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OZET

UZAKTAN EGIiTiMDE iSBIRLiKCi YAZMANIN OGRENCILERIN iKINCi
DIL YAZMA BECERIiSi VE TUTUMUNA ETKIiSI

Ayse ISIK YILMAZ
Yiiksek Lisans, ingiliz Dili Egitimi
Tez Danigsmani: Asst. Prof. Ozlem ZABITGIL GULSEREN
Agustos - 2021, Sayfa 76+ x

Bu calisma uzaktan egitimde isbirlik¢i ¢alismanin 6grencilerin ikinci dil yazma
becerisine etkisini ve Ogrencilerin uzaktan egitimde isbirlik¢i yazma ile ilgili
tutumlarin1 6lgmeyi amaglamaktadir. Bu calisma Al ve A2 seviyelerindeki Ingilizce
hazirlik 6grencileri ile yiiriitiilmistiir. Calismanin ilk kismi Al, ikinci kismi A2
seviyesindeki 6grencilerden olusmaktadir. Al seviyesinden 37, A2 seviyesinden 39
O0grenci c¢alismada kontrol ve deney gruplar1 Orneklemleri olarak segilmistir.
Calismaya baglamadan 6nce tiim seviyelerin deney ve kontrol grubu 6grencilerine 6n
test uygulanmustir. Isbirlik¢i yazma igin, deney grubu katilimcilari dort veya bes
tiyeden olusan gruplara ayrilmistir. 7 haftalik igbirlik¢i yazma aktiviteleri sonrasinda,
her bir kontrol ve deney grubu katilimcilarina son test verilmistir. On test ve son test
sonuglart iki deneyimli 6gretim gorevlisi tarafindan degerlendirilmistir. Elde edilen
verilerin sonuglart SPSS. 25 programi ile hesaplanmistir. Nicel verilerin analizleri i¢in

Wilcoxon Rank test ve T-test kullanilmistir.

Nitel verileri elde etmek i¢in deney grubunda yer alan 6grencilere agik uglu sorulardan
olusan bir yazili gériisme formu verilmistir. Agik u¢lu yazili goriisme sorularina ek
olarak, rastgele secilmis 5 dgrenci ile sozlii goriisme yapilmustir. Ogrencilerin uzaktan
egitimde isbirlik¢i yazma aktivitesine karsi olan olumlu ve olumsuz tutumlarin
anlamak i¢in yaygin olarak verilen cevaplar kodlanmistir. Elde edilen nicel veriler is
birlik icerisinde ¢alisan 6grencilerin, bireysel olarak calisan dgrencilere gore yazma
becerisinde daha iyi olduklarin1 gostermistir. Elde edilen nitel veriler ise 6grencilerin

isbirlik¢i yazma aktivitelerine karst olumlu tutumlar1 oldugunu gostermistir.

Mevcut ¢alisma gilinlimiizde bir zorunluluk haline gelen uzaktan egitime isbirlik¢i

yazma ag¢isindan katki saglamay1 amaglamistir.
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ABSTRACT

THE EFFECTS OF ONLINE COLLABORATIVE WRITING ON
LEARNERS’ L2 PERFORMANCE AND ATTITUDE

Ayse ISIK YILMAZ
M. A., Department of English Language Teaching
Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Ozlem ZABITGIL GULSEREN
August -2021, Page: 76+ x

This study aims to reveal the effects of online collaborative writing tasks to learners’
performances and students’ attitudes towards online collaborative writing. This study
was conducted with Al and A2 level preparatory school students. First section of the
study was done with Al level students and the second section included A2 level
students. 37 students from Al level and 39 students from A2 level were chosen as
samples of control and experimental groups. First pretest was given to both control
and experimental groups. The experimental group participants were divided into four
groups of four or five members to write collaboratively. After seven weeks of
collaborative writing activities, a posttest was applied to both groups. The results of
the pretest and the posttest were assessed by two experienced instructors. SPSS.25.
program was used to calculate the results. To analyze the quantitative data, Wilcoxon

Signed Rank test and t-test was used.

To obtain the qualitative data, the students in experimental groups were given a written
interview with open-ended question. In addition to the written interview, oral
interviews were done with 5 randomly selected students from both A1l and A2 levels.
Their most frequent responses were coded to understand their positive and negative

attitudes towards online collaborative writing.

The findings of the quantitative data showed that students who participated in online

collaborative writing activities performed better in writing. The findings of the

vi



qualitative data reveal that students have positive attitude towards online collaborative

writing.

The current study aims to contribute to distance education that has been an obligation

recently due to covid pandemic in terms of collaborative writing.

Key words: Collaborative Writing, Collaborative Learning, Online Education, Online

Collaborative Writing, Group Work

vii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

THESIS APPROVAL ...cuuiiiitiittictintennnenneessnesssessssessssssssesssessssesssssssssssssssssssssases i
DECLARATION OF SCIENTIFIC ETHICS AND ORIGINALITY ....ccccceeueuee ii
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS .....cuiiiiiuinninnsninniinssisssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss iii
ABSTRACT .uuiiiiitinniinsnennencssessnesssesssesssssssssssssssssssssssssassssesssassssssssassssssssasssssssss vi
TABLE OF CONTENTS.....uuiiiiiiiitinnnicsniinnessesssicssiisssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssses viii
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS ...coiiiiisiiniiininnninsnicssicssnsssessssnsssesssssssssssssssssesss xiii
CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION ...ciiiiininniissninsnssssnssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssossans 1
1. INtrOAUCTION acuueeceeiieeiteeseecsnenseecsneeseesssesssnessansssnssssesssnssssnsssassssesssnssssesssnsssne 1
1.1. Background of the Study .....cc..cccovveiciveinsvricssnnesssnncssssncssnrcssnscsssssssssssssanes 1
1.2. Statement of the Problem ..........ioeiinieiiinnininnecnsnennseecsseecssneecssseeesanne 2
1.3. Purpose of the Stud ......cieieennieninennseensenssnnnsenssncsssesssnssssesssnesssessssssssssssassne 3
1.4. Research Questions of the Study........ccuiievvriiivricssnrinssnnisssnncssnrcsssncssssncsenns 4
1.5. Significance of the Study.......ccccevveieirrinirninssnninssnninssnncssssnessssnssssssssssssssssssssanss 4
1.6. Definitions of the Terms.....eiiiisiiciseeisseicssiecssneecsssecssssecsssecsssseessssecssnes 5
CHAPTER 2 -LITERATURE REVIEW........inniinsninninnsnissessssssssssssssosanes 6
2.1. Collaborative Learning .......cccccceesverecsssrcssrrcssarscssssecssssesssssesssssssssssssssssossssssses 6
2.1.1. Socio Cultural TReory ...........cooeiiiiiiiiiiiieeee et 8
2.1.2. Peer feedDacK ..........cccooiiiiiiiiiiieee e e e 9

