deviations of Scores for Each Writing Task

Mean

Writing

Writing

Writing

Writing

Writing

Writing

Writing

Writing

Task 1

Task 2

Task 3

Task 4

Task 5

Task 6

Task 7

Task 8

91,6500

85,9474

87,8500

87,6842

78,0588

85,5000 92,8235 88,7333

20

19

20

19

17

18

17

15

N
7,71379 10,18972 21,13434 22,10845 17,22451

Std. D
Skewness
Kurtosis

7,64083 5,28246 8,25025

-1,312

-,339

-4,002

-3,702

-1,354

-,594

-,055

-,756

1,708

-1,094

17,101

14,828

,636

-,729

-1,513

-,714

As can be seen from Table 17, the means of the writing task were found out
to be respectively 91,65, 85,94, 87,85, 87,68, 78,05, 85,5, 92,82, and 88,73. The
means of scores from the first writing task to the second one decreased by 5,7
points, and after that writing mean increased approximately 2 points. The mean of
the fourth writing was quite similar to the previous task. Then, it dropped by 9,62
points. The sixth and seventh means showed an increase; however, for the last
writing task it dropped about 4 points. In addition, the number of students changed
through the applications of the task. At the beginning 20 students participated in the
task, but it dropped to 15 in the last task.
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Table 18
Two-tailed T-Test between the Writing Applications
Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std. Error
Mean

W1 - W2

5,66667

9,60392

2,26367

95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
Lower
Upper
,89075 10,44258

t

df

Sig.
(2tailed)

W2 - W3

-,11111

24,49463

5,77344

-12,29200

12,06978

-,019

17

,985

W3 - W4

-,15789

29,50944

6,76993

-14,38099

14,06520

-,023

18

,982

W4 - W5

6,86667

17,61844

4,54906

-2,89010

16,62344

1,509

14

,153

W5 - W6

-6,33333

12,97066

3,34901

-13,51625

,84958

-1,891

14

,079

W6 - W7

-7,93750

8,53595

2,13399

-12,48599

-3,38901

-3,720

15

,002

W7 - W8

3,92308

8,69350

2,41114

-1,33035

9,17651

1,627

12

,130

W1 - W8

4,57143

8,85537

2,36670

-,54151

9,68437

1,932

13

,076

2,503

17

,023

In Table 18, the comparisons between the writing tasks of the group
holistically scored are shown. The comparisons were done between the results of
the writing tasks following each other and between the first and the last writing task.
The significance values of Writing Task 1-Writing Task 2 and Writing Task 6-Writing
Task 7, were found out respectively as p= ,023 < ,05 and p= ,002 < ,05. Significance
value of Writing Task 2 and Writing Task 3 was found p= ,985 > ,05. Significance
value of Writing Tasks 3-4 was p= ,982 > ,05. Significance value of Writing Tasks 45 was p= ,153 > ,05. Significance value of Writing Tasks 5-6 was = ,079 > ,05.
Significance value of Writing Tasks 7-8 was p= ,130 > ,05. Finally, significance value
of Writing Tasks 1-8 was p= ,076 > ,05. It can be concluded that there was a
significant difference between the Writing Tasks 1-2 and Writing Tasks 6-7.
Findings for Research Question 2
Research Question 2: What is the effect of analytical method of scoring
written output on the output of the students?
With the second question, it was sought to explore whether the
implementation of analytic scoring affected the scores of the students and to show
the effects of the method on the scores of the students. Table 18 shows the results
of each writing task that was scored with analytic method of scoring and the number
of participants in each task is also presented.
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Table 19
Means and Standard Deviations of Scores for Each Writing Task

Mean

Writing

Writing

Writing

Writing

Writing

Writing

Writing

Writing

Task 1

Task 2

Task 3

Task 4

Task 5

Task 6

Task 7

Task 8

95,4545

87,8182

85,3182

91,4286

80,7353

80,3333 92,2222 93,1000

22

22

22

21

17

N
Std.

3,33420 11,80652 27,80440

Deviation
Skewness

21

18

20

5,03559 11,44841 30,58158 7,44830 3,07622

-,269

-1,577

-2,857

,007

,086

-2,078

-2,058

-,008

-,363

2,757

7,282

-1,159

-1,639

3,180

6,139

-1,001

Kurtosis

As can be seen from Table 19, the number of participants varied through the
applications; it fluctuated between 22 and 17. The means of the writing task were
found out to be respectively from the first one to the eighth one as 95,45, 87,81,
85,31, 91,42, 80,73, 80,33, 92,22, and 93,1. The means of scores from the first
writing task to the second one decreased by 7,63 points, and after that writing task,
the mean lowered by approximately 2,5 points. The mean of the fourth writing task
rose about 6 points. Then, it dropped by 10,69 points. The sixth mean was quite
similar to the previous task’s, and seventh mean showed an increase by 11,88;
moreover, for the last writing task it increased about 1 point.
Table 20
Two-tailed T-Test between the Writing Applications
Mean

Std.

Std. Error

95% Confidence

Deviation

Mean

Interval of the

t

df

Sig. (2tailed)

Difference
Lower

Upper

W1 - W2

7,63636

11,57397

2,46758

2,50475

12,76797

3,095

21

,005

W2 - W3

2,50000

23,21689

4,94986

-7,79379

12,79379

,505

21

,619

W3 - W4

-6,33333

27,18885

5,93309 -18,70955

6,04288

-1,067

20

,298

W4 - W5

10,00000

8,85061

5,28384

14,71616

4,519

15

,000

W5 - W6

2,68750

32,48737

8,12184 -14,62380

19,99880

,331

15

,745

W6 - W7 -15,70588

30,40511

7,37432 -31,33875

-,07302

-2,130

16

,049

W7 - W8

-1,76471

8,24264

1,99913

-6,00268

2,47327

-,883

16

,390

W1 - W8

2,10000

4,87637

1,09039

-,18221

4,38221

1,926

19

,069

2,21265

As shown in Table 20, the comparisons between writing tasks of the group
scored by analytical rubric are demonstrated. The comparisons were done between
the results of the writing tasks following each other and between the first and the
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last writing task. The significance value of Writing Tasks 1-2 was found out p= ,005
< ,05. Significance value of Writing Tasks 2 and 3 was found p= ,619 > ,05.
Significance value of Writing Tasks 3-4 was p= ,298 > ,05. Significance value of
Writing Tasks 4-5 was p= ,00 < ,05. Significance value of Writing Tasks 5-6 was p=
,745 > ,05. Significance value of Writing Tasks 6 and 7 was found p= ,049 < ,05.
Significance value of Writing Tasks 7-8 was p= ,390 > ,05. Finally, significance value
of Writing Tasks 1-8 was p= ,069 > ,05. It can be concluded that there was a
significant difference between the Writing Tasks 1-2, Writing Tasks 4-5, and Writing
Tasks 6-7.
Findings for Research Question 3
Research Question 3: How big is the difference between the analytical and
impression groups' written output scores?
The aim of this research question is to discover how big the difference
between the scores from analytical and impression groups’ written output are. The
means of analytical and impression methods and standard deviations of each task
and the minimum and maximum scores from evaluation methods are shown in Table
21.
Table 21
Means and Standard Deviations of Analytical and Impression Methods
N

Analytic
Writing

Mean

22 95,4545

Impression 20 91,6500

Std.

Std.

Deviation

Error

3,33420

95% Confidence Interval for Mean
Lower Bound

Min.

Max.

Upper Bound

,71085

93,9762

96,9328

88,00 100,00

7,71379 1,72486

88,0398

95,2602

70,00 100,00

6,08004

,93817

91,7482

95,5375

70,00 100,00

Task 1
Total

42 93,6429

Analytic

22 87,8182

11,80652 2,51716

82,5835

93,0529

52,00 100,00

Impression 19 85,9474

10,18972 2,33768

81,0361

90,8587

68,00 100,00

Total

41 86,9512

10,99079 1,71647

83,4821

90,4203

52,00 100,00

Analytic

22 85,3182

27,80440 5,92792

72,9904

97,6460

1,00 100,00

Impression 20 87,8500

21,13434 4,72578

77,9588

97,7412

1,00 100,00

Total

42 86,5238

24,58855 3,79410

78,8615

94,1861

1,00 100,00

Analytic

21 91,4286

5,03559 1,09886

89,1364

93,7207

85,00 100,00

Writing Impression 19 87,6842

22,10845 5,07203

77,0283

98,3401

1,00 100,00

Task 4 Total

15,56220 2,46060

84,6730

94,6270

1,00 100,00

Writing
Task 2

Writing
Task 3

40 89,6500
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N

Mean

Table continues

Task 5

Writing

Std.

Deviation

Error

95% Confidence Interval for Mean
Lower Bound

Upper Bound

Minim Maxim
um

um

17 80,7353

11,44841 2,77665

74,8491

86,6215

65,00

97,50

Impression 17 78,0588

17,22451 4,17756

69,2028

86,9149

40,00

95,00

Total

34 79,3971

14,46510 2,48074

74,3499

84,4442

40,00

97,50

Analytic

21 80,3333

30,58158 6,67345

66,4128

94,2539

Impression 18 85,5000

7,64083 1,80096

81,7003

89,2997

Total

39 82,7179

22,91626 3,66954

75,2894

90,1465

1,00 100,00

Analytic

18 92,2222

7,44830 1,75558

88,5183

95,9262

68,00 100,00

Impression 17 92,8235

5,28246 1,28119

90,1075

95,5395

84,00 100,00

Total

35 92,5143

6,40024 1,08184

90,3157

94,7128

68,00 100,00

Analytic

20 93,1000

3,07622

,68786

91,6603

94,5397

88,00

98,00

Impression 15 88,7333

8,25025 2,13021

84,1645

93,3022

75,00

98,00

35 91,2286

6,17436 1,04366

89,1076

93,3495

75,00

98,00

Analytic
Writing

Std.

1,00 100,00
70,00

95,00

Task 6

Writing
Task 7

Writing
Task 8

Total

It is demonstrated in Table 21 that the number of participants in each group
varied between 22 and 15. In addition to the means and standard deviations for
each writing task for each group that can be seen side by side, the table also shows
the minimum and maximum scores from each task. It can be seen that for the first
written task, the group analytically scored had higher mean (95,45) than the group
scored by impression method which is 91,64. The former group’s mean was 3,80
points higher than the latter. The means of second writing tasks were found to be
quite similar, and they were 87,81 and 85,97. Similarly, the mean of Writing Task 3
was 85,31 in analytically scored group, and 87,85 was the mean of the holistically
scored group. The latter had 2,53 points higher mean. The means of the fourth task
were respectively 91,42 and 87,68, which showed that analytically scored group had
a higher mean by 3,74 points. For the Writing Task 5, analytically scored group had
a higher mean which was 80,73, and it was 2,67 points higher than the other group.
However, in Writing Task 6, the group that was scored by impression method had a
mean of 85,50, and it was 2,27 points higher. Both groups had a mean of
approximately 92 in Writing Task 7. Analytically scored group had a higher mean in
the last writing task, and the difference between the means of the groups was found
as 4,36.
As can be seen from Table 22 on the following page, the scores of the groups
that were experimented on were compared by One-Way ANOVA. The significance
was found as p= ,041 < ,05 for the first writing task. The significance value of the
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Writing Task 2 was p= ,593 > ,05. Writing Task 3 had p= ,743 > ,05 significance
value. The significance value calculated for Writing Task 4 was p= ,454 > ,05. The
significance value was p= ,597 > ,05 for the fifth writing task. In addition, for the
Writing Task 6, the significance was found p= ,490 > ,05. The next significance value
was p= ,786 > ,05. The significance was p= ,036 < ,05 for the last writing application.
Table 22
One Way ANOVA Results between Analytical and Impression Groups
Sum of

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Squares
Writing
Task 1
Writing
Task 2
Writing
Task 3
Writing
Task 4
Writing
Task 5
Writing
Task 6
Writing
Task 7
Writing
Task 8

151,638

1

151,638

Within Groups

1364,005

40

34,100

Total

1515,643

41

35,682

1

35,682

Within Groups

4796,220

39

122,980

Total

4831,902

40

67,153

1

67,153

Within Groups

24721,323

40

618,033

Total

24788,476

41

139,852

1

139,852

Within Groups

9305,248

38

244,875

Total

9445,100

39

60,890

1

60,890

Within Groups

6844,000

32

213,875

Total

6904,890

33

258,731

1

258,731

Within Groups

19697,167

37

532,356

Total

19955,897

38

3,161

1

3,161

Within Groups

1389,582

33

42,109

Total

1392,743

34

163,438

1

163,438

Within Groups

1132,733

33

34,325

Total

1296,171

34

Between Groups

Between Groups

Between Groups

Between Groups

Between Groups

Between Groups

Between Groups

Between Groups

4,447

,041

,290

,593

,109

,743

,571

,454

,285

,597

,486

,490

,075

,786

4,761

,036

Findings for Research Question 4
Research Question 4: What is the effect of impression method of scoring
written output on the motivation and attitudes of the students?
The aim of this question is to discover the attitudes of the students towards
the impression method and whether the method affected their opinions and
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motivated them during the process of the study. To explore these, semi-structured
interview sessions were conducted, and the answers were interpreted on which can
be found in the next chapter. The followings are some quotations from students for
each question that was addressed, and some of the reoccurring ideas were
gathered together so as to avoid repetition.
Interview Question 1: How was your experience with writing feedback? / How
do you feel about the feedback given to you?
To discover general ideas about the application, this question was directed
to the interviewees. Each participant talked about the benefits of the writing classes
for them, some were happy that they learnt new vocabulary items and some
sentence patterns; some were pleased with the written feedback they were provided
with. In addition, they expressed the importance of writing classes. Some of the
students who were repeating the preparatory class compared this year with the
previous year.
Leman commented that his grammar was really bad at the beginning, he was
sometimes forgetting to use am/is/are, but after some time with the writing classes,
he was much better at it, which was good for him. He also expressed that feedback
he got was pretty helpful for him.
Merve talked about the assessment process:
As far as I know, the assessment is faster as our works are scored holistically…
what I mean is it is really suitable for us in terms of assessment.