2.2. Computer-Supported Language Learning ........cccceeceeeseesseecssnecsaesssacssencnne 10
2.3. Collaborative WIIting .....ccccceeeverccssercssnncssnncssssssssassssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss 11
2.3.1. Benefits of collaborative Writing..............ccoocvviviiiiniiiiiiienii e 14

viii



2.3.2. Challenges of Collaborative Writing.............ccccccooiriiniieiiincncneee e 15

2.4. Studies related to Collaborative Writing ........ccccceevverccssencssercssercssnnscsnnces 16
CHAPTER 3- METHODOLOGY ...uuuuinuiiniiinensninsnensnecssessssecssnssssssssessssssssssssssens 22
3.1, INErOAUCHION c.cceuneeeineeeiniieineicssnnicsnnecssneecssseessssencssesssssesssssesssssesssssnsssssssanes 22
3.2. The Nature of the Research.........icieivseiissiicssnnicssnennsnncssencssnencsssencsnns 22
3.3. Research Design and Methodology .........ceecevviicrvericssencssnncssencssnencssnsncsenns 23
3.3.1. The Research Problem...............ccoocuiiiiiiiiiiiiiienieciteeiec e 23
3.3.2. Research Setting............ccooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiceee ettt 24
3.3.3. Sampling of the Study.........cccoooiiiiiiiiiii e 25
3.3.4. Research INStruments ..............cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiniiieniee e 26
3.3.5. THE TASKS ...cooniiieiiieeeee ettt et et et e s b e e s esaneas 28
3.3.6. The Evaluation RubIic ...........cccooiiiiiiiiiii e 31
3.3.7. Treatment ........cooueiiiiiiiiiieie ettt ettt e st e st e e sabeesbeeebeeesabeesabeeenaees 31

3.4, Data ANALYSIS .eceveerrenieensnenssnnnsenssnesseessnesssnssssesssessssssssssssasssssssssssssssssasses 32
CHAPTER 4- FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION ....utineirenssnecsannssaecssecsssecsaesssacens 34
4.1, FINAINES covveeernriissnncnssnncsssancsssnncsssnssssssssssssssssasssssssssssassssssssssssssssssssssnsssssnsssssnss 34

4.2. The Findings of the Data Analysis Relating to the First Research Question

................................................................................................................................ 37
4.3. The Findings of the Data Analysis Relating to the Second Research
QUESTION..cceeeeeeeeeeeeerrsssnneeeeceesesssssnanaessescessssssnssssssssesssssossansassssssssssssnnansssssesssssannnnnass 43
4.4. The Findings of the Data Analysis Relating to the Third Research
QUESTION . cueeeeeiiieeenirrrssnnsseeecessssssssassssseecsssssssssssssssssssssssssasssssessssssssssssssssssssssssensassans 45
4.4.1. The Findings of the written interview related to benefits of Online
Collaborative WIiting...........ccooeiiiiiiiiiiii e 46
4.4.2. The Findings of the written interview related to challenges of Online
Collaborative WIiting...........cccooviiiiiiiiiiiiceeeeeee e 49
4.4.3. Findings of the oral interview related to the students’ positive attitudes ..... 50

X



4.4.4. Findings of the oral interview related to the students’ negative attitudes .... 52

4.5, DISCUSSION cuueeerreiiniisneiisanisnisssessnesssnsssancssessssssssnessassssesssssssssssssssssasssssssssssssssss 54
CHAPTER 5. CONCLUSION ...citiiniiisniisencssensnncssesssaesssessssssssesssssssssssssssssssssasess 60
5.1. An overview of the StUdY......ccocvvericiisrnniccsssniicssssnnrcsssssnsecssssssssssssssssssssssseses 60
5.2. Summary of the fINdings......coevrverreensnnsinnsenseensnensenssnensecssnecsesssacsssessnne 61
5.3. Implications of the StUAY ......cccceeevverecrsnicisnncssrrcssnnicssnnissssnessssncsssnessssnesnsecs 63
5.4. Limitation of the study and the directions for the future research .......... 64
REFERENCES ......uiiitiitintinntisninsnississssisssessssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssns 66
APPENDICES ....uuiiiiiiiininniinninsinsssisssssssisssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssns 70
APPENDIX-A. Ethics Committee APproval ..........cceecvvercncsencscercscnnrcssnencsnns 70
APPENDIX-B. Sample Pretest of A1 Level .......ccuieevvrinivercncnrcssnrcscnncssnnscsnns 73
APPENDIX-C. Sample Posttest of Al Level.......cicevvvericcsvsnnrccsisnnnrccsssnnreccssnnnes 73
APPENDIX-D. Sample Pretest of A2 Level...iniennennneensenssnensenssnecsaencancens 74
APPENDIX-E. Sample Posttest of A2 Level......coiienviicsvrincsnncssnncssnencssnnncsnns 75
CV trttcttntnnntnnnecsississesssisssssssssssesssstssstssssssssessssssssassssssssessssssssssssassssasssss 76



LIST OF TABLES

Table 3. 1 Weekly writing questions of A1 proficiency level .........ccocevviiriiiniiniiiieeneeenn 29
Table 3. 2. Weekly writing questions of A2 proficiency level ........ccoccovviriiniiinienienniennienn 30
Table 4. 1. The Results of Al group Cohen’s Kappa Coefficient 34

Table 4. 2. The Results of A2 group Cohen’s Kappa Coefficient ........c.cceccevvrveevcrivnreencnnene 35

Table 4. 3. Results of the Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test conducted for the pre-test and Post-

test results of the content factor for A1 1€VEL.....ooovvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee 37

Table 4. 4. T-Test Results for Associated Samples for Pre-Test and Post-Test Results of

Grammar Factor fOr A1 LEVEL ....oooveiieieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee et 38

Table 4. 5. T-Test Results for the Associated Samples for the Pre-test and Post-test Results
of the Vocabulary Factor for Al Level.......cooeviiirenininerieececeeseseee e 38

Table 4. 6. T-Test Results for Associated Samples for the Organization Factor’s Pre-test and
Post-Test Results for A1 Level ... 39

Table 4. 7. T-Test Results for Related Samples for Pre-test and Post-test Results of Spelling
Factor fOr AT LeVel. ..ottt ettt sttt st e 40

Table 4. 8. Results of the Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test conducted for the pre-test and Post-

test results of the content factor for A2 LeVel.......oveviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 40

Table 4. 9. T-Test Results for Associated Samples for Pre-Test and Post-Test Results of

Grammar Factor fOr A2 LEVEL.....ccooviiieiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e babareres 41

Table 4. 10. T-Test Results for the Associated Samples for the Pre-test and Post-test Results

of the Vocabulary Factor for A2 LEVEI ........eeeuivii ittt 41

Table 4. 11. T-Test Results for the Associated Samples for the Pre-test and Post-test Results

of the Organization FActor fOr A2 LEVEL......cuiiiii ittt 42

Table 4. 12. T-Test Results for the Associated Samples for the Pre-test and Post-test Results

of the Spelling Factor for A2 LEVEI ......cui ittt saaae e 42

X1



Table 4. 13. T-Test Results for unrelated samples conducted to determine whether there is
a statistically significant difference between the Pre-test results of the Al Level control and

EXPEIMENTAl BrOUPS. .eeeiiii ittt e et e e e eercrree e e e e e seearreeeeeeeeesnraaaeeeeseessnnsraeeeaeeesannsnrenes 43

Table 4. 14. T-Test Results for unrelated samples conducted to determine whether there is
a statistically significant difference between the Post-test results of the Al Level control

T aTo I o1 a T [T o] =Y I = o U T LSRR 44

Table 4. 15. T-Test Results for unrelated samples conducted to determine whether there is
a statistically significant difference between the Pre-test results of the A2 Level control and

EXPEMMENTAL BrOUD .uveeeieiiieiieiiee ettt e et e e et e e ee e e e e ettae e e etteeeeebbeeesantaeeesastaeeesasseeesaseeeesnns 44

Table 4. 16. T-Test Results for unrelated samples conducted to determine whether there is
a statistically significant difference between the Post-test results of the A2 Level control

aNd eXPeriMeENtal BrOUP. ..uuii ittt e et e e e s bre e e s eba e e e sentaeeesrtaeeeeseeeaenns 45

Table 4. 17. Benefits and Challenges of Online Collaborative Writing .........cccoecvveeeivieeenee. 53

Xil



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

CL : Collaborative Learning

CSCL : Computer Supported Collaborative learning

CwW : Collaborative Writing

ELT : English Language Teaching

L2 : Second Language / Foreign Language
EFL : English as a Foreign Language

ESL : English as a Second Language

L1 : First Language

SPSS : Statistical Package for Social Science

Xiil



CHAPTER1 INTRODUCTION

1. Introduction

This chapter presents the background of the study, statement of the problem, the
purpose of the study, research questions, significance of the study, and the definitions

of the terms.

1.1. Background of the Study

Writing, among all the other skills; listening, reading, and speaking, is thought to be
an individual task that necessitates accumulated knowledge about a topic, awareness
of grammar rules, and prior knowledge of L2. Writers are expected to create their final
product by gathering information and choosing the right lexical items following
several steps. In many ESL and EFL classes, it is observed that learners are usually
reluctant to take part in this process regardless of their level. Especially learners with
low levels of L2 are usually more discouraged by this challenge, which results in a
lack of self-esteem. Cooperative writing tasks can be a solution to the challenging

writing task by turning it into a manageable task.

Olsen and Kagan (1992, cited in Oxford, 1997) define cooperative learning as an
organized group activity in which the learning process is maintained through a socially
structured exchange of information between group members. Also, each learner is
responsible for his or her learning and is a resource for the learning of others in this
group contract. Through cooperative writing, cooperation rather than competition is

promoted, which contributes to a better comprehension of writing tasks and processes.

According to Johnson et al (1994: 4), writers cooperate to accomplish shared goals.
Each group member seeks outcomes beneficial to everyone to produce the final draft
by maximizing both their own and others’ learning, unlike the traditional way of

writing. With the help of the cooperative writing method, it is possible to mitigate the



common belief of writing difficulty and writing anxiety in ESL and EFL classes by
increasing the contribution of each learner in the writing process. Storch (2005: 166-
168) claims that collaborative writing enables learners to change their negative
attitudes toward writing through assisting each other with feedback exchanges. They
can feel the need and responsibility to be helpful in the group. Therefore, they have

more urgency to contribute to the writing task rather than dwelling upon their feelings.

Along with technological advancements, collaboration can also be achieved in an
internet environment. For EFL learners or teachers, many sources like blogs, channels,
clubs, or even classes can create an opportunity for autonomous learning. Therefore,
online language education through some channels like Moodle or Microsoft Teams
can become a fertile ground for language learning and writing classes. To increase the
advantages of collaboration in writing, simulating a traditional classroom environment
via Microsoft Teams can be rewarding for improving writing skills. Microsoft Teams
is an application that allows group and class conversation as well as file or screen
sharing features where learners can easily work together for a common goal such as a
writing task. They can gather their ideas, brainstorm, or give feedback as a group.
Therefore, the present study will explore the performance differences between
individual and collaborative writing assignments in an online environment. For
assessment, participants’ writings will be evaluated individually in terms of content,
grammar, vocabulary, organization, and spelling in a numerical rubric which is utilized

in the preparatory school of a foundation university where the study is carried out.

1.2. Statement of the Problem

Writing in L2 classrooms is usually an activity that needs solidarity. In this study, L2
will refer to both second language and foreign language. However, practicing writing
in ELT classrooms as a pair or group activity is a reasonably recent pedagogy. That is
why language teachers are not too eager to use collaboration in writing. However, L2
learners usually perceive writing as an obligatory and tedious task. For ELT teachers,
writing is also challenging since it is difficult to follow each student’s weaknesses and
respond to each student adequately on an individual basis. Teachers’ feedback with

corrections on student writing is usually not very practical in attracting the learners’



attention. For this reason, the instructor gives the same correction many times and
students continue to make the same mistakes. They must be made aware of the
importance of feedback and of taking the necessary steps. Also, L2 learners usually do
not give importance to all the necessary sub-skills in writing. They usually hesitate to
use the new structures learned during the lessons. Therefore, writing activities become
more challenging for both the learner and the instructor. Collaborative writing, on the
other hand, can be a solution to this problem as it provides an advantage for learners
to take part in their own writing and correction of it, and thus, take active responsibility
as a group member. Schrage (1994, cited in Storch, 2013) asserted that the interaction
in planning, generating ideas, exchanging ideas, editing, and revising in writing helps
learners have shared opinions and experiences. In this way, writing can be an
encouraging activity in EFL classrooms instead of being feared and challenging

language skills.