Nazım and Oğuz had similar ideas and mostly focused on the written
feedback. Oğuz said:
The writing classes were really beneficial. With your feedback we were able to
correct ourselves, and maybe that’s why we got better…actually it would have been
better if we had known where and how we got our points, but as writing tasks were
not like exams, I do not think it was necessary.

Özgür mentioned learning vocabulary items:
I think the most beneficial thing is that while writing our vocabulary knowledge
improves, which affects our speech. I was here last year as well. I did not see a big
difference between the scores of teachers in terms of assessment. I think it was one
of the classes that the instruction and assessment were consistent.
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Serhan said last year they weren’t given any kind of feedback.
Reha talked about his overall improvement with the help of writing:
Writing extremely improves our language and the way we handle our speech. What
I mean is it improves the way we use words, we put sentences together. I saw my
own improvement: I wasn’t able to write a sentence then, but now I can write a
paragraph or write about a topic.

Taha also has similar ideas with Reha saying that he developed his
vocabulary knowledge and grammar.
Vefa mostly focused on the assessment in his answer to the question:
I think the assessment method has no problems. It is suitable for students. Last year,
I was getting high scores which were between 100 and 98. When you wrote a bad
work, you would get 95 points. This year you would even get 70, so you can see
your progress and how you write better. This one is better.

Interview Question 2: What was good about the writing feedback given to you
by your teacher?
What was aimed with this question was to get insights about the viewpoints
of participants in terms of the written feedback and the assessment method. Except
for a single participant, Pars who stayed neutral on this topic, all interviewees
discussed the positive effects of the feedback on their language development by
seeing and correcting their mistakes. Two of the participants talked about the
method of assessment.
About the positive effects of the feedback, Reha said:
I came across with lot of benefits because they helped me. The good aspect was
the feedback like the capital letter I as subject. By getting the feedback continuously
I had the chance to correct my mistakes, and I learnt different linkers and transition
words as these were written in feedback. I think it assisted me to improve my
language, my career development and to write about a topic.

The participants Leman, Merve, Oğuz, Özgür, Serhan, Taha, Utku, and Vefa
had similar ideas with Reha agreeing that the corrective feedback was the best
aspect of the writing classes.
Pars, however, thought that there was no good or bad aspect of the process.
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Nazım mentioned that the score he got from the tasks held no importance,
correcting himself was more significant.
Özgür talked about the method of assessment as well as the feedback:
Let me talk about the other teachers, the assessment I mean the scoring does not
differ between the teachers. There are mostly 5-10 points higher or lower difference,
when you score, which is not too disastrous, but they do not give much feedback.

Serhan, additionally, commented on the analytical criteria since he got
feedback with analytical rubric during the previous year:
Say that I am not in good terms with a teacher like Mrs Ferhan, but with other one
we are in good terms, when there is that table, whether Mrs Ferhan likes me or not,
since she is assessing my performance with the table, she cannot give me a low
score, if there was no table, the assessment would be subjective and if she doesn’t
like me, she can change my score however she likes.

Interview Question 3: What was bad about the writing feedback given to you
by your teacher?
By asking this question, a fair criticism on the method was tried to be
established. Eight participants agreed that there were no bad sides of the feedback.
Pars stayed neutral but gave some insights about his experiences, and Taha
mentioned the topics of the writing tasks were too narrow.
Pars said:
When the topic of the task is something that I like and I want to write about, I feel
disappointed when I cannot express my thoughts on it successfully…but I think the
creative ideas in the work can be given extra added points.

Nazım talked about the analytical rubric they had previously used “It was
nice… about the assessment, I don’t know how effectively it is used but if we had
used it, we would have written our works accordingly.”
The other participants mentioned that there were not many bad aspects and
good aspects outweighed the bad features.
Interview Question 4: Was the feedback helpful to you? If yes, ask the
question number 5.
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All ten participants said that the feedback was helpful for them considering
only the written and oral feedback.
Interview Question 5: How was writing feedback helpful to you?
As all the answers from the previous question was a positive one, every
student commented on how the feedback was helpful to them. They all talked about
written feedback that they got after each task. They mentioned that they started to
learn how and where to use punctuation marks, improved their grammar and were
able to recognize capitalization. One of them talked about how he learnt using formal
language where it was seen necessary.
Nazım talked about reviewing his works and comparing them with each other:
I collect all my writing pages and look at them all together. I see that I made the
same mistake in three of them consecutively…I pay especially much attention to
these mistakes and work on these again… With the help of the feedback I realized
this.

Özgür mentioned that feedback was significant parts of the process: “The
teacher must hold feedback sessions and explain the mistakes properly and correct
them.”
Interview Question 6: Do you think your language skills (grammar, writing
etc.) improved after the writing feedback? If yes, how?
With this question, it is aimed to discover whether knowledge gained in the
writing classes were beneficial and can be transferred into other language skills.
Three interviewees, Serhan, Utku, and Vefa, thought that writing classes helped
them to improve their reading skills. Reha, Pars, Özgür, and Nazım mentioned their
benefits about their speaking skills.
Nazım commented on how his organization in speaking improved:
…For example, while speaking you need to connect your ideas, or you need to put
the words together, so you think of vocabulary items you used. When you use those
words in writing incorrectly, you naturally try to correct them… Writing initiates this
process as if I hadn’t seen my mistakes, I would do them while speaking as well…
The more we use them, the better we get at it.

Özgür also said that the improvement in writing was reflected into speaking.
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Reha mentioned how learning cohesive devices helped him in speaking,
“…while writing instead of using but I use however; instead of because I use due to,
I do the same things while speaking unconsciously. “
Serhan thought that instead of speaking, it benefitted his reading:
Instead of speaking, it helped my reading a lot. We are writing as we think, and we
learn many vocabulary items and try to use new sentence patterns, when I see them
in reading texts, I can understand them.”

Interview Question 7: Does writing feedback motivate you for your next
writing? Why or why not?
What was aimed by this question was to discover whether feedback and the
method of assessment encouraged the students. The opinions of the students for
the question were primarily about motivating aspect of the feedback. All the
participants commented that even if they had low scores, they were eager to write
the next task as long as they got written feedback.
Oğuz was indecisive. He said it could be said to be motivating, but not too
much.
Merve, Taha, and Utku had similar ideas, and they found the process
motivating rather than demotivating.
Merve, “Since I saw my mistakes, I tried to get better, so I did not lose my
motivation, rather it motivated me.”
Taha, “When I get low scores, it is not very motivating, but when it is a good
score it motivates me.”
Pars saw that their grades were important to pass the preparatory class, “I
tried to do my best because these scores affect my overall grade to pass the
preparatory class.”
Özgür said, “The feedback made the process very sincere as they were
written to us personally…when you make mistakes, you don’t feel sad. It is the best
part.”
Utku mentioned “I generally get similar scores, when I got a score lower than
those, I paid more attention and became more motivated, so when I got a low score,
I needed to increase it.”
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Interview Question 8: Does writing feedback demotivate you for your next
writing? Why or why not?
The purpose of this question was to discover whether feedback and the
method of assessment discouraged the participants. As participants leaned more
towards the positive aspects of the process, none of them drew a harsh line and
said that it was demotivating. Rather, the occasional discouragement when the
score was low was expressed by two of the participants who were Serhan and Taha.
Leman stated that at the beginning of the semester, when he saw his paper marked,
he was discouraged, but it changed over time. Oğuz and Reha mentioned that when
they made repetitive mistakes that they had made in previous tasks, they felt
demotivated. The other participants stated that they were not demotivated at all.
Reha:
When I made the mistakes that I didn’t want to make, I was demotivated. I said to
myself “I worked on this, I wouldn’t do this mistake, I did it again”, but when I
corrected my mistakes I became happy, I realized my improvement, so this method
was a nice one.

Serhan said when he got a lower score it might have demotivated him, but it might
have made him more ambitious as well, and he did not know what more to say.
Taha stated when he got a low score, it was not motivating at all.
Interview Question 9: During this process, what was the hardest thing? Why
was it hard for you?
The aim of the question was to grasp the hardships the students experienced
during the writing classes, and do some readjustments accordingly later in the
following years. There were a variety of answers to this question. Participants stated
that they had difficulties in keeping the work coherent, using cohesive devices,
starting or finishing the task, writing about the topic of the task or understanding the
task itself, not knowing how their works were rated, ensuring the word limit in their
tasks, and reflecting their word knowledge or using the dictionary effectively. The
problems in ensuring organization and the topics of the tasks was expressed by
three different participants. Oğuz did not remember anything he had hard time with.
Leman:
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There is this case, think about the organization of it and about writing it down, what
I mean is outlining is hard for me. I forget what I have written at the beginning, it
becomes hard for me…it is very personal, I cannot think of anything when I have to
make up a story, which disturbs the flow.

Merve had some similar ideas with Leman, she said “Not knowing what to do,
what I mean is maintaining a coherent work…”
Reha, as well, had problems with organization, “While writing about a subject,
my vocabulary knowledge restricted me, I couldn’t explain what I wanted to express
with my own words. Moreover, I did not write coherently… I was changing the topic
during the task.”
Nazım complained about the noisy environment while he was writing.
Özgür mentioned his worries about the method of assessment:
I did not know how the assessment was done at the beginning…I saw that even if I
made mistakes I could get 90 or higher. I did not know how I was scored, how many
points I lost when I made vocabulary mistake for example.

Pars stated that the word limits made him anxious, he couldn’t stop thinking about
it while writing.
Taha said he had problems while using sentence patterns and linkers, but he learnt
many things.
Serhan and Vefa had problems about the tasks itself. Serhan thought that he
was not good at writing stories but writing paragraphs was better, and Vefa said he
did not like the topics of some of the tasks at all.
Utku said “What was hard for me is that I did not know how to start the task.”
Interview Question 10: Would you change anything about the feedback
process? If yes, give your reasons.
The purpose of this question was to get some insights about the method of
assessment. Two of the students, Taha and Serhan, misunderstood the question
and interpreted as anything to change in the writing classes, and they suggested
changing the topics of the writing tasks. The others said that they were happy with
the process, and there was nothing they wanted to change. Leman, Özgür, and Pars
made some suggestions for the process.
80

Pars suggested that the creative sentences that the students wrote must be
given extra bonus points.
Özgür:
I wish an explanation over the assessment method had been provided to us at the
beginning of the semester like such kind of mistakes make you lose points or in
writing we mostly focus on such aspects. An orientation for these must be done... in
writing tasks we did in class, you write the task, and the teacher gives you whatever
score he wishes to give. The expectations must be made clear.

Leman:
It is not something I want to change, but when we get into a job in the future they
will ask us to write an essay within three paragraphs, so instead of writing emails, if
we wrote essays, it would be better, or if we are to write letters or emails, you should
allow us to use informal language, it will be much better.

Interview Question 11: How do you think an ideal writing feedback must be
like?
What was aimed by this question was to identify what type of feedback and
assessment the students would like to receive. All the interviewees had various
ideas.
Leman:
I would like it if vocabulary, grammar, coherence, use of English were scored
separately. It is not good that in this one, if there is like there is 3-5 mistakes, lower
the score by 5 points. It should be like his vocabulary usage is really good, but his
grammar is bad, let’s score him out of 10 points for each. I cannot see how my score
is given or where I lose points exactly, but I have an idea about it.

Merve expressed that she would have liked it if she had been given high scores with
feedback.
Nazım:
First the teacher should read every work. You do this already. Then in an
assessment form…first spelling mistakes. What I mean is from the outer aspect,
then if the student goes off the topic or not, if he is able to connect his ideas or not,
if he mentions the points he has to write about. I would look at the comprehension.
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I would like it if my task was scored like this... Giving feedback is good, and it must
be done… it would be nice to mention the good aspects of the work.

Oğuz stated that the one they had is pretty nice.
Özgür:
In the first class, teachers should explain all the criteria… every teacher in the
institution must do the same thing, so they need to explain what is expected from
the students. Then he would score the tasks fairly. I think feedback is the most
beneficial thing, and they must be given in a way that every student will understand
or by using the sentences that students can write. If the students are given feedback
at their own level, it will be better for them.

Pars:
For example, it would have been like this. If I were you, depending on the severity
of the grammar mistake, if it was a minor one 2 points, if the mistake I made was
one that a student of my level should not do, 5 points can be dropped off a total of
100 points. Moreover, I would give extra points for creative sentences that students
write.

Serhan talked about the criteria by referring it as “table”:
Everything must be written as in that table. Before writing the task, I do not check
the task, but knowing that there is a table makes me feel relieved. Even if a teacher
that does not like me very much scores my work, he has to give a higher mark.

Reha mentioned that he liked the assessment method, but he would have liked it if
the topics of the tasks had been more scientific, or if they had written essays.
Utku found the method that was used this year ideal.
Vefa:
You are looking at our works holistically. They were scored categorically then, and
with this method I was getting lower grades. Because my work was scored in
separate categories, my grades were getting lower. I prefer a holistic method.

Questions Emerged
During the semi-structured interviews because of the structure of the
interview, some additional questions were emerged. As some of the information
provided insights to some of these questions in the interviews, it was recognized as
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significant for the study and was decided to be included in the study. Followings are
the emerging questions and the answers given to them by some of the participants.
Leman was asked whether getting a holistic grade was a problem for him:
It wasn’t a necessary thing for me, I can understand why my score was lowered. If
you have lots of mistakes, you will get a low score, so there is no need for that.

Merve answered the same question with a different answer, “I would like to
see my score categorically.” She also added:
Doing this for every student individually would be very tiring for you, and the students
of this generation are not that…It would be both bad and good.

It would be

motivating in terms of seeing the reflection of the performance. It would be
demotivating if you see a low score. I don’t think it would affect the process too much.

When she was asked if the scoring was fair or not, she answered:
I think you approached our works in a fair way because I can realize the difference
when I write badly or well. Looking at the general scores of the classroom, I think it
is an objective one.

Nazım also asked the same question, his answer was:
I would have liked to see my score’s content… in some cases, I think your opinion
on our works was reflected on the score because I saw many mistakes, but my score
was 95, I needed to get 90, but I got 95… I think because we know you, we also
know your scoring system. If our works were graded by a person we didn’t know, I
would question how he scored the task or his own standards of scoring…Because
we did the writing classes with you from the beginning of the semester to the end, I
saw that you were consistent through the process.

Özgür mentioned different generations of teachers when he was asked the
differences between the teachers scoring his work:
There is age difference, the discipline you were taught and the others, I mean
teachers who are between 40-50, were taught in, are different in my opinion. Maybe
they were taught to holistically assess the performances and maybe to include some
subjectivity as well. I know a teacher from the last year, she said “While scoring your
works, if you are a good student in the class, I may not give you a low score.”
Therefore, I think that teachers have personal criteria… I don’t know how the
students in other classes are scored… so sometimes I wonder about this.
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Pars was asked if he would like to see this score broken down into categories, and
his answer was yes.
Serhan also mentioned that without the scoring table, the assessment could be
subjective.
Reha mentioned that he would not like to be assessed by analytical method:
I do not believe in the other assessment method because the categories may affect
each other. With the one used for us, my work was assessed holistically, if I could
write the tasks or I developed my ideas or not...I improved myself, so I believe this
method is effective on me.

Taha stated that since he knew what he wrote about and how he wrote, he
got the scores he deserved and sometimes even higher.
Utku also talked about the analytical criteria that was used in the previous
year:
With the criteria, I got lower scores, without it I got higher points because I was
scored by some specific things, I got lower scores.

Findings for Research Question 5
Research Question 5: What is the effect of analytical method of scoring
written output on the motivation and attitudes of the students?
The aim of this question is to discover the attitudes of the students towards
the analytical method and whether the analytic method affected their opinions and
motivation through the study.
Interview Question 1: How was your experience with writing feedback? / How
do you feel about the feedback given to you?
To discover general ideas about the application, this question was chosen.
All the 10 participants interviewed responded to this question in a positive attitude
mentioning that they were pleased with the process, and they particularly expressed
that feedback was the best thing in the writing classes. Then, the evaluation method
was mentioned.
Atakan expressed:
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… all the feedback was written to us personally, and they made me feel special, and
with the help of them I realized my mistakes quickly… then I checked the back of
my paper and saw my mistakes… I am pretty happy with the feedback. By looking
at the table I saw which points I should study for. For example, instead of studying
for the tasks I worked on my grammar seeing that it was my weak point.

Bilge mentioned:
I think it was really effective. I saw all of my mistakes and also saw my strengths. I
realized what I should do and what should not do, so I think it was an effective assessment.

Cansu said:
It was good since it helped me to know what I did, and I tried not to do the same
thing…The evaluation table was good that we did not oppose to our scores like an
ordinary student would do as we got the scored that we deserved.

Ferhat said:
I always got good grades and positive feedback, so I think it affected me positively.

Hasan referred:
I think the assessment method is nice because we see where we make mistakes,
and you can show us that as well. In my opinion, it is effective.

Kübra expressed:
In general, I realized that I made the same simple mistakes over again when I looked
through all my written works.

Interview Question 2: What was good about the writing feedback given to you
by your teacher?
What was aimed with this question was to get insights about the viewpoints
of participants in terms of the feedback and assessment method. Seven out of ten
students mentioned that with the help of the rubric, they were able to see their
mistakes clearly by looking at the rubric itself printed on the back of their task sheets.
The others mostly focused on the written feedback and talked about the importance
of them and how they were useful for them. Here are some of the ideas from the
participants:
Bilge commented on the question:
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The good thing about it was that I saw my mistakes. What I mean is if I have mistakes
on grammar, I need to correct that or if I have problems on the format of paragraph
I need to correct that, and I was evaluated in terms of these mistakes. It is good that
I was able to see all of them, my mistakes on grammar, vocabulary, sentence
structure.

Cansu pointed out a different idea which she mentioned that she and her
friends were comparing their works by looking at the rubric:
One of the good aspects of it was that it was easy to compare our works. I don’t
think about whether the teacher was subjective towards me or Orhan because I can
see where he got his points or he lost points. It was a good thing. I did not have
questions on my mind about this.

Eylül expressed her ideas about the assessment method:
…scoring something not holistically but by analytically, separating points into
categories is more logical, it is also valid for our daily lives. When we do something,
we don’t dive into it directly; we do it piece by piece/ step by step. By doing so,
everything becomes easier.
…it also made my studies easier. I cannot see where I made mistakes when my
work is assessed holistically, but with categories I was able to see my mistakes and
study accordingly by looking at my mistakes, is it on grammar or vocabulary?

Ferhat said:
I felt like assessment was good. In fact, I got high grades.

Gündüz talked about two aspects of the rubric:
In terms of assessment, I think for students seeing both good and bad sides of the
performance will be better. Seeing his mistakes and seeing the parts that he doesn’t
have any mistakes will cause him to use his time much effectively, and he will be
able to correct his mistakes better.

Hasan’s opinions supported the others:
… as I said, it made me correct my mistakes, and we can see where we made
mistakes and what type of mistake they were.

Kübra mentioned the performance levels:
…I think scoring with the help of 5 performance levels is pretty good. You mark the
box and I read the explanation in the box, it is very detailed.
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Interview Question 3: What was bad about the writing feedback given to you
by your teacher?
By asking this question, a fair criticism on the method was tried to be
established. The answers mostly were that there was nothing bad. Three
participants commented on the subjects of the tasks irrelevantly, and one of them
mentioned the multiplication done on the score when using the rubric.
Cansu mentioned:
There was nothing bad about it, I believe everything was good.

Deniz talked about similar opinions:
I can’t find anything bad about it because everything here is done for us to improve
our skills. Even if I felt bad, it was for our own sake.

Ferhat, Gündüz, and Ilgın gave similar answers to the question, respectively their
answers were the followings:
Some of the tasks were about topics that I had not thought of before or that did not
interest me. I don’t feel like writing when this happens.
It will be good for us to write about something academic rather than something about
our daily lives.
It was sometimes hard for me to come up with an idea about the topic given to us…

Kübra touched upon a different point:
I would have liked if we had been provided a graphic that we could see our progress
through all the writings.

Interview Question 4: Were the feedback helpful to you? If yes, ask the
question number 5.
All ten participants answered this question positively.
Atakan said “Absolutely”, and the other participants also said yes. This
question was an introduction for the fifth question. The next question was asked
when the participants agreed on this question.
Interview Question 5: How was writing feedback helpful to you?
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As all the answers from the previous question were a positive one, every
student commented on how the feedback was helpful to them. They mainly talked
about written feedback, and some added how rubric was helpful for them.
Bilge talked about the method and said “It was helpful. As I said before, it
assisted me to see my mistakes and what to correct. It was helpful in this way.”
Cansu mostly focused on the written feedback given to her and said “… it
was really motivating. “You can do better” and “It was good.” This kind of feedback
was motivating for me to write better.”
Eylül, Ferhat, Gündüz, Hasan, and Ilgın agreed on the fact that the written feedback
was helpful for them. To illustrate, Eylül mentioned:
In terms of grammar and in terms of uppercase and lowercase letters, I make lots of
mistakes even in Turkish. Getting feedback on these subjects made me realize that
they were my weak points, and I had to focus on them more.

Also, Gündüz said:
I mostly made mistakes on punctuation and spelling or I made some grammatically
incorrect sentences. I learnt how to use them properly. That is all.

Deniz referred to her mistakes and the analytical rubric:
It was good for me; I saw my mistakes. If I had only seen my score, I wouldn’t have
been able to see my mistakes. The table on the back of the task sheet shows
everything clearly, and the assessment is done according to it, and nobody can
object to their results.

Kübra talked about how the feedback reflected on her:
They were helpful to me; for example, the teacher marked somewhere on the rubric,
and I got a lower score, which meant that I did badly. By this way, I corrected myself
faster.

Interview Question 6: Do you think your language skills (grammar, writing
etc.) improved after the writing feedback? If yes, how?
It was aimed by this question to identify whether knowledge from the writing
classes were beneficial or were transferrable into other language skills. Seven out
of 10 participants mentioned that the feedback from the writing tasks helped them
improve their speaking skills. Two of them also referred to their reading skills getting
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better. Moreover, improvement on vocabulary knowledge was mentioned by two of
them. Pronunciation was touched upon by a single participant.
Atakan talked about learning chunks and some sentence patterns by writing:
In writing classes, we used some specific sentence patterns. Then I began to use
them in my speech and in oral examinations… By this way, it was like I was speaking
in Turkish. It was like a package deal.

Cansu also talked about similar things as Atakan did:
… I learnt that some of the patterns that I knew as correct were actually incorrect. I
realized that I was using them incorrectly. So it helped my speech. Moreover, I was actually
writing and pronouncing some of the vocabulary items wrong. It also helped me with that. I
also learnt new vocabulary items.

Ferhat saw the language as a whole and added:
I think actually reading affects writing, and writing affects speaking because while
writing I think about what to write, while speaking those thoughts help me and I can
also get help from what I have written while speaking.

Gündüz mentioned the way he transferred his knowledge:
It helps me about my speech and vocabulary knowledge as it assisted us to use
more proper sentences. Instead of translating, we start to directly transfer our
knowledge into other areas.

Hasan talked about his reading skills:
It may have an effect on reading. I think deeper in reading than I do for other skills.
I guess it has an effect on it, but I cannot say that for other skills.

Similar to Atakan, Kübra also mentioned about her speech “I try to pay much
attention to my speaking, even in Turkish; I say to myself I should not make such
simple mistakes in Turkish.”
Interview Question 7: Does writing feedback motivate you for your next
writing? Why or why not?
What was aimed by this question was to discover whether feedback and the
method of assessment encouraged the students. The opinions of the students for
the question were primarily about motivating aspect of the feedback. Two, Gündüz
and Hasan, were neutral against the topic.
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Atakan said “When I had lots of mistakes I asked myself whether I can’t write
or not, but seeing my mistakes are getting fewer and fewer, I said to myself I got
this.”
Bilge mentioned the written feedback:
Yes. I particularly tried not to repeat the mistakes that I made in the previous ones.
As the sentence patterns were similar and repetitive, I started not to make
mistakes… It did not affect my motivation.

Cansu, Deniz, and Kübra had similar ideas with Bilge saying that seeing their
mistakes and their weaker points made them more motivated.
Eylül talked about her mistakes being motivating:
They made me more ambitious. For example, I see my mistake and I tell myself
“How could you make this?” and I should not do such simple mistake. When I am
writing the following task I become a little more careful, more experienced and more
knowledgeable, so it is better for me.

Ilgın mentioned getting low scores did not affect her motivation:
I cannot get high scores, and when I get really bad scores I pay more attention, so
in this case it is motivating. For example, I wrote this week’s task really badly, and I
put lots of notes for myself saying work more. I had a really long detailed feedback,
and it motivated me.

Hasan and Gündüz expressed the feedback affecting their motivation neither
negatively nor positively. Here are Gündüz’s ideas:
There is nothing motivating or demotivating actually. I am just writing because it
teaches me something. I just don’t make the mistakes I made previously.

Interview Question 8: Does writing feedback demotivate you for your next
writing? Why or why not?
What was aimed by this question was to see whether feedback and the
method of assessment discouraged the participants. As participants leaned more
towards the positive aspects of the process, none of them drew a harsh line and
said that it was demotivating. Rather, the occasional discouragement when the
score was low was expressed by five of the participants who were Atakan, Cansu,
Eylül, Hasan, and Kübra. The others did not find feedback demotivating.
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Cansu expressed that before knowing the rater, she was rather suspicious of
the grade:
You mark lots of things on my paper with colorful pens. Seeing that many mistakes
made me think that for each one my score got lowered and that I knew nothing…
but this doubt and feeling bad circumstance were before I knew you better. Then I
learned that the scoring system wasn’t like that at all, and I was relieved. I think at
the beginning of the semester, an explanation about the assessment process would
be nice.

Eylül mentioned her repetitive mistakes:
When I make the same mistakes over and over again, I become demotivated. I make
the same mistakes on the first one, the second one and the third one, and I ask
myself why. It sometimes discourages me.

Hasan talked about both aspects and said “Getting higher points motivates
me, and getting low scores may be affecting me negatively a little.”
Interview Question 9: During this process, what was the hardest thing? Why
was it hard for you?
The aim of the question was to see the difficulties the students experienced
during the writing classes, and do some readjustments accordingly. There were a
variety of answers to this question. Among the difficulties using a hardcopy
dictionary, spelling the words correctly, finding the right words, using time efficiently,
the subject of the task, ensuring a well-organized work or flow, using formal
language, starting the task itself were mentioned. Task duration was mentioned by
Hasan and Cansu, and the problems in organization and starting the task was
expressed by three different participants.
Atakan mentioned the school rule of not using mobile phones during the
classes and said “The last time I used a hard-copy dictionary was in primary school.
It was hard for me to get used to looking words up in the dictionary. “
Bilge expressed her worries on finding the correct spellings of the words and
keeping the work coherent:
The most difficult thing was I sometimes could not remember the spellings of the
words. Other than that, the paragraph organization was difficult. I was changing the
subject occasionally. I tried not to do these and worked on these two more.
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Cansu mentioned her difficulties in both time and starting the task:
Sometimes the time given for the task was not enough, especially in one of them I
remember I had the most difficult time because I could not come up with any ideas,
and I had never thought about that subject before. It was hard for me to write about
the things I had never thought of before.