Along with the arrival of Information and Communication Technology (ICT),
technology has become an indispensable part of EFL classrooms. This progress in
technology also enables learners to take advantage of endless possibilities for writing.
The internet provides options for a diversity of topics. Students can generate their ideas
for writing after they do some research. Additionally, this technology allows learners
to reach each other whenever or wherever they are. Today, the World is facing the
Covid-19 pandemic. This situation has also affected education globally. It compels
schools and universities to switch to online education. This novelty makes writing
tasks in EFL even more challenging than before. However, collaborative writing can
be even more enjoyable for students by using Microsoft Teams application through
video calls, recordings, channels, and private classroom options. Some students who
have trouble sharing their opinions face to face may feel more confident in the online

environment.

1.3. Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to find out whether or not there are performance
differences between the preparatory school students who work collaboratively to

complete writing tasks on Microsoft teams and others who work individually on the



same writing tasks. Also, this study aims to understand how effective online
collaborative writing is for the learners in terms of content, grammar, vocabulary,
organization, and spelling. Additionally, the present study aims to understand students’

attitudes towards online collaborative writing activities.

1.4. Research Questions of the Study

1) Are there any statistically significant differences between the pre-test and post-test
results of A1 and A2 proficiency level experimental group in terms of content,

grammar, vocabulary, organization, and spelling?

2)Is there a statistically significant difference between the pre-test and the post-test

results of A1 and A2 proficiency level experiment and control group learners?

3) What are the attitudes of experimental group participants about online collaborative

writing after having the first-hand collaborative writing experience?

1.5. Significance of the Study

Although writing in L1 is similar to writing in L2, L2 writing is mostly considered
more difficult and tedious. L2 writers need prior knowledge not only for the topic but
also for L2. While some learners have good grammar skills, they may not have
adequate organizational skills. Collaborative writing allows learners to overcome their
writing issues and language deficiencies by working together within a group.
Traditional classrooms are not the only contexts for collaborative writing to occur.
Collaboration in writing can be practiced in online classrooms, as well. This is actually

one of the consequences of the rapid technological developments of today’s classes.

Traditional classroom environment does not always serve all students because learners
may exhibit disparate learning styles. Therefore, using collaborative writing in an
online learning environment may provide comfort and confidence for learners. There
have been many studies about implementing collaborative writing in online
applications such as blogs, forums, or Wiki. However, few studies related to
collaborative online writing on Microsoft Teams will enable a group of students to

create a virtual classroom for themselves and work together by recording everything.



This study aims to find out whether online collaboration in writing effectively
enhances students’ writing skills compared to individual writing process. Also, the
study is expected to contribute to online EFL/ESL education, which has become

popular because of an emerging need of online education.

1.6. Definitions of the Terms
1.6.1. Collaborative Writing

Collaborative writing is a process that includes both exchange of ideas and negotiation
to reach a mutual understanding and decision to complete a written task (Schrage,

1994).
1.6.2. Collaborative Learning

Collaborative learning is a setting in which students come together to discuss with
others, share or exchange opinions to complete the task, and actively participate in

learning activity (Srinivas, H.,2011).
1.6.3. Peer Feedback

Peer feedback is defined as a way for learners to provide feedback to their peers or

group members to contribute to their own learning process (Leonard et al., 1994).
1.6.4. Computer Supported Language Learning

Computer supported language learning refers to working together by getting some
support from computers to communicate and negotiate (Gutwin et al., 1996; Hollan

and Stornetta, 1992).



CHAPTER 2 -LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter reviews the literature on collaborative writing in an online context and its
effects on students’ writing performances. First, collaborative learning will be
examined through the lenses of socio-cultural theory with an emphasis on peer
feedback. Secondly, computer assisted collaborative writing will be examined to see
if collaborative writing can also be substantiated in an online environment. The
benefits and challenges of collaborative writing will be inquired. Finally, previous
research on collaborative writing will be examined to understand what collaborative

writing has to offer in the online education context of today.

2.1. Collaborative Learning

Today, collaborative learning plays a crucial role in EFL and ESL classes as language
learning necessitates social transactions. Collaboration in language learning can
happen in several ways: peer collaboration, pair collaboration, group collaboration,

online collaboration, collaboration with native and non- native speakers and so on.

Damon and Phelps (1989, cited in Hmelo-Silver, 2013: 2) claim that peer learning
consists of three stages: peer tutoring, cooperative learning, and collaborative learning.
Peer tutoring is the equal influence and contribution through the learning process,
unlike the learner and tutor relationship. Cooperative learning also has equal effect but
not equal contribution because learners can contribute at different degrees. However,
in collaborative learning, students can benefit from equal influence and contribution

in their learning process.

Cooperation is a technique that aims to make learners get a final product by working
together with group members. On the other hand, collaboration is more likely to be an
individual philosophy in the classrooms. It allows learners to follow their learning

steps with the help of the members of the group by respecting other ideas and



contributions. Kagan (1989, cited in Panitz, 1999) defines cooperative learning as an
approach that depends on structures of creation through content-free social integration
in the classroom. Collaborative learning enables learners to help their peers improve
themselves. It also facilitates social interaction among learners. It eliminates
competition among them since when success is achieved, it will not be an individual
success. Therefore, it also promotes social outcomes through problem-solving and

critical thinking skills among learners.

According to socio psychological approach, collaborative learning shapes
interdependence. Students are eager to see each other’s achievements and assist their

peers to accomplish the task.

Johnson & Johnson (1991: 25) established a technique known as learning together,

which claims that collaborative learning has five elements:

. Positive Interdependence: Learners must know that their success or failure depends

on other members of the group.

. Face to face promotive interaction: Learners improve each other’s cognitive and

affective skills in a group.
. Individual Accountability: Everyone within a group is responsible for the group itself.

. Interpersonal and small-group skills: Learners need to have specific skills such as

leadership, problem-solving, negotiation to work as a group.