Deniz had similar ideas with Cansu “Sometimes, I was petrified by the
subjects because I did not know how to start the task and how to end it.”
Eylül also mention hardships on completion of tasks:
Completing the task. Sometimes, I skip over some things for the task, and I don’t
see it, or sometimes I cannot find anything to write about on that subject… I have
weak vocabulary knowledge, so I cannot understand the task.

Ferhat had difficulties in using formal language, “Formal writings. I don’t like
using it in Turkish as well, so when in English, I was really annoyed.”
Gündüz was worried about finding the right vocabulary items and said
“Sometimes we cannot come up with the right vocabulary while making a sentence.
I feel like it is on the tip of my tongue but I cannot write it.”
Hasan and Kübra also mentioned writing a coherent task was the hardest for
them. Hasan also mentioned his worries about his timing:
Ensuring a coherent work and time. It is personal, and it pressures me, so I can be
late to finish my work. The only problem is to find what to write about and keep on
writing. I cannot come up with ideas easily, so I need to think longer. The hardest
thing was to focus on the subject.

Ilgın also had similar ideas with Hasan in terms of starting her work, “Coming
up with ideas was the hardest. I cannot write anything after the task is given.”
Kübra said that she could not connect her ideas while writing, so she could
not keep a coherent paragraph going.
Interview Question 10: Would you change anything about the feedback
process? If yes, give your reasons.
The purpose of this question was to get some insights about the method of
assessment. Five of the students misunderstood the question and interpreted as
anything to change in the writing classes, and they suggested changing the topics
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of the writing tasks. Gündüz and Bilge thought that the method of assessment was
a good one, and it was adequate for them. Three others, Eylül, Ferhat, and Kübra
suggested new ideas for the process.
Eylül suggested to get feedback before handing the final work:
I wish you could look through our works to see whether we are doing okay or not
and give us feedback accordingly. I would be good.

Ferhat found the assessment too kind and said “The assessment could have
been harsher; I find it too positive. If I have a mistake, the teacher should say that it
is a bad one.”
Kübra suggested according to their scores, graphics must be done to show
students their progress, she expressed this “If there could be graphs that we can
see our progress and that you don’t spend much time on, it would be good.”
Gündüz compared this method with his previous knowledge from the year
before:
I think this one is adequate, I cannot think of a better one. Generally, the mistakes
are seen, and the students are punished with scores, and they give up studying.
Then their performance starts to get worse and worse.

Interview Question 11: How do you think an ideal writing feedback must be
like?
What was aimed by this question was to learn what type of feedback and
assessment the students would like to receive. Seven participants were pretty
satisfied with the existing method and expressed that seeing the scores analytically
was really effective, and this was what it should be like. Atakan, Ferhat, and Hasan
expanded on the question, criticized the existing methods and suggested their ideal
ways.
Atakan was in favor of portfolios:
I would like to have the tasks as homework or as projects, and do them over a period
of time. I think this type of assessment is like an easy way out for teachers. Is it
effective? Yes, but the one I mentioned would be so much beneficial for me.

Ferhat, on the other hand, criticized the existing method as he saw it too kind,
“It must be objective, and the mistakes should not be tolerated.”
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Hasan, too, criticized the method and said “The one we use is good, but the
score from the table is multiplied with 4, which is a problem I think.”
Deniz talked about why he was pleased with the assessment method, “The
one you are applying, with the table showing traits separately. It must be like that.
That is it. “
Büşra also expressed her satisfaction with the current one “The ideal one is
when I get my feedback as soon as possible and that I can see my score separately.
I can get my works sooner now.”
Questions Emerged
During the semi-structured interviews because of the structure of the
interview, some additional questions were emerged. As some of the information
provided to some of these questions was recognized as significant for the study, it
was decided to be included in the study. Followings are the emerging questions and
the answers given to them by some of the participants.
During the interview with Atakan, it was asked whether seeing his note
divided into categories was beneficial for him or not. He found it useful and
commented:
For example, I did not study for tasks for the following writing because I thought I
had no problems with them. I does not mean that I wasn’t paying attention to them,
but I was studying for my grammar.

Hasan was asked the same question and he expressed:
Seeing my score categorically is nice, but I don’t think I would have made any
difference even if I hadn’t seen that. I would have got the same score, getting written
feedback is enough.

Moreover, a similar question about the analytical rubric was addressed to
Ilgın:
I think assessing a performance without separating it would be hard for both me and
for you. I see where I get my points, which is good for me, and you see how you will
rate the work, which is good for you.

Findings for Research Question 6
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Research Question 6: How are the ideas of participants in the analytical and
impression groups on the scoring method different?
The aim of this question is to compare the opinions of the students on towards
the analytical method and impression method and see whether the analytic method
and impression method affected their opinions and motivation through the study and
how different their opinions were.
Taking the quotations and ideas of the students mentioned previously in the
research question 4 and research question 5, it can be seen that there were some
similarities and differences between the participating groups.
Interview Question 1: How was your experience with writing feedback? / How
do you feel about the feedback given to you?
To discover overall attitudes towards the application, this question was asked
to the interviewees. All participants from two groups remarked that they had positive
experience throughout the process; all expressing that particularly written and oral
feedback was quite beneficial for them.
Deniz from the analytical group stated, “It was pretty beneficial because
before preparatory school, I hadn’t written anything, and by getting feedback I learnt
to correct my mistakes.” The opinions of other participants were highly similar with
Deniz’s thoughts.
Serhan and other participants from the impression group had similar ideas,
Serhan expressed that the assessment was pretty effective and the feedback
provided was wonderful because they weren’t given any feedback the year before.
Interview Question 2: What was good about the writing feedback given to you
by your teacher?
What was aimed with this question was to get insights about the viewpoints
of participants in terms of the written feedback and the assessment method. While
the participants from the impression group mostly talked about the written feedback
they were given and its benefits, the ones in the analytical group stated the
advantages of the criteria but also mentioned the effectiveness of the written
feedback. Two volunteers in the impression group expressed opinions about the
method of assessment.
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Nine participants out of ten in the impression group told that the written
feedback was significant part of the process and they helped them improve their
language. However, Serhan expressed his worries about the assessment method
by saying: “… if there was no table, the assessment would be subjective and if she
doesn’t like me, she can change my score however she likes…”
Similarly, the ones in the analytically scored group were highly satisfied with
the written feedback. Additionally, Cansu said “…it was easy to compare our works.
I don’t think about whether the teacher was subjective towards me or Orhan
because I can see where he got his points or he lost points. It was a good thing. I
did not have questions on my mind about this.” Kübra mentioned that she compares
her own works among themselves: “… when I put my works side by side I can see
my repeated mistakes…” adding “… You mark the box and I read the explanation
in the box, it is very detailed.” Hasan, Gündüz, Bilge, and Eylül had very similar
ideas with Kübra and Cansu.
Interview Question 3: What was bad about the writing feedback given to you
by your teacher?
By asking this question, a fair criticism on the method was tried to be
established. Among the twenty-one participants for the interviews, only one student
from the analytical group, Hasan, mentioned that multiplying the score with 4 could
be problematic and unfair sometimes. All the other participants were satisfied with
the feedback.
Interview Question 4: Was the feedback helpful to you? If yes, ask the
question number 5.
All twenty-one participants said that the feedback was helpful for them. This
feedback meant written and oral feedback for the impression group while feedback
from the criteria was also included in the analytically scored group.
Interview Question 5: How was writing feedback helpful to you?
As all the answers from the previous question was a positive one, every
student commented on how the feedback was helpful to them. While impression
group talked about the written and oral feedback, the analytical groups not only
focused on these but also mentioned the benefits of the feedback they got from the
criteria printed on the back of their task sheets.
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Leman said “I didn’t know the correct versions of the grammatical structures
I was using… feedback helped me on that a lot.”
Özgür from the impression group stated “The teacher must hold feedback
sessions and explain the mistakes properly and correct them.”
Serhan said “… it helped me a great deal with my grammar, also I am not
careful about punctuation marks and capital, lowercase letters, I improved myself
with the help of the feedback you have given.”
On the other hand, volunteers in the analytical groups expressed their ideas
on the criteria used to assess their writing tasks.
Bilge said “…it assisted me to see my mistakes and what to correct. It was
helpful in this way.”
Gündüz said “I mostly made mistakes on punctuation and spelling or I made
some grammatically incorrect sentences. I learnt how to use them properly…”
Kübra talked about how she reflected on the feedback obtained with the help of the
criteria:
They were helpful to me; for example, the teacher marked somewhere on the rubric,
and I got a lower score, which meant that I did badly. By this way, I corrected myself
faster.

Deniz referred to her mistakes and the analytical rubric:
It was good for me; I saw my mistakes. If I had only seen my score, I wouldn’t have
been able to see my mistakes. The table on the back of the task sheet shows
everything clearly, and the assessment is done according to it, and nobody can
object to their results.

Interview Question 6: Do you think your language skills (grammar, writing
etc.) improved after the writing feedback? If yes, how?
With this question, it was aimed to discover whether knowledge gained in the
writing classes were beneficial and can be transferred into other language skills. In
both groups students mentioned that they learned new vocabulary items and
grammatical structures which helped them in their speaking and reading.
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Serhan said “…it helped my reading a lot… we learn many vocabulary items
and try to use new sentence patterns, when I see them in reading texts, I can
understand them.”
Nazım said “The more we use the new vocabulary items, the better we get at
it.”
Özgür expressed “…without a doubt, it was reflected into my speaking
because in each skill you need words…”
Reha said “… instead of using but while speaking, I started to use however…”
In the analytic group, Atakan said “In writing classes, we used some specific
sentence patterns. Then I began to use them in my speech and in oral
examinations.”
Ferhat said “I think actually reading affects writing, and writing affects
speaking because while writing I think about what to write, while speaking those
thoughts help me and I can also get help from what I have written while speaking.”
Similarly, Hasan mentioned “…I think deeper in reading than I do for other skills. I
guess it has an effect on it…”
Gündüz expressed “It helps me about my speech and vocabulary knowledge
as it assisted us to use more proper sentences...”
Interview Question 7: Does writing feedback motivate you for your next
writing? Why or why not?
What was aimed by this question was to discover if feedback and the method
of assessment encouraged the students. The opinions of most of the students for
the question leaned towards the motivating aspect of the feedback. Most agreed
that it was motivating especially when their grades were relatively higher which can
be seen in the quotations from the students in findings of research question 4 and
5.
Merve said “Since I saw my mistakes, I tried to get better, so I did not lose my
motivation, rather it motivated me.”
Taha said “When I get low scores, it is not very motivating, but when it is a good
score it motivates me.”
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Eylül said “They made me more ambitious.”
Interview Question 8: Does writing feedback demotivate you for your next
writing? Why or why not?
What was aimed by this question was to see whether feedback and the
method of assessment discouraged the participants. As participants leaned more
towards the positive aspects of the process, none of them drew a harsh line and
said that it was demotivating. Rather, the occasional discouragement when the
score was low was expressed by some of the participants who were Serhan and
Taha in impression group and Atakan, Cansu, Eylül, Hasan, and Kübra in analytic
group. On the other hand, Cansu in the group scored by analytic method also added:
You mark lots of things on my paper with colorful pens. Seeing that many mistakes
made me think that for each one my score got lowered and that I knew nothing…
but this doubt and feeling bad circumstance were before I knew you better. Then I
learned that the scoring system wasn’t like that at all, and I was relieved…

Taha said “… even when I got a low score, it was not motivating at all…”
Interview Question 9: During this process, what was the hardest thing? Why
was it hard for you?
The aim of the question was to understand the difficulties the students
experienced during the writing classes, and do some readjustments accordingly
later in the following years. There were a variety of answers to this question. The
common ideas obtained from both groups were that students had difficulties in using
dictionaries efficiently to find the suitable words they were looking for, starting and
ending the task, keeping the work coherent and using cohesive devices, and
understanding the task itself. In the group scored by impression students were also
worried about the word limit in their tasks on which they said that it was hard to keep
the word count within the word limit while analytically scored participants added that
spelling the words correctly, using time efficiently, and using formal language were
problematic for them.
Merve had some similar ideas with Leman, she said “Not knowing what to do, what
I mean is maintaining a coherent work…”
Özgür mentioned his worries about the method of assessment:
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I did not know how the assessment was done at the beginning…I saw that even if I
made mistakes I could get 90 or higher. I did not know how I was scored, how many
points I lost when I made vocabulary mistake for example.

Bilge expressed her worries on finding the correct spellings of the words and
keeping the work coherent:
The most difficult thing was I sometimes could not remember the spellings of the
words. Other than that, the paragraph organization was difficult. I was changing the
subject occasionally. I tried not to do these and worked on these two more.

Deniz had similar ideas with Cansu “Sometimes, I was petrified by the
subjects because I did not know how to start the task and how to end it.”
Interview Question 10: Would you change anything about the feedback
process? If yes, give your reasons.
The purpose of this question was to get some insights about the method of
assessment. Two from the impression group and five from the analytic groups
mention that the tasks were not interesting or suitable for them because it was hard
to start and finish their work. Gündüz and Bilge were pleased with the analytic
method of scoring. Leman, Özgür, and Pars from the impression group and Eylül,
Ferhat, and Kübra from the analytic group made some suggestions for the
assessment process.
Pars suggested that the creative sentences should be given extra credit,
Leman suggested including more complicated tasks like writing essays into the
program, and Özgür wished that the assessment criteria were explained at the
beginning of the term so that expectations could be clear to both students and
teachers.
Eylül said that drafting could be good idea before handing the final work,
Ferhat found the assessment too positive and suggested that it became harsher,
and Kübra suggested progress graphs on the skill for each individual student could
be made and shown to them.
Gündüz said:
I think this one is adequate, I cannot think of a better one. Generally, the mistakes
are seen, and the students are punished with scores, and they give up studying.
Then their performance starts to get worse and worse.
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Interview Question 11: How do you think an ideal writing feedback must be
like?
What was aimed by this question was to identify what type of feedback and
assessment the students would like to receive. The participants from the analytical
groups were mostly satisfied with the assessment method, and some suggested
more ideas. However, in the group scored by impression, students had a variety of
ideas on the assessment process.
Atakan was in favor of portfolios. Ferhat found the assessment too nice and kind.
Additionally, Hasan had doubts on the multiplication of the score.
Büşra said “The ideal one is when I get my feedback as soon as possible and that I
can see my score separately. I can get my works sooner now.”
Here are some of the ideas of the interviewees from the impression group:
Leman:
I would like it if vocabulary, grammar, coherence, use of English were scored
separately. It is not good that in this one, if there is like there is 3-5 mistakes, lower
the score by 5 points. It should be like his vocabulary usage is really good, but his
grammar is bad, let’s score him out of 10 points for each. I cannot see how my score
is given or where I lose points exactly, but I have an idea about it.

Merve expressed that she would have liked it if she had been given high scores with
feedback.
Nazım:
First the teacher should read every work. You do this already. Then in an
assessment form…first spelling mistakes. What I mean is from the outer aspect,
then if the student goes off the topic or not, if he is able to connect his ideas or not,
if he mentions the points he has to write about. I would look at the comprehension.
I would like it if my task was scored like this... Giving feedback is good, and it must
be done… it would be nice to mention the good aspects of the work.

Özgür:
In the first class, teachers should explain all the criteria… every teacher in the
institution must do the same thing, so they need to explain what is expected from
the students. Then he would score the tasks fairly. I think feedback is the most
beneficial thing, and they must be given in a way that every student will understand
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or by using the sentences that students can write. If the students are given feedback
at their own level, it will be better for them.

Pars:
For example, it would have been like this. If I were you, depending on the severity
of the grammar mistake, if it was a minor one 2 points, if the mistake I made was
one that a student of my level should not do, 5 points can be dropped off a total of
100 points. Moreover, I would give extra points for creative sentences that students
write.

Serhan talked about the criteria by referring it as “table”:
Everything must be written as in that table. Before writing the task, I do not check
the task, but knowing that there is a table makes me feel relieved. Even if a teacher
that does not like me very much scores my work, he has to give a higher mark.

Questions Emerged
During the semi-structured interviews because of the structure of the
interview, some additional questions were emerged. As some of the information
provided insights to some of these questions in the interviews, it was recognized as
significant for the study and was decided to be included in the study. Some students
in the impression group mentioned their worries about the assessment method.
When asked, most of them said they preferred a method where they could see their
performance broken down into categories; however, interviewees from the other
group expressed their contentment with the existing method.
Merve said:
I would like to see my score categorically. Doing this for every student individually
would be very tiring for you, and the students of this generation are not that…It would
be both bad and good. It would be motivating in terms of seeing the reflection of the
performance. It would be demotivating if you see a low score. I don’t think it would
affect the process too much.

Nazım also asked the same question, his answer was:
I would have liked to see my score’s content… in some cases, I think your opinion
on our works was reflected on the score because I saw many mistakes, but my score
was 95, I needed to get 90, but I got 95… I think because we know you, we also
know your scoring system. If our works were graded by a person we didn’t know, I
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would question how he scored the task or his own standards of scoring…Because
we did the writing classes with you from the beginning of the semester to the end, I
saw that you were consistent through the process.

Özgür mentioned different generations of teachers when he was asked the
differences between the teachers scoring his work:
There is age difference, the discipline you were taught and the others, I mean
teachers who are between 40-50, were taught in, are different in my opinion. Maybe
they were taught to holistically assess the performances and maybe to include some
subjectivity as well. I know a teacher from the last year, she said “While scoring your
works, if you are a good student in the class, I may not give you a low score.”
Therefore, I think that teachers have personal criteria… I don’t know how the
students in other classes are scored… so sometimes I wonder about this.

Serhan also mentioned that without the scoring table, the assessment could be
subjective.
Reha mentioned that he would not like to be assessed by analytical method:
I do not believe in the other assessment method because the categories may affect
each other. With the one used for us, my work was assessed holistically, if I could
write the tasks or I developed my ideas or not...I improved myself, so I believe this
method is effective on me.

Utku also talked about the analytical criteria that was used in the previous year:
With the criteria, I got lower scores, without it I got higher points because I was
scored by some specific things, I got lower scores.
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Chapter 5
Conclusion, Discussion and Suggestions
The final chapter summarizes the study and findings and the interpretations
and the discussions on those findings, and presents the conclusions drawn from
them. In addition, it presents some suggestions for further studies. First of all, the
overview of the study and summary of the results explain the whole study briefly.
Next, detailed interpretations over the data will be discussed. Then, some
pedagogical implications are discussed. Limitations of the study are presented.
Lastly, some suggestions for further studies are explained.
Overview of the Study
The purpose of this study was to discover whether the two methods of
assessment, analytic and impression, affect the writing scores of students and how
these methods affect the motivations and the attitudes of students. In order to
accomplish this aim, a total of forty-three students from two groups took part in the
study. One of the experimental groups has twenty-one students, and the other
included twenty-two students. The same eight writing tasks were instructed them
over four weeks; however, each class was assessed with a different method. The
researcher rated each task, and both classes were given written and oral corrective
feedback. On the other hand, with the help of an analytical rubric designed for the
study and printed on the back of the task sheets, the written works of students were
rated in one of the two classes. When the four-week period was completed, semistructured interviews were conducted with the volunteering students from both
groups.
In the first chapter of the study, an introduction to the study was made with
additional components of study. Information about the background of the study was
presented. Then, the statement of the problem was discussed. Next, aim and
significance was followed by the research questions. Afterwards, assumptions and
limitations of the study were presented. Lastly, the keywords used in the study were
defined in the definitions part.
In the second chapter of the study, the related literature on the study were
presented. First of all, the history of the testing in English Language education up
until this day were presented. Then, the subject of testing was touched upon
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explaining the type of assessments and how testing was approached in different
teaching methods with its purpose in language teaching and education. In addition,
how CEFR (2001) approached the language assessment was presented. Next, the
terms reliability and validity were defined with their components and their importance
in testing was discussed since they were regarded as important parts of testing.
Then, their significance in assessing written output was discussed and related
studies were presented. Later on, writing skill, the type of writing activities with its
importance were mentioned, and the methods used to assess written output, from
the earlier ones to the present ones, were presented. For the study, specifically
analytic and holistic scoring were further explained in detail. Finally, their strengths
and weaknesses were discussed by comparing the two methods of assessment.
In the third chapter of the study, the methodology, the design, of the study
was presented. To begin with, setting in which the study was conducted and
participants that volunteered were presented. Then, data collection procedures
were presented thoroughly. Following this part, the instruments which were
analytical rubric and semi-structured interview questions, used for the data
collection were discussed. Afterwards, about data analysis procedures for the
quantitative and qualitative data were given information.
In the fourth chapter of the study, the findings for each research questions
were presented. The quantitative data analysis was done with the help of SPSS
21.0, and the results were presented in tables in the chapter. Dependent samples
T-Tests were done to analyze each group’s scores, and to compare the results from
the groups with each other One-Way ANOVA was done, and the results from these
analyses were presented in tables. Each table was explained using the statistics.
For the qualitative data, the remarks of the students from the interviews were
presented.
In the fifth chapter of the study, the findings were discussed and further
explanations were made. Considering the means of the scores for each type of
assessment, they were explained thoroughly. The groups were compared.
Therefore, the explanations over the data were made. Furthermore, the quotes of
the participants also helped to interpret the motivations and the attitudes of the
students on the assessment method.

105

In the sixth and last chapter of the study, the whole study was summarized
by reviewing each chapter. Then, the results of the study were briefly explained. In
addition, some pedagogical implications were touched upon. Next, limitations of the
study were taken into consideration. Finally, suggestions for further studies were
made considering the limitations.
Summary of the Results
For this study, two already existing groups were chosen to take part in the
study. Therefore, convenient sampling was adopted for the study as they were
available to the researcher. Before the study, analytic rubric was piloted and two
experts from the testing office of the institution reviewed the instrument. The
reliability was found 0,66 which showed that the instrument was a reliable one to
practice. In addition to this, according to the opinions of the experts, some revisions
were done on the rubric. Over a four-week period of the first semester of the
academic year, both groups were instructed eight writing tasks. Then each output
was read and scored. One of the groups were scored by an analytic rubric while the
other one was scored by the impression of the rater who was also the researcher.
The final scores of each groups were first analyzed within themselves. Paired
samples T-Test were done to compare the means between the tasks. The results
from these analyses demonstrated no significant results in both classes except for
some tasks. The means occasionally fluctuated over the tasks. In the group scored
holistically, significant difference was found between the tasks 1-2 (p= < ,023), and
tasks 6-7 (p= < ,002). Between the tasks 1 and 2, the mean scores dropped by 5,70
points, so they scored higher points in the first task. This shows that a change to a
new genre for the task affected the grades negatively or a lack of adequate feedback
or task requirements which asked students to use their imagination greatly affected
their scores. Additionally, the mean increased by 7,32 points in the task 7 th after the
6th task. The reason why there was an increase in the mean score could be because
that students preferred a task required them to write informally or as they were
getting feedback, those were reflected on the scores of task 7. On the other hand,
a significant difference was found between the tasks 1-2, 4-5, and 6-7. The
significance was calculated p= ,023 < ,05 for the tasks 1-2. Similar to the other group
in the group analytically scored, there was a decrease in the means, and this case
might be due to the same reasons mentioned for the other group. The highest
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significance was found between the tasks 4-5 which was p= ,00 < ,05. The scores
dropped, so the significant difference might be because the tasks, again, was an
unfamiliar one. For the tasks 6 and 7, there found a significant increase (p= ,049 <
,05). This showed that the feedback benefitted students’ writing skills, and they
performed better. All this information shows that the assessment method did not
have a highly significant effect on the scores of both groups. The occasional
increase in the scores of analytic group might be because of the method; however,
it was seen that the familiarity to the tasks affected the grades more than the method
of assessment.
The performances were also compared between the two groups. The mean
scores of both groups were analyzed using One-Way ANOVA. It was found that
group scored analytically scored better in five out of eight tasks. However, the mean
differences were not a great value; there was not big of a difference between the
means of the same tasks over the two groups. Moreover, a significant difference
was found between the groups in tasks 1 (p= ,041 < ,05) and 8 (p= ,036 < ,05). To
explain this case, it can be concluded that for the tasks 1, the difference might be
due to entrance scores of the students to the college. The analytical group had
higher scores while enrolling into the college, so it is not surprising that their overall
success is reflected on the first writing task. The difference between the eighth tasks
was also a significant one. The reason of this significance can be seen in the means
of the both groups. The analytical group had higher mean score by 4,36 points. This
might mean that analytical group was more successful. However, this much of a
difference does not mean that analytical method of assessment is far better than the
impression method.
In addition to the quantitative data, qualitative data were also collected with
the help of semi-structured interviews with students. Students from both groups
stated that the method of assessment was fulfilling for them; they felt motivated and
had positive attitudes towards writing classes and the method of assessment. They
also added that as long as they were given corrective feedback explicitly, their low
grades mostly did not demotivate them and receiving a reflection about their
performances was a key when it came to their scores. Since they believed that when
they were given a chance to have a closer look at their performances they were able
to correct themselves and improve their writing skills. Mostly, the students who were
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repeating the year stated the importance of feedback. Both groups remarked that
with the help of writing tasks, they were able to improve either their speaking or
reading or for some both, as well as their writing skills because they were learning
vocabulary items and sentence structures and patterns and even cohesive devices.
However, when they were asked, the students from the group that was scored by
impression method believed that it would have been beneficial for them to have an
assessment that showed their scores separated into categories related to the task,
and they thought that the personal perceptions and beliefs of a teacher might affect
their scores, but with the rater for the study they did not feel it because they knew
the rater well and trusted her. The students from analytically scored group, however,
did not have such worries. They mentioned that having the chance to look at the
rubric and seeing their performance level clearly was extremely helpful and
beneficial because they were able to figure their performance out and study
accordingly.
Discussion
Each of the research questions the results of which were demonstrated either
by tables or quotations in the prior chapter will be discussed respectively. Then the
data will be analyzed in a more detailed way by some interpretations over the data
itself. The data to answer to research questions 1, 2, and 3 were collected over a
four-week period through scoring eight writing works of the students of two different
classes one of which was scored by impression method, and the other one was
scored by analytical method. For research questions 4, 5, and 6, the data were
collected by the semi-structured interviews with the participants who were chosen
from the two groups received the designated assessment.
What was aimed to find out by the first question is to discover whether
impression method had any effects on the scores of the students.