. Group processing: Evaluating the group members with the contributions they have

made.

Learning together focuses on learners’ social skills. Even when the task is challenging,

it requires students to concentrate on a single outcome as a group.

According to Socio psychological perspective, there is not a direct relation between
peer learning and cognitive skills. It alleges that collaboration in the learning process
increases motivation, which empowers the learning outcomes. Myers (1992, cited in
Panitz,1999) suggests that while cooperative learning aims to employ quantitative
methods like the final product, collaborative learning is more likely to adopt a
qualitative approach like analyzing the student’s talk regarding some aspects.

Cooperative learning concerns with what the product of learning is. However, the



collaborative learning technique is more likely to examine the conversation between

students based on a source like a piece of literature.

Rockwood (1995, cited in Panitz, 1999) finds similarities between collaborative and
cooperative learning as they both need a group and a specific task. However,
cooperative learning deals with traditional knowledge, while collaborative learning
follows more of a social constructivist movement. That means that in a collaborative
learning environment, the authority first depends on the small group, the whole class
and finally, the knowledge of the community. On the other hand, in cooperative
learning, the authority belongs to the teacher who directs and manages the group work
with the exertion of more than learners. In collaborative learning, once the instructor
gives the information required for the task, the authority is given totally to learners to

build their own learning autonomously.

2.1.1. Socio Cultural Theory

Writing is a complex process requiring students to plan and gather some ideas.
Planning is an integral part of the writing process, which requires some time to produce
good writing output. According to many social constructivists like Vygotsky, Dewey
and Freire, planning of writing can only be achieved by social interaction not readily

available through information provided by the teacher.

Vygotsky (1978, cited in Deveci, 2018) asserts that the development of a person can
only be possible with social interaction. Mediated mind is a crucial concept of socio-
cultural theory. Vygotsky asserts that people do not only depend on the physical world,
but also, they need symbolic tools, activities, and others to fit in the World. These
artificial man-made tools are modified and developed by the following generations.
According to Socio-cultural theory, language is also a symbolic tool to be passed on
to future generations. Language is an artifact that provides a mediated relationship with
the world we live in. Human social and mental activities are both shaped by symbolic
tools. They lead people to thinking, problem solving, learning, and planning. Vygotsky
proposed the metaphor of Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) which proposes that
an individual has two high mental abilities that can emerge in their lifetime. The first

one occurs when the process is shared between individuals and others including the



cultural artifacts. The second one occurs when the capability a person’s action
accomplishes the capability through psychological mediation. Briefly, ZPD is what

individuals can manage on their own as well as in connection to others.

Scaffolding is another technique that owes much to Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory.
According to Harris and Hodges (1996, cited in Shooshtari & Mir, 2014), scaffolding
i1s the resignation of authoritative support of a teacher for more autonomous
engagement on the part of the learner. In EFL classes, scaffolding refers to the support
provided by an expert such as a teacher, lecturer, or peers until the learner entirely

becomes independent.

According to John Dewey’s pragmatic (1981, cited in Oxford, 1997) form of social
constructivism, there is a triangular relation between the individual, people around

him, and the world. He claimed that thoughts are only useful if they are,

a) Admitted by a common theory.
b) Actively beneficial to establish clear action.
c) Created by others in society.

d) Identified with quotation mark of population.

Similarly, what learners can do when working individually and what they can
accomplish when working collaboratively differ. Learners can improve their writing
skills with the appropriate assistance provided by other learners while working
collaboratively. Thus, from a social constructivist perspective, learners ought to be
motivated enough to take part in the activities encouraging them to interact with others.
From a pedagogical perspective, writing within a group can also enable students to
promote the use of L2 while brainstorming their ideas and discussing the organization

of the written product.

2.1.2. Peer feedback

Today, peer feedback is considered both as a teaching strategy and as a form of
learning autonomy. Peer feedback provides interaction between students and reduces
teacher interruption. There are many benefits of peer feedback. When students interact

with their peers, it can primarily assist students with learning disabilities. In many



curriculum standards, peer assistance is used to improve critical thinking skills and
understandings. It has many positive results like development of academic

achievements, emotional social interactions and support and satisfaction in learning.

There are many theories underlying peer assisted learning. It is mainly affected by
social-psychological principles which suggest interdependence. Interdependence is a
term that is used when a group comes together to achieve a common goal. The success
will be attributed to all members, which is called positive interdependence. In
competition, on the other hand, success will be dedicated to a person but not to others,

which is called negative interdependence.

According to Noreen Webb (1982: 643), a peer can assist a learner to focus on the
given task and give an opportunity to check whether they understand the content or
not. Many of Webb’s works emerge from a cognitive-elaboration perspective.
Learners are instructed to participate in peer work and ask for assistance from peers.
Webb came out with the idea that students who take part in peer or group work actively
have better academic results than the passive students in the group thanks to their

cognitive development.

2.2. Computer-Supported Language Learning

Over the last decade, along with the rapid evolution of technology, information and
communication technology (ICT) brings many innovations to language learning and
teaching methods. Computer-Supported Language Learning (CSLL) has become an
indispensable part of EFL classrooms. Horton (2006, cited in Pardede, 2012) defines

CSLL as the use of internet and computer devices to accomplish a learning goal.

The advancement of technology facilitates the obtention of various sources for both
EFL teachers and learners. CSLL provides many opportunities to make language
learning and teaching process more effective and flexible by means of online
dictionaries, videos, blogs, games, or other channels. It allows both teachers and
learners to adapt numerous sources based on their needs. Compared to traditional

classes, online lessons are equipped with more authentic tools, in addition to its
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convenience to learners. Riley (2000, cited in Pardede, 2012) pointed out that it can

promote better academic achievement for learners.

Akgiin and Akkoyunlu (2013, cited in Martin and Tapp, 2019) asserted that education
and the progress in technology are now consolidated, and this allows students to get
involved in their own learning process in a Computer-Supported Language Learning

(CSLL) environment.

Kreijns et al (2002, cited in Zurita and Nussbaum, 2003) assume that social interaction
can be achieved through CSLL. In addition to computers, smartphones have majority
of computers facilities and provide ease of collaboration. The support of online
networking can increase the flexibility of learning. This flexibility can ensure the
control of the collaboration in the given task. According to Bricker et al (1998, cited
in Zurita and Nussbaum, 2004), the interaction through software prevents stress during

the learning process.

Haythornwaite (1999, cited in Zurita and Nussbaum, 2004) believes that students can
benefit from many advantages by working together in an online platform. Firstly,
unlike traditional classes, students are not restricted by the number of participants in
their collaboration groups. Secondly, they can feel more flexible in consideration of
time and place. Finally, CSLL can be auspicious and encouraging for future

generations.

2.3. Collaborative Writing

Howard (2001, cited in Storch, 2013) defines Collaborative Writing as a task that
requires learners to work as a group from the beginning until the end to produce single
piece of writing. One of the key aspects for the success of collaborative writing is the
share of the work by each group member. Storch (2005: 154) defines this collaboration
as shared labor, so collaborative writing becomes shared authoring. Shared authoring
entails the equal responsibility taking, but it also creates ownership for each student
contributing. If we can create this sense of ownership, we can be sure that students will

be more wired to learn.
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Ede and Lunsford (1990, cited in Storch, 2013) offered three different characteristics

of collaborative writing,

1. Constant communication in writing
2. Having equal domination for decision making and equal responsibility

3. Achieving the goal with the final draft of the writing

From Ede’s and Lunsford’s perspective, collaborative writing is both process and
product. The process happens when learners come together to generate ideas,
negotiate, plan, and understand each other. The product emerges when they achieve
the final text together. Stages of writing allow the process of collaboration to emerge.
Similarly, Kim (2010, cited in Challob, Bakar and Latif, 2016) states that during the
writing process, the stages including pre-writing, drafting, and rewriting are
statistically significant because all of them provide several opportunities for learners
to jump in and volunteer with ideas. To accomplish these stages, collaborative writing
is particularly useful for integrating all the necessary sub skills. Another definition of
collaborative writing is to work collaboratively to contribute to some aspects of
writing, such as the structure, organization, and content. Therefore, learners can
acquire several perspectives, unlike the solo process of individual writing. The
following points show how a writing task can be daunting as an individual task
implying that it can be made more manageable when we conceptualize it as a

collaborative task.

Byrne (1993, cited in Ghufron and Hawa, 2015) mentions the three problems faced by
learners during the traditional way of writing are,

Writing is an individual process, and learners are not able to get direct feedback which
causes psychological problems.

Writers must be careful with their choices of words and sentence structures to express
their message accurately to avoid challenging issues.

Writing is not learned through a natural process as it is in speaking, which creates

cognitive problems.

According to Erkan & Sabah (2011, cited in Challob, Bakar & Latif, 2016) during the

writing process, certain linguistic and vocabulary knowledge and appropriate writing
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conventions are required apart from the intellectual needs which contribute to the
effective expressions. That is why EFL/ESL writing has been considered a complex
process. Thus, unskilled writers, especially in their early stages of writing need
motivational, social, cognitive, and cultural input before finalizing their products
which causes anxiety and poor writing performance. (Dujsik,2008; Jun 2008; Erkan &
Sabah, 2011; Raoofi et al, 2014) This is why maybe it is even more important to engage
in early collaborative practice at lower language proficiency levels. With this in mind,
Kim (2010, cited in Challob, Bakar and Latif, 2016) asserts that the involvement in
group work in each step of the process as well as getting direct feedback can increase
the writer’s eagerness to express their ideas. Learners can contribute to each other’s
learning in their dual role as both the teachers and learners. This process can initiate

learning autonomy among these learners.

Collaborative learning immerses learners in holistic language growth.
Ansarimoghaddam &Bee (2013, cited in Challob, Bakar and Latif, 2016) suggest that
collaborative writing technique can be a good way to contribute to all aspects of
writing including content, structure, organization, and language. Learners are not
always good at all of the aspects of writing. While they have good grammatical
knowledge, they may be challenged in organizing the paragraphs. Collaborative
writing can be a solution to specific shortcomings. Thus, collaborative writing
negotiation enables learners to support each other’s areas of challenge as well as it
allows for the natural integration of all language skills. Writers can gather ideas,
engage in making decisions, and gain different point of view collaboratively. This
enables them to reduce anxiety in writing. In addition, being part of a group can make
the process less stressful for them. As learned from several research results, stress, and
anxiety influences language performance negatively. It creates similar consequences
for writing performance as well. So, collaboration becomes a positive force that assists
all members of the writing group. Collaborative writing allows writers to address each
other’s weaknesses and knowledge gaps such as grammatical deficiency and
vocabulary limitations. It is relevant to acknowledge Gunawardena et al (1997, cited
in Kimmerle, Moskaliuk, Brende & Cress, 2017). He identified five stages in the co-

construction of knowledge during the writing process,
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Stage of sharing and comparing of information in which language learners express
their ideas, ask questions, reply, and explain a problem through some activities.

Stage of discovery and exploration of the inconsistency among concepts or statements,
which determines the disagreement among the group members.

Stage of negotiation of meaning and co-construction of knowledge which identifies
the areas of concurrence.

Stage of testing and modification of proposed synthesis, which involves analyzing the
gained results opposing to personal experiences.

Stage of agreement and application of new meaning which involves final

concurrences that the former opinions have altered.

Forte and Bruckman conducted a study (2010, cited in Kimmerle, Moskaliuk, Brende
& Cress, 2017) according to the Gunawardena’s perspective. Group members from
different knowledge backgrounds in a secondary school were chosen to share their
opinion. Through the process, students were able to exchange their ideas and
perspectives and complete a text collaboratively. The research claimed that
collaborative writing method is useful in expanding the knowledge about a specific

topic and may represent an appropriate learning environment.

2.3.1. Benefits of collaborative writing

There are many possible benefits of collaborative writing. Kim & Li (2016, cited in
Li, 2018) suggested that collaborative writing is beneficial in multiple ways. First, it
enables learners to verbalize their consultation on language use and discuss meaning
and form meaning with peers. To end up with the final product, learners must evaluate
many aspects of writing like the linguistic choices. Also, it allows for the provision of
justifications for linguistic expressions that are important for language learning. In
addition, unlike the traditional way of writing, cooperative writing improves
grammatical accuracy in the written product due to the supervision of several pairs of

eyes in the group. (Storch, 1999; Wigglesworth & Storch, 2009).

Collaborative writing has many cognitive and social benefits for students. In terms of
cognitive benefits, it allows students to take some responsibility for their own learning.