Table 17

demonstrates the means of the scores of the eight writing tasks conducted in-class.
Each task was scored by the impression of the rater, and each student was given a
final score holistically without using any definite criteria. Overall mean of the means
of the eight tasks was calculated as 87,2809.
It can also be seen from Table 17 that there is no consistent increase or
decrease over the mean scores of each task. The means sometimes fluctuated
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slightly or considerably. It can be understood that Writing Task 7 (Appendix M) has
the highest mean of 92,82, and Writing Task 5 (Appendix K) has the lowest mean
which is 78,05. There are 14,76 points difference between the means of the two
tasks. Therefore, we can conclude that students performed better in task 7. Looking
over the topics of the tasks, it can be said that the students were relatively not
successful at accomplishing the task 5, but they were very much successful at
writing a review of a restaurant or a café.
As can be seen in Table 18, between the writing tasks 1 (Appendix G) and 2
(Appendix H), and the writing tasks 6 (Appendix L) and 7, a significant difference
was found. The most significant difference was between the Writing Task 6 and
Writing Task 7. The p value was p= ,002 < ,05. Task 6 required students to use a
formal covering letter format, and for the task 7, they wrote a review. It can be
concluded that while writing a formal or an informal work, the performances of the
students showed a change. Also, the written feedback up until the task 7, might have
made a difference in the performances. In addition, for the writing tasks 1 and 2,
significance was p= ,023 < ,05. Looking through the mean scores, the scores of the
students dropped in the second task. It might be because they did not receive any
information about how they were scored, so there was no feedback over their
performance, and not getting such feedback may have reflected on their second
task performance. This might also mean that as the second writing was the students’
first email task, they might not have had the necessary knowledge or practiced
enough on the conventions for writing emails, so they might have struggled with the
task itself. Another interpretation might be that for the second task students were
asked to assume an event had happened, which required them to use their
imagination, so it might have been hard for them to come up with an idea though
CEFR (2001) outcomes show that they need to obtain this ability at B1 level;
however, the first task requirement was to give information about their country, in
which they used their already existing knowledge, so this might have affected their
performance.
There was no significant difference between the means of other writing tasks.
Therefore, we can say that the overall scores of the students were consistent when
impression assessment method was applied. Significance value of writing task 2
and 3 (Appendix I) was p= ,985 > ,05 and between the writing task 3 and 4 (Appendix
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J) it was p= ,982 > ,05. In each of these tasks, students were to write an email.
What we might conclude is that the students were getting used to the genre, and
writing a similar task was not challenging for them because they were repetitively
learning the conventions of an email and keeping the work coherent was easier. In
addition, the significance of writing task 1 and 8 (Appendix N) was p= ,076 > ,05,
which is not significant. The genres of the two tasks were very different, but they
were relatively easy tasks, so not finding a significant difference might be because
of the genres of the tasks themselves.
The purpose of the second question is to see whether analytical method of
assessment had any effects on the writing scores of the students over eight tasks.
Table 19. shows the means of the scores of the eight writing tasks done in class
with the researcher. Each task was scored with an analytical rubric (Appendix D),
and each student was given a score using the rubric, and multiplying the score with
4 to get the final one out of 100. Students were able to see their scores categorically
with the help of the rubric printed on the back of each task sheet. Overall mean of
the means of the eight tasks was calculated as 88,0069.
It can be seen from Table 19. that there is, also, no consistent increase or
decrease over the mean scores of each task. The means showed an increase at
first and then decreased and increased again and so on. The highest mean was
obtained from Writing Task 1, which is 95,45, and the lowest mean was of 80,73
received in Writing task 5. There were 14,72 points difference between the means
of the two tasks. Therefore, we can conclude that students performed better in task
1. The topics of the tasks shows that the fifth task was an unusual task, and the
students came across with such a task for first time, so the students were not
successful at accomplishing the task 5 when it was compared with the other tasks
mainly with the first one in which students did not have structured format to follow.
This may be the reason why they performed better.
Table 20. demonstrates that between the writing tasks 1 and 2, and the
writing tasks 4 and 5 (Appendix K), and the writing tasks 6 and 7, a significant
difference was found. The most significant difference was between the Writing Task
4 and Writing Task 5. The p value was p= ,00 < ,05. It can be concluded that the
performances of the students changed negatively. The mean dropped over 10
points. This may prove that since the topic of the task 5 was an unfamiliar one,
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students might have had difficulties in accomplishing the task since they were used
to writing an email. In addition, for the writing tasks 1 and 2, the significance was p=
,005 < ,05. Looking through the mean scores, the scores of the students dropped in
the second task. This might mean that as the second writing was the students’ first
email task, they might not have the necessary knowledge or might not have
practiced on the conventions for writing emails or got any kind of feedback on tasks
for writing an email previously, so they might have struggled with the task itself.
Another interpretation might be that for the second task students were asked to
assume an event had happened before, which required them to use their
imagination in some ways, so it might have been hard for them to come up with an
idea; however, the first task requirement was to give information about their country,
in which they used their pre-existing knowledge. The significance was calculated p=
,049 < ,05 for the tasks 6-7. The mean showed an increase by 11,88 points. This
raise might be because of the feedback that the group got both from the rubric and
by corrective feedback since the mean continued increasing. The students’
development may have been reflected on their lasts tasks.
There was no significant difference between the means of other 4
comparisons of the means of writing tasks. What this might mean is that the
performances of the students were consistent overall, which might mean the
feedback from the analytical rubric was helpful to the students keeping their
performance stable or they got used to the genre of the tasks. For example, the
significance of writing tasks 5 and 6 was p= ,745 > ,05 and between the writing task
2 and 3, it was p= ,619 > ,05. In each of these tasks except for the fifth one, students
were to write an email. What we might conclude is that the students were getting
used to the genre, and writing a similar task was not challenging for them as they
were getting feedback on how they performed in terms of task achievement and as
well as with the help of the analytical rubric. In addition, the significance value of
writing tasks 1 and 8 was p= ,069 > ,05, which shows that the difference is not
significant. The genres of the two tasks were very different, but they were relatively
easy tasks, so not finding a significant difference might be because of the genres of
the tasks themselves or of that both written feedback and feedback from the rubric
were beneficial for students’ performances.
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The aim of research question number three was to compare the data
obtained from both method of assessment and see whether they differed or not. The
comparisons of the means of each task that and their method of assessment is
shown in Table 21. Overall mean of the means obtained from impression method
was calculated as 87,2809 and for the analytical method, it was 88,0069. Therefore,
it can be seen that with the analytical method, the scores for the task performances
were slightly higher by ,726 points. It can also be seen from the same table that in
tasks 1, 2, 4, 5, and 8 the mean scores from the group analytically scored were
higher, while for the tasks 3, 6, and 7 the other group scored higher. What this might
mean is although both groups were getting written and oral feedback, since the
analytical group was also getting feedback thanks to the rubric, their performances
were better than the group scored by impression method. However, this difference
was not that significant to conclude that one method was better than the other in
terms of students’ scores.
As can be seen from the Table 22, the significant difference is observed
between the two groups in Writing Task 1 and Writing Task 8. The significance was
calculated p= ,41 < ,05 for the first writings between the groups. As this was the first
writing of the semester, the difference could be because of the slight difference
between the levels of the students, as it was mentioned in the limitations that group
that was scored by impression method was evening education class which meant
they enrolled into the university with lower YGS and LYS scores. The concurrent
validity of their writing scores might be observed on their college entrance scores.
Additionally, the significance was calculated p= ,036 < ,05, which demonstrates that
there is also significant difference between the groups in the last task. Similarly, the
mean of the task from analytical method was 4,36 points higher. In this case, this
can be a proof that the group receiving analytical assessment performed better than
the other group. On the other hand, we can also see that while the difference in
means between the first and last task of impression method was 2,91 points, it was
found out to be 2,35 points for analytical group. In both groups the performances
decreased by approximately 2 points. However, overall scores of the group
receiving impression method of assessment showed a slight more decrease than
the other group. All these results from quantitative data shows that the assessment
method did not affect the results of the participants as much as it was expected
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before the study was conducted. There was no huge gap between the scores of the
two groups within and between themselves.
We can also observe from Table 22 that for writing tasks 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7,
there found no significant difference between the groups. Respectively the
significance values between the groups were p= ,593; 743; 454; 597; 490; 786 >
,05. This means that both groups had similar performances, and as both got written
and oral feedback through the process, the method they were assessed with did not
had any significant effect on their scores.
What is aimed by the fourth research question is to get insights from the
participants of the study and understand the ideas and the attitudes of the students
in the group assessed by impression method. Eleven students from the holistically
assessed group volunteered for semi-structured interviews.
It can be understood from the general impression towards the applications
most of the participants were satisfied with the writing classes more specifically with
the corrective feedback and the method of assessment. They stated the benefits of
corrective feedback written personally for them and how they were helpful to
improve their skills, especially grammar and organization. They believed that seeing
their works corrected or marked in an explicit way helped them to notice their
mistakes without any difficulties. In this case, Krashen’s (1983) approach to errors
considers the errors as inevitable parts of language learning process and correcting
them is not an effective practice. It is an accurate belief that the errors are a natural
part of language learning; however, all the answers from participants proved that
the importance and benefits of corrective feedback given to learners, written and
oral, is undeniably significant part of a writing class. The participants also mentioned
that they were able to transfer their knowledge obtained from the writing tasks and
from feedback into their speaking and reading because they were learning
vocabulary items, sentence structures, and some patterns. Learning to maintain a
paragraph’s coherence or unity was also mentioned many times. This was thought
to be one of the main difficulties of the students. By practicing on it and getting
feedback, it is understood by the remarks that students improved their
organizational skills. Moreover, the students who were repeating the preparatory
class found the feedback quite profitable because they mentioned that no feedback
was given to them previously. It can also be seen from the responses that the
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feedback was highly motivated the students as they stated that even when they got
a lower score, they were eager to write the next one as long as they were provided
feedback on their works. Therefore, providing explicit, written and oral feedback, is
found to be facilitating for the students as they realized their mistakes in a clear way,
it was faster for them to comprehend and correct their mistakes or improve their
weaknesses.
The remarks of the participants also showed that while some of the students
preferred an assessment method in which they could see their scores broken down
into categories, some were satisfied with the existing method stating that the
assessment was consistent, fast, and suitable for them. Since their works were rated
holistically, they were pleased that their works were not examined thoroughly bit by
bit to their bone. The latter, analytically assessed, group also mentioned that
because they were getting corrective feedback they knew whether they performed
well or badly. However, the former group preferred a more analytical approach while
assessing them. It was not known how effectively their works were scored or even
how their works were scored as some wished there was an explanation of
assessment criteria, so they would know how the rating process worked. They
mentioned that the existing method might not be an objective one across the
teachers rating their works, and considering the personal feelings of the rater
towards them their score might have gotten higher or lower, so the subjectivity was
an issue for them. In addition, it was also mentioned that scoring could have been
done categorically such as grammar and vocabulary instead of a holistic approach
so that they could see how they performed in those areas and it would have been
more motivating. One of them, Vefa, also mentioned that seeing a true
representation of their score held a significant value to see their progress.
In addition to the questions prepared for the interview beforehand, the
questions emerged gave the researcher more insights on the method of
assessment. Though the group assessed holistically, they were eager to learn more
detailed and deeper information about their performances. They expressed that
having criteria when scoring their works would be advantageous for both the rater
and the students, and by doing so objectivity of the scores could be ensured.
Therefore, it is evident that the students had some doubts over their scores,
especially when their score was assessed without a definite criteria used for all the
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students at their level or when they were assessed by a rater that they did now know
very well or that they did not trust.
The purpose of the fifth question is to get insights from the participants of the
study and understand the ideas and the attitudes of the students in the group
towards the analytical method of assessment. The semi-structured interviews were
conducted with 10 volunteering students from the analytically assessed participants
to answer this research question.
It can be interpreted by the remarks of the interviewees, they felt the method
was effective and sufficient for them. The reasons why they had these opinions were
that they were able to see their mistakes clearly and how they performed in terms
of the categories in the rubric, so they managed to work on their weaknesses and
see their strengths at the same time. Practicing correcting feedback as well as using
an analytical rubric seemed to have benefitted them to a great extent since the
remarks show that they were able to improve their skills not only in writing, but also
in speaking and reading. In addition, they believed that they were given fair scores
across their classmates thinking that the scoring was objective and more logical.
They also added that when they read the descriptors in the rubric, their level of
performance made more sense for them. Similar to the other group, the participants
analytically assessed found the process motivating, they were willing to proceed
with the next task with occasional discouragements when their grades were lower
than they previously expected, which can mean that students kept on writing their
works enthusiastically through the eight tasks. Furthermore, maintaining a coherent
work and its unity was, similarly, an issue for this group. This might be due to their
lack of planning before the tasks. During the in-class writing practices it is observed
that though it was worked on, students did not adopt brainstorming or outlining
strategies. This proves why they struggled with accomplishing the task and keeping
it organized. On the other hand, lack of adequate practice on the genres of the tasks
might also be the reason of their difficulties.
About the assessment method, the responses of the students showed that
using analytical rubric was effective and practical for students to recognize their
progress. As some of the students were repeating the class, they had previous
experiences with the time when there was no criteria or feedback. They were able
to provide some valuable information by making a comparison between the two
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methods. They remarked that without such criteria, their motivation decreased over
some time as well as their scores since they felt that they could neither trust the
rater or accept the scores. These insights about the analytical method can be an
indication that for instructional purposes, it is undoubtedly an efficient method to
improve the language skills of the students and make the students trust the
assessment process. In addition to this valuable information, it can also be said that
with the help of such method, the student can take control of their own learning
progress and the learning can become their own personal responsibility and journey.
CEFR (2001) states the importance of autonomy. As the analytical method can
present a reflection for students’ performances, they see their strengths and
weaknesses. They can facilitate their own learning by looking at the performance,
whether it is a weak or strong one, reflected on their paper. Therefore, they can be
involved in their own improvement by learning about their progress throughout the
year. Having this as their own responsibility will make the learners more aware and
more engaged and students can use their teacher as a guide to lead them to the
right path, so for diagnostic purposes, analytic assessment is useful for both
students and teachers.
What was aimed with the sixth question was to demonstrate the different
views on the assessment methods between the two groups. Most remarks of the
students showed that they were actually satisfied with the existing criteria. This was
highly because of the fact that both groups got written and oral feedback even if
their assessment method did not provide them any as they mentioned the
significance and benefits of feedback many times when any question on the subject
of feedback was directed to them. The group analytically scored had extremely
positive attitudes towards the method of assessment and expressed their
gratification towards the method and the rater since they were able to analyze their
score and reflect on it fast. However, some assessed by impression mentioned their
worries about the assessment process adding that they would have preferred a
much layered method that they could see their grade broken down into relevant
categories and that they could see their weaknesses and strengths also adding that
this method must have made clear at the beginning of the semester. Additionally,
what made them trust this process was actually the relationship they had with the
rater. Participants expressed their initial doubts at the beginning of the semester;
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nevertheless, they said these worries vanished in time because, firstly, they started
to believe and see that rater approached the tasks fairly and objectively and she
was a fairly young teacher knowledgeable at up-to-date teaching implementations,
and secondly, when the feedback was taken into consideration, it verified their
scores.
The surprising remark was that participants pointed out the fact that some
teachers in the institution applied their own personal criteria which some openly
announced. To illustrate, one said a teacher he had in the previous year publicly
declared them she would consider their in-class performance and even attendance
while scoring their writing tasks. It was not unexpected that this kind of unfair
implementations affected the validity of the scores but it also influenced the students
in a negative way in terms of their attitudes towards the teacher, the language, and
the school. Similar unfortunate experiences undoubtedly disturb the teaching
environment, and in these case though students were troubled by it, they seemed
to be indifferent the reason of which can result from their previous experiences
beginning from the first year of primary school in that students are molded into
individuals who do not or cannot question, change or take part in the educational
decision making processes. They seemed unwilling to take any action regarding the
unfair treatments sometimes even thinking that they would cause trouble to the
teacher and this would also affect his career or their complaints would cause teacher
to treat them harsher for the rest of the year.
All these findings demonstrate that the importance of corrective feedback,
how relevant is to show students their progress. Though the quantitative results
demonstrate a very slight significant difference between the methods practiced, the
thoughts of the interviewees can be an indication that getting feedback on the
performance has a critical role in the improvement of students’ language skills and
their attitudes towards the writing classes. It was also found out that teachers of the
students repeating the year did not give any feedback or the feedback given was
not sufficient, and it was indicated that the teachers in the institution were not putting
much effort into reading and assessing the works of the students, and they were not
successful at giving the students necessary feedback on their works. We cannot
deny the positive effects of the corrective feedback given the students. Many
scholars such as van Beuningen et al. (2008), van Beuningen (2010), Ellis (2013),
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Bitchener & Ferris (2012), and Rahimi & Zhang (2014) stated how important
corrective feedback is and mentioned the importance of giving corrective feedback
which benefits the improvement of writing skills. In this study, it was also found out
that that corrective feedback helped students improve their speaking and reading
skills since students improved their organizational, grammatical, and vocabulary
knowledge.
It was found out that both groups were satisfied with the assessment method;
however, the remarks of the interviewees from the group scored holistically
indicated they had some worries about how they were scored and about not having
any information about the assessment criteria. They believed the teacher who
scored their works and his personal ideas were profoundly significant, as well. Due
to familiarizing with the rater over some time and the researcher being the one
instructing the writing classes, a comfortable and trusting environment was said to
be established. Otherwise, the remarks showed that not having criteria would have
bothered the students. Therefore, rater validity is of importance when it comes to
assessing performance as even a rater who is trained on the criteria will not score
the performance reliably (Alderson et al., 1995) or he can be affected by his personal
opinions towards students; as a result, the scores would be divergent among the
students or even among the tasks. Hunter et al. (1996) state the consistency and
fairness of the scores must not be ignored. Furthermore, when asked, the
interviewees from the holistic group even commented that they would, actually, wish
to see their results sectioned into different areas such as organization or grammar.
The group analytically scored, however, did not have such concerns at any moment
since analytical rubric became a guideline not only for the rater who was limited to
those criteria but also for the students in the classroom having the chance to see
their progress in terms of the areas scored separately. Even though the means of
their scores for each writing were mostly similar except for writing tasks 1 and 8, the
group analytically scored had the chance to see their performances divided into 5
categories and then reflect on those, and they worked on those categories which
they showed weak performance. Jonsson & Svingby (2007) also stated such cases
of using rubric subjectively becomes less of an issue since the rater is limited by the
descriptors in the rubric. Moreover, Jonsson & Svingby (2007) and Heaton (1990)
agree that for instructional purposes using an analytical approach while assessing
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performances of student is more beneficial, as the feedback provides valuable
diagnostic data both for teachers and students (Brown, 2004). With the help of these
data, teachers can make some adjustments on their teaching, and students will get
a clear reflection of their performance. In this study, the opinions of the students in
analytically scored group indicated that the rubric did assist them in their learning
journey; however, we cannot say that this was not the case with the other group, but
what assisted them was the corrective feedback which was actually given to both
groups. However, we can say that the attitudes of the participants in the analytical
group were particularly positive towards the assessment method and the class.
Furthermore, the biggest disadvantage of impression method which is the issues
with objectivity (Rezaei & Lovorn, 2010) was observed in the remarks of the students
even though the rater was an experienced one and though the participants told her
that they trust her judgement. This was also the case in the study by Malouff &
Thorsteinsson (2016) who concluded that when the rater had some unrelated
knowledge about students, this affected their scoring. Therefore, this may be the
case through the eight tasks scored by the holistic method. We cannot definitely say
that the rater in this study was a hundred percent objective throughout each and
every rating case.
Seeing that the means of both groups were mainly similar might mean that
both methods might have given valid results. These issues must be further analyzed
to have a clear understanding on the topic. On the other hand, we can conclude that
for diagnostic purposes and formative assessment, using analytical assessment will
provide sufficient data as feedback both for students and teachers to regulate the
process of teaching and learning as Madsen (1983), Harmer (2007), and Fulcher
(2010) stated. Assessing productive skills is also a concern that all of us, teachers,
consider deeply because of fairness issues. For this reason, having a guideline to
follow as criteria is a significant component of assessment whether the assessment
is a holistic or analytic one. However, it is clear that the students of this study made
use of the analytic rubric for their learning experiences and by reflecting on their
performance they took the responsibility of their learning process. It also provided
reflection for the rater herself to revise some of the points that was observed to be
weak among the students and revise them in the class. It can be recognized that
reflection holds a significant value, especially in writing classes as it not only affects
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the final output, but it also prepares the learner for the upcoming tasks. The Figure
7. demonstrates the cycle of reflective process. Analytical assessment enables both
learners and teachers to utilize this cycle into their lives showing both parties the
features and qualities of their performances (Brown, 2004; Heaton,1990; Jonsson
& Svingby, 2007; Tedick & Klee, 1998).