They can experience different degrees of autonomy and critical thinking as a result of
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collective thinking and discussion. Therefore, when learners work on a writing task in
a group, it becomes easier to develop a completed writing product than individual
writing. When a learner interacts and negotiates with other members of the group, they
can improve themselves grammatically, and it assists them to improve their
vocabulary. They can also organize their ideas collaboratively by narrowing down the
information they collected. In terms of the social benefits of collaborative writing, they
can get instant feedback from others. It encourages them to write more. For their future
lives, it provides them familiarity with collaborative writing allowing them to work

cooperatively and negotiate for the best results.

Dale (1994, cited in Fung, 2010) claims that through collaborative writing process,
learners can see how others think, so they can get other learners’ ideas as models. It
also enables lecturers to observe their students in collaboration to learn about their
writing needs more closely. Another benefit of collaborative writing is that several
studies have proven that when students work collaboratively, they are more likely to
admit if they do not understand something, and they are more willing to pursue
clarification compared to teacher-directed writing classes. Also, students who write as
a group take more risks because responsibility falls upon every member of the group.

In a group, learning potential is much larger in comparison to working alone.

Adding to the benefits of collaborative writing process, Bruffee (1996, cited in Panitz,
1999) defends the idea that when learners come together to work on writing, they can
communicate as a member of a community which enables them to contribute to their
academic achievement. They can take over several responsibilities such as a teacher,
an audience and a critical reader or thinker. Also, through these different roles, a
natural setting for peer feedback is created since all group members can give or receive

feedback simultaneously.

2.3.2. Challenges of Collaborative Writing

Collaborative writing poses some challenges, as well. It can be time consuming when
most ESL teachers must follow a predetermined curriculum. Also, collaborative
learning is not too common due to the centralized teaching structure in Turkey. So,

adopting collaborative writing in a language classroom requires extra time and effort
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as many learners are not used to it and need some orientation. Evaluation of individual
writings in addition to collective writing efforts can also be challenging and time

consuming.

Time limitation is another concern for many language classrooms for writing
instruction. Many teachers are not able to allow pair and group work due to time
limitations imposed on them. There is also a concern that collaborative writing can
cause deterioration for those students who enjoy working individually and
independently. Also, some weaker students may be discouraged by the stronger
students as a result of the fact that stronger students take more responsibility and leave

no opportunity for them.

Additionally, even if the members of the group want to help each other, they may have
a lack of ability to explain like an instructor. They may cause misunderstanding. They
may also be unable to explain the topics with detailed examples. Thus, the teacher
cannot guarantee the quality of the group efforts if students lack major knowledge on
the key issue. The challenge is related to the skill of the instructor who needs to
distribute higher-achievers and lower-achievers strategically in each group. In such a
class, the instructor’s selection of group members should be preferred to self-selection

of learners.

2.4. Studies related to Collaborative Writing

Storch (2005: 156-168) argued that collaborative writing efforts gave rise to more
complex and higher quality writing output in product and process and student's
reflection in collaborative writing. 23 adult ESL students with intermediate proficiency
levels were given an option to work in pairs or individually. 18 students wanted to
work in pairs, and 5 students preferred to work individually. Students in pairs were
recorded while working collaboratively and were interviewed afterward. The results
showed that the texts of the students who worked in pairs were shorter but richer in
accuracy and complexity. Students in pairs spent more time and effort on planning,
generating ideas, and structuring the text. Interviews showed that students were mostly
satisfied with their experience on collaborative writing in their groups, and they were

eager to apply collaboration to their speaking activities.
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In a study investigating the stages that learners experience in their collaborative writing
process, Kimmerle, Moskaliuk, Brende, and Cress (2017: 199-207) found that
collaboration in writing can assist students in gaining autonomy as well as acquiring
cognitive skills. The participants were fifty-one students from two different secondary
schools. The study was conducted in 90 minutes instruction and collaboration sessions.
During the instruction session, learners were divided into LT (Learning Theory) and
AT (Arousal theories) groups. Both learner groups were given worksheets with
different theses on media violence. In a collaborative session, each member of the LT
group was paired with a member of AT group. Through the digital collaboration tool
Etherpad, they were asked to organize their opinions and write an article with a shared
opinion on whether violent media content should be controlled more severely or not.
In 80 minutes process, each group member took their turn of ten minutes to contribute
to the writing task. Thus, at ten minutes intervals, each student had 40 minutes that
were recorded as four rounds. The length of the text is used as a measurement.
Knowledge introduction, restructuring, and shared opinion stages in the texts were
examined as quantitative analysis. A qualitative content analysis was applied to show
the stages with examples in collaboratively written texts. According to the findings of
the study, all the stages observed during collaboration sessions affect students'

cognitive processes and help them feel involved in their learning process more.

Challob, Bakar, and Latif (2016: 232-234) argued that group writing activities
benefited students' writing performances and eased their writing apprehension. This
study investigated collaborative blended learning environment (CBLWE) and its
effects on EFL students' writing apprehension and writing performance. 12 secondary
level male EFL students as participants of this study in Grade 10 in their second
semester were chosen according to their level of writing apprehension, writing ability,
computer and internet proficiency, and English knowledge. Multiple sources of data
were used, such as interviews and diaries rather than a single data source. Pre-writing,
drafting, and post-writing stages were applied in the writing task. Students were
divided into 3 groups and assigned three writing tasks for 13 weeks. Guidance was
given on how to write a descriptive essay through online discussions via the Viber
program with sample activities. After brainstorming via Viber, they wrote the first

draft of their essays in their class. They received aid from their teachers and researchers
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in writing their second and final drafts. Based on the results of the study, their
perception towards CBLWE was positive. The study indicated that there was a positive

effect on their writing apprehension and performance.

Deveci (2018: 724-728) carried out a study on student perception of Collaborative
writing in a project-based course. 34 students participated in the study on different
University campuses. After more than a three-month exposure to the collaborative
writing experience, research was done with three main sections: demographics, overall
student satisfaction level with a collaborative project, and factors affecting students'
satisfaction. As quantitative data, a five-point Likert-type scale with five
interdependent sub-domains was used. The sub-domains included active learning,
innovation, general skills, English language skills, and team skills. For qualitative data,
two discourse completion tasks with incomplete sentences were used. The first task
was, 'l like collaborative project writing because and the other one was the negative
version of the same incomplete sentence task. The results showed that students were
mostly satisfied with the experiment. The students generally stated that they find
collaborative writing beneficial in generating ideas and filling each other's knowledge
gaps.

Sakamoto (2017: 122-123) undertook a study to investigate students' language patterns
in a collaborative writing task. Participants from different nations were chosen as
participants. Their personal background information consisting of the time spent
abroad was collected before the research. Online writing and interview transcripts were
used for data collection. The daily English writing task was given to students through
Myspace. Each topic entry was supposed to be minimum 150 words. After the
completion of online journal task, they were interviewed, and at the end of the
semester, a post-treatment questionnaire was administered to the participants
anonymously. Their morpho-syntactic and Lexical development and grammar usage
were analyzed. The results showed that there was a noticeable improvement in their
L2 knowledge. The incorrect grammar usages were seen once or twice in most of the
students' writings. Since they did not want to imitate their friend's writings, they made
more efforts to find different words. As a result, according to the interview, the
collaborative online journal writing task received positive feedback from the

participants.
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DeKeyser (2007, cited in McDonough, Vleeschauwer, and Crawford, 2018) peer
interaction plays a significant role in ESL and EFL contexts in theoretical and
pedagogical perspectives. Theoretical perspective deals with the rationale for enabling
students to get some opportunities to collaborate with others. From a cognitive
perspective, this makes them understand the benefits of a meaningful practice to
improve automaticity in a sociocultural way. On the other hand, from a pedagogical
perspective, peer interaction in L2 classrooms has several purposes ranging from
traditional to modern approaches. With these perspectives in mind, McDonough,
Vleeschauwer, and Crawford (2018: 5-11) carried out a study with 57 native speakers
of Thai undergraduate students that investigated whether there was a difference in
analytic ratings, accuracy, or complexity of paragraphs of the students’ prewriting and
collaborative prewriting. One group was given collaborative prewriting tasks, and the
other group engaged in individual prewriting tasks. A writing task handout and an
analytic rubric were used in a reassessment of written output. Analytic ratings,
accuracy, and complexity were the dependent variables for the test analysis. As a
result, the collaborative prewriting texts had more words in length and higher content,
organization, and language rates compared to the individual prewriting texts.
Collaborative prewriting texts also had lower error rates and greater coordination and

subordination than individually produced prewriting texts.

Doérnyei (2011, cited in Sajedi, 2014) claims that the assistance of peers to get
clarification, receive and give information, exchange resources, and receive
constructive feedback altogether provide a positive achievement for the goals in the
classrooms. Apart from the psychological benefits, collaboration is also helpful for
cognitive development. Sajedi (2014: 1652-1654) conducted a study to investigate
whether the number of participants in a collaborative writing task affects the quality
of students' summary writing after a prolonged engagement and also whether
collaborative summary writing has any effect on students' L2 writing development. As
an experimental group, 29 students were assigned to work in pairs, 30 students were
assigned to be in a group of. 7 summary writing texts were collected, including the one
as a pretest from the first unit. The results showed that all the collaborative groups of

both pairs and groups significantly affect performances. Both collaborative groups of
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pairs and groups performed higher than individually performing students. However,

pair works were better than triads or individually doing the assignments.

Shehadeh (2011: 290-296) conducted a study that investigated the effects of
collaborative writing and students’ perceptions of collaborative writing experience.
Students expressed positive views regarding collaborative writing assignments. The
study consisted of two parallel intact classes with control and experimental groups. A
pretest and posttest design constituted the quantitative data, and student surveys
provided the qualitative data for the data collection and analysis. Students' writings
were rated in terms of content, organization, grammar, vocabulary, and mechanics of
writing by the writing scale developed by Hedgcock and Lefkowitz. The survey
questions were open-ended and aimed to highlight students' perceptions of
collaborative writing. In both groups, the instructor and the topics were the same. The
results showed a statistically significant difference between the groups in terms of
content, organization, and vocabulary, whereas there was a lack of difference in
mechanics and grammar which could linked to the students' proficiency levels.
However, the survey results showed that many of the students were in favor of

collaborative writing.

Gokge (2001: 29-38) conducted a similar study to measure the effects of Collaborative
Writing on learners' attitudes. Two upper-intermediate and advanced classes with a
total of 64 students participated in the study. The study aimed to last for four weeks.
There was no control group. Two questionnaires were given to both groups of learners
twice to measure their attitudes towards writing and collaborative writing. A Likert
scale and open-ended questions were included in both surveys. Secondly, they were
grouped with their peers of choice, and they were asked to complete a given story as a
collaborative writing activity. The results showed that their attitudes in the pretest
changed more positively in the posttest after they wrote collaboratively. The result of
the study proved that proficiency levels did not affect the perception of learners
towards collaborative writing. Students gained a positive attitude towards
collaborative writing and writing tasks which they found frustrating at the beginning

of the study.
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In his study, Akbas (2017: 35-70) investigated the effects of collaborative work on
student's writing performance and their perception of collaborative writing. Akbas
(2017: 35-70) argues that collaborative writing is useful for learners to improve their
writing skills. The study was carried out with two intact classes as an experimental and
control group with 20 students each. They had the same instructor and the same
curriculum. For the quantitative data, a pretest and a posttest were given to the
experimental and control groups. A writing scale was used for the evaluation of the
pretest and posttest writing outputs. For qualitative data, a four-question survey was
given to the experimental group to measure student's perceptions. The results showed
a statistically significant difference between the pretest and posttest results of the
experimental group. They performed much better in the posttest in terms of content,
organization, vocabulary, but not so much in grammar. The open-ended survey results
showed that almost all students had a positive attitude towards collaborative writing,

although some found it challenging and weird at the beginning of the process.
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CHAPTER 3- METHODOLOGY

3.1. Introduction

The purpose of this study is to find out whether online collaborative activities are
helpful for the writing competence of Al and A2 proficiency level students in terms
of content, grammar, vocabulary, organization, and spelling. Additionally, students’

positive and negative attitudes are tried to be understood through the process.

In this chapter, the nature of the research will be presented. Research design and
methodology will be explained in detail with the research design, research setting,
sampling of the study, research instruments, including the questionnaire, interview,
pretest, and posttest. The chapter will continue with the tasks, evaluation rubric, and

treatment. Finally, data analysis will be explained.

3.2. The Nature of the Research

Along with the surge in online education in ESL and ELT departments because of the
pandemics, the research aims to understand the difference between students’ writing
performances that took part in the online collaborative writing tasks and those
performed in the traditional writing tasks. Also, in the scope of the study, the attitudes
of the experimental group students towards online collaborative writing