Figure 7. Key stages of reflective process (Pollard, 2014, p. 88).
Though both holistic and analytic evaluation include criteria, most teachers
tend to do their assessment by their impression. Reaching reliable and valid results
means subjectivity must be limited as much as possible, and assessing
performances by impression has arguable results due to the bias that might affect
the results positively or negatively (Fulcher, 2010; Malouff & Thorsteinsson, 2016).
To keep the results as accurate as possible, the scoring procedures must be
considered carefully (Abedi, 2010), and use of rubrics highly aids this process
(Scott, 2000). Moreover, the consistency between the scores, students, and tasks
can be achieved with the help of them (Jonsson & Svingby, 2007). Additionally, the
framework that CEFR (2001) provides also includes related writing outcomes for
each language proficiency level, and those can be used to design a rubric or can be
used as self-assessment tools for the learners.
Now that the importance of criteria is established, training teachers on the
criteria becomes apparent, since the application of the criteria bears as much value
as the criteria itself. The training will make all the raters obtain the same or very
similar point of view and score the performances more objectively, and if no training
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was given to the raters, they have the tendency to overlook some points of focus on
some other aspects of the work (Rezaei & Lovorn, 2010) or the novice teachers or
even experienced ones can be lost during the scoring process. Therefore, by
holding a meeting which is called moderation meetings by Baxter (1997) where all
the raters are present, raters whether they are experienced or novice teachers or
they can discuss on the criteria and the task itself or even score sample student
tasks, when they reach a common understanding, scoring can start (Abedi 2010). It
is clear to us that when language skills, particularly productive skills are assessed,
it is hard to achieve objective results, so setting up standardization meetings and
increasing the number of raters can be ways to keep the score away from errors
that might be caused by the rater (Alderson et al., 1995; Harmer, 2007) and reach
the true score of the learner. This will also increase the reliability and validity of the
scores (Hunter et al., 1996).
Pedagogical Implications
The results of the study propose some pedagogical implications that can be
used in classroom instruction. Although the quantitative results did not show a
significant difference, the opinions of the students showed that receiving some kind
of a reflection over their performances held a significant value for them, which is the
one of the key features of analytical assessment as the basic structure of the method
enable students to see quality of their performance. Therefore, for instructional
purposes analytical method for assessment is more favorable and beneficial.
Another advantage of analytic assessment is it provides the performer a reflection
on his performance. By this way, he has the chance to see not only his strengths
but also weaknesses. This is also mentioned in the framework of CEFR (2001)
which adopts an action oriented approach. This means the learners engage in the
learning process. In CEFR, students might have a language passport which is a
document that reflects the language of the user. The user himself shows his abilities
with can-do statements, which means he is aware of the strengths and weaknesses.
The analytical assessment which demonstrates the target outcomes serves as an
aid with a similar purpose to language passport. By using an analytical rubric,
students become aware of their performances and can reflect on the information.
Our students seem to lack this skill, and due to this, they are not autonomous
learners. This may be because of education policies in this country and because
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even our daily lives, a reflection by the learner himself does not seem trustworthy
and is not taken into any consideration. However, we cannot deny that these skills
are necessary skills for any type of learner to be successful both academically and
socially as these metacognitive skills help learners in many ways and help them
facilitate their learning.
It also must be noted that applying CEFR into our classroom provides many
benefits since the principles and the theory behind it enable both academic and
personal development of learners. One of the features provided in CEFR is ELP,
English Language Portfolio, which is a document that consists of a language
passport, a language biography, and a dossier shows the records of the language
of the user’s experiences in and out of the classroom. This document allows
students to become more autonomous and aware of their skills. Since this can be a
type of a self-assessment tool, it opens a path for the user to improve himself.
Therefore, we can conclude that all these features serve as a base for reflective
teaching which is an essential part of education for students and teachers, and we
need to embrace the idea that all these are applicable to our classrooms. Reflective
teaching is mostly mentioned for teachers; however, the researcher believes that as
students can be their own teachers, by becoming autonomous learners they
contribute to their own learning. It should not be forgotten that reflective teaching
helps develop individuals’ career and abilities through their lives, so for selfreflecting teachers, education they provide improves, and they have better
understanding towards their skills (Kenneth & Liston, 1996; Pollard, 2014), and for
students, self-reflection fosters their development in many areas. The reflective
considerations and actions of teachers and students contribute a lot to the
continuous and cyclical development of the both parties because they constantly
“monitor, evaluate, and revise” their actions (Pollard, 2014, p. 87). Though Pollard
mostly focused on the teacher aspect of the reflective teaching, it is clear that
students can also benefit from this process just like teachers do by taking
responsibility of their own learning: reflecting on their performance by making use
of the assessment tool. As the Figure 7. shows that the process of reflecting requires
some metacognitive skills such as analyzing, evaluating and regulating the self. In
addition, in the study, students stated that analytical rubric helped them reflect on
their performance, so just like in the cycle in the Figure 7. by collecting the evidence
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from their actions students were able to self-reflect. The rubric also serves as an
evidence for teachers to regulate and review the practices in and out of the
classroom. This cycle also can give valuable information while regulating the
teaching program for the administration. Therefore, we can see that the principles
of CEFR (2001) correlates with the ideas of reflective teaching or any type of
reflective considerations. Practicing both in our education systems will be
exceptionally rewarding and profitable for our future generations.
We can also conclude that training both students and teachers in the
institution has a significant role in classrooms. Firstly, providing teachers an
institution training will help them to develop a common understanding on the sets of
criteria while assessing or while instructing the classes. This will help the institution
to have a consistent and a fair ground across the students and practices. It will also
ensure more reliable and valid scores for the performances of students. Since the
treatment of errors is one of the major concerns of the teachers, training them on
the criteria will highly benefit them and their confidence on their own scoring.
Furthermore, informing students on the criteria or training them to self-assess or to
be autonomous will also be worthwhile in the development of their skills. By doing
so, they will become more aware, and it will increase their critical awareness towards
their own learning. Therefore, as their expectations will be more realistic, while being
assessed they will feel more comfortable. Thus, making the assessment process
educational for both parties will have many valuable profits. It is obvious that the
main concern with students of our education is that they have some persistent habits
(such as being score-oriented, teacher-oriented or studying ineffectively) they have
formed throughout their education that hinder their learning, so teaching them the
skills of learning how to learn will help break these habits and make them better
learners.
The analytic rubric was originally designed for this study. It seemed that the
rater and the students were comfortable with the criteria, and they benefitted from
it. It is obvious from the remarks that the institution needs a common understanding
and unity on what to score and how to score a performance. Impression method
does not require any definite criteria, so the final score may change from teacher to
teacher or even a teacher within himself due to affective assessment. Even the
researcher in this study who was trained on the criteria felt uneasy in the group
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scored by the impression method, and she felt that she was impressed by the writer
when there was something she liked was mentioned in the written work or just the
opposite. Therefore, the use of analytical rubrics to assess the performance of the
students during the academic year will help achieve more reliable and valid scores.
At the end of the term, the teachers from all the levels and students from different
levels may come together and work on the criteria, again so that everyone is
involved in the process and they can negotiate on what is expected from learners.
It was also observed that the students were extremely aware on how they
were treated by the teachers in terms of their scores and the quality of the
instruction. Whether they received a fair score or whether the level of feedback
provided to them was appropriate for their level, or whether the type of task granted
them valuable skills, or whether the assessment method was effective was all
obvious to them, and these also had an effect on their motivation. For this reason,
including them and their needs in the development of program will definitely be a
good idea, and the teachers should be aware of their level of proficiency. Then they
can give them more comprehensible feedback and meaningful tasks. When trust
between two parties is established, classroom becomes more learner and teacher
friendly, so it facilitates the learning.
Limitations of the Study
The first limitation of the study was the number of students participated in the
study. As convenient sampling was used to choose the sample groups and the
availability of the groups was of importance for the rater to score the output herself,
the number of participants were limited to the classes that the researcher instructed.
The number of students also limited the data from students’ insights that would have
been obtained by the interviews. Having more participants and more raters could
have helped to gain more data and reach to more generalizable results. Though
having single rater might enable consistent scoring, it is limited by the objectivity of
the rater himself, so when more raters are present data on inter-reliability of the
scores could be collected and more reliable results can be achieved.
Next limitation is the characteristics of students and their background
education. It was observed from the remarks of the students and from the general
profile of the students that most of them were not aware of the alternative
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assessment methods, they did not know how to study efficiently or had not
experienced any context that they had a voice, so they were in the habit of
repressing their ideas, not having any interest in their learning process, or thinking
that the rules of teachers are absolute, which the policies over their education have
a big impact on. Therefore, the results of the study would have been different if the
students were taught some skills like learning how to learn or taking control of their
own learning beforehand or even from the beginning of their formal and informal
education because their lack of some basic skills affect their learning process.
Moreover, this is a limitation that applies to many areas of learning and has been
persevering for such long time, which policy makers should take into consideration
urgently because having a teacher-dependent classrooms driven by the course
books is not beneficial for students.
Another limitation was the type of tasks in the study. The tasks were not as
challenging for the students as they would be while writing an organized paragraph
or essay which are, on the other hand, not type of tasks mentioned in CEFR (2001)
for B1 students. Therefore, their scores were mostly really high. This resulted in
similar scores across the students, and there was not much a variety. Thus, the
comparison of the two assessment methods may have showed similar means
between the groups.
One other limitation was the period of time that the study was conducted. The
study took 4 weeks to finish, and there were eight tasks taken from the course book
for students to perform. Having done the study in a longer period and with more
tasks with much variety could have given the researcher more reliable data and
resulted in more insights as there would have been more experiences to study and
reflect on.
Finally, the study was conducted with only B1 level students, so results are
only applicable to that level of students.
Suggestions for Further Research
The study was conducted in a state University with two B1 level classes.
Thus, the researcher was able to get data only from these classes. Therefore, for
the future studies, a larger-scaled study can be done with a larger group of students
either within the same institution or across different institutions. Moreover, the study
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can also be done with the students who are studying in their departments and taking
academic writing classes which require them to write more complex works such as
paragraphs and essays or even articles. In addition, the researcher was the only
rater in the study. Conducting a similar study with more raters who are trained on
the rubric or rubrics will also show results for inter-rater reliability. Also, the effect of
generation difference was not the aim of this research; however, a research with
raters who are from different generations of different backgrounds can be a subject
to investigate.
There was also no control group to compare the methods to. However, the
aim of the research was to compare two methods, so this limitation can be
overlooked.
The tasks chosen for the study were not complex ones, and also productoriented approach was adopted in the study. For further studies, a mixed approach
of a process oriented and product oriented approach with various genres of writing
can be the method of writing, or portfolio assessment can be taken into a closer look
in terms of their effects on the performances of the students.
For the study, effects of the two methods on the writing products of the
students were taken into consideration. However, as the remarks showed, the
practices also may have an impact on the scores or performances of students’
reading and speaking. Therefore, while doing a similar study, progress of these two
skills can be studied as well.
As an analysis of the students’ needs at the preparatory program of the
college has not officially made yet and due to the changing profile of the student and
instructor population, a needs’ analysis and profiling for both students and
instructors can be done so as to improve the performances and the attitudes of the
students and instructors in the program. Furthermore, the goals of the program
should be made clear and the procedures should be explained to the students and
to the instructors at the beginning of the academic year. Additionally, in a similar
study with more raters, interviews can be conducted to collect their opinions about
the assessment methods.
In the light of the framework provided by CEFR (2001), students may also be
taught to use self-evaluation and peer-evaluation tools so that they take control of
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their own learning process or they learn from each other. By doing this, they may
become more independent from the instructors and be autonomous, which is one
of the main goals of CEFR framework.
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APPENDIX-A: Consent form to Participate in the Study
ARAŞTIRMA GÖNÜLLÜ KATILIM FORMU
Değerli katılımcı,
Sizinle yapılacak olan bu araştırmadan edinilen veriler yazma dersinde kullanılan
değerlendirme araçları hakkındaki bir çalışma için kullanılacaktır. Araştırmanın ilk
kısmında yazma derslerindeki notlarınız kullanılacak olup; araştırmanın ikinci
kısmında ise sözlü görüşmeler yapılacak olup görüşmeler süresince ses kaydı
yapılacaktır. Araştırmanın amacı yazma dersinde kullanılan iki farklı değerlendirme
türünü karşılaştırmak ve bu karşılaştırmaya göre eğitim ve öğretime daha yararlı
olanı belirlemektir. Araştırma için Hacettepe Üniversitesi Etik Kurulu’ndan gerekli
izinler alınmıştır. Sağlayacağınız veriler Hacettepe Üniversitesi, Yabancı Diller
Eğitimi Anabilim Dalı’nda yüksek lisans öğrencisi Yeşim Yasemin BALIK tarafından
Dr. Öğr. Üyesi İsmail Fırat ALTAY danışmanlığında yürütülen tez çalışmasında
bilimsel amaçlı olarak kullanılacak ve sadece araştırmacı tarafından
değerlendirilecektir. Çalışmaya katılmak tamamen gönüllülük esasına dayalıdır.
Çalışmaya katıldıktan sonraki süreçte istediğiniz an herhangi bir sorumluluk
hissetmeden çalışmadan çekilmek istediğinizi belirtebilir ve katılımdan
vazgeçebilirsiniz. Çalışma süresince herhangi bir rahatsızlık hissedilir veya risk
oluşursa çalışmadan çekilebilirsiniz ve ortaya çıkan sorunların giderilmesi için
gereken yardımın sizlere sağlanacağından emin olabilirsiniz. Çalışmada kimliğinize
dair bilgiler paylaşılmayacak, isimleriniz yerine araştırmacı tarafından verilmiş
isimler kullanılacaktır. Çalışma öncesi, süresi ve sonrası oluşabilecek sorularınız
için araştırmacıya aşağıda verilen eposta adresinden ulaşabilir veya direkt iletişim
kurabilirsiniz. Çalışmaya katıldığınız için teşekkür ederim. Çalışma hakkında daha
fazla bilgi için Hacettepe İngiliz Dili Eğitimi Anabilim Dalı öğretim üyelerinden Dr.
Öğr. Üyesi İsmail Fırat ALTAY (ifaltay@hacettepe.edu.tr) ya da yüksek lisans
öğrencisi Yeşim Yasemin BALIK (yybalik@gmail.com) ile iletişim kurabilirsiniz.
Yukarıdaki bilgileri okudum ve bu çalışmaya tamamen gönüllü olarak
katılıyorum. Yapılan çalışmada notlarımın kullanılmasını kabul ediyorum.
(Formu doldurup imzaladıktan sonra uygulayıcıya geri veriniz.)

AD-SOYAD

ADRES ve TEL

İMZA / TARİH

Yeşim Yasemin BALIK
Yabancı Diller Bölümü
+905059159696, yybalik@gmail.com
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APPENDIX-B: Consent form for Semi-Structured Interview
SÖZLÜ GÖRÜŞME GÖNÜLLÜ KATILIM FORMU
Değerli katılımcı,
Sizinle yapılacak olan bu sözlü görüşmeden edinilen veriler yazma dersinde
kullanılan değerlendirme araçları hakkındaki bir çalışma için kullanılacaktır ve
görüşmeler süresince ses kaydı yapılacatır. Araştırmanın amacı yazma dersinde
kullanılan iki farklı değerlendirme türünü karşılaştırmak ve bu karşılaştırmaya göre
eğitim ve öğretime daha yararlı olanı belirlemektir. Araştırma için Hacettepe
Üniversitesi Etik Kurulu’ndan gerekli izinler alınmıştır. Sağlayacağınız veriler
Hacettepe Üniversitesi, Yabancı Diller Eğitimi Anabilim Dalı’nda yüksek lisans
öğrencisi Yeşim Yasemin BALIK tarafından Dr. Öğr. Üyesi İsmail Fırat ALTAY
danışmanlığında yürütülen tez çalışmasında bilimsel amaçlı olarak kullanılacak ve
sadece araştırmacı tarafından değerlendirilecektir. Sizden beklenen size yöneltilen
sorulara gerçekçi ve açık cevaplar vermenizdir. Yaklaşık 20 dakika sürmesi
planlanan görüşmeye katılmak tamamen gönüllülük esasına dayalıdır. Çalışmada
kimliğinize dair bilgiler paylaşılmayacak, isimleriniz yerine araştırmacı tarafından
verilmiş isimler kullanılacaktır. Çalışmaya katıldıktan sonraki süreçte istediğiniz an
herhangi bir sorumluluk hissetmeden çalışmadan çekilmek istediğinizi belirtebilir ve
katılımdan vazgeçebilirsiniz. Çalışma süresince herhangi bir rahatsızlık hissedilir
veya risk oluşursa çalışmadan çekilebilirsiniz ve ortaya çıkan sorunların giderilmesi
için gereken yardımın sizlere sağlanacağından emin olabilirsiniz. Çalışma öncesi,
süresi ve sonrası oluşabilecek sorularınız için araştırmacıya aşağıda verilen eposta
adresinden ulaşabilir veya direkt iletişim kurabilirsiniz. Çalışmaya katıldığınız için
teşekkür ederim. Çalışma hakkında daha fazla bilgi için Hacettepe İngiliz Dili Eğitimi
Anabilim Dalı öğretim üyelerinden Dr. Öğr. Üyesi İsmail Fırat ALTAY
(ifaltay@hacettepe.edu.tr) ya da yüksek lisans öğrencisi Yeşim Yasemin BALIK
(yybalik@gmail.com) ile iletişim kurabilirsiniz.
Yukarıdaki bilgileri okudum ve bu çalışmaya tamamen gönüllü olarak
katılıyorum. Bu görüşmenin kaydedilmesini ve yapılan çalışmada kullanılmasını
kabul ediyorum.
(Formu doldurup imzaladıktan sonra uygulayıcıya geri veriniz.)
AD-SOYAD

ADRES ve TEL

İMZA / TARİH

Yeşim Yasemin BALIK
Yabancı Diller Bölümü
+905059159696, yybalik@gmail.com

137

APPENDIX-C: Semi-Structured Interview Questions
QUESTIONS IN TURKISH:
1.

Yazma dersi içerisinde aldığınız dönütler ile tecrübeleriniz nasıldı?/ Yazma dersinde
aldığınız dönütler hakkında ne düşünüyorsunuz?

2.

Öğretmeniniz tarafından verilen dönütlerin iyi yönleri nelerdir?

3.

Öğretmeniniz tarafından verilen dönütlerin kötü yönleri nelerdir?

4.

Size sağlanan dönütler size yardımcı mıydı? Öyleyse, 5. soru sorulabilir.

5.

Sağlanan dönütler size hangi konuda nasıl yardımcı oldu?

6.

Yazma dönütlerini aldıktan sonra, dil becerilerinizde (dil bilgisi, yazma vb.) herhangi bir
gelişme olduğunu düşünüyor musunuz?

7.

Sağlanan dönütler gelecek yazma uygulamaları için sizi motive ediyor mu? Neden?

8.

Sağlanan dönütler gelecek yazma uygulamaları için sizin motivasyonunuzu düşürüyor
mu? Neden?

9.

Süreç içerisinde sizin için en zor şey neydi? Neden zor olduğunu düşünüyorsunuz?

10. Yazma dönütleri sürecinde değiştirmek istediğiniz şeyler var mı? Eğer cevabınız evetse
nedenlerini belirtin.
11. İdeal yazma dönütleri size nasıl olmalıdır?
QUESTIONS IN ENGLISH
1.

How was your experience with writing feedback? / How do you feel about the feedback
given to you?

2.

What was good about the writing feedback given to you by your teacher?

3.

What was bad about the writing feedback given to you by your teacher?

4.

Was the feedback helpful to you? If yes, ask the question number 5.

5.

How was writing feedback helpful to you?

6.

Do you think your language skills (grammar, writing etc.) improved after the writing
feedback? If yes, how?

7.

Does writing feedback motivate you for your next writing? Why or why not?

8.

Does writing feedback demotivate you for your next writing? Why or why not?

9.

During this process, what was the hardest thing? Why was it hard for you?

10. Would you change anything about the feedback process? If yes, give your reasons.

11. How do you think an ideal writing feedback must be like?
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APPENDIX-D: Analytic Rubric

This rubric was designed for the study by the researcher.
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APPENDIX-E: Corrective Feedback Form

CORRECTIVE FEEDBACK FORM
You CAN :)

You CAN'T :(

Write about the topic given

Use the grammatical forms correctly

Use the vocabulary items correctly

Use the transitions correctly

Use the mechanics correctly
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APPENDIX-F: ESL Composition Profile
Jacobs et. al (1981)
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APPENDIX-G: Task 1
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APPENDIX-H: Task 2
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APPENDIX-I: Task 3
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APPENDIX-J: Task 4
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APPENDIX-K: Task 5
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APPENDIX-L: Task 6

147

APPENDIX-M: Task 7
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APPENDIX-N: Task 8
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APPENDIX-O: Ethics Committee Approval
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APPENDIX-P: Declaration of Ethical Conduct

151

APPENDIX-Q: Thesis Originality Report
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APPENDIX-R: Yayımlama ve Fikrî Mülkiyet Hakları Beyanı
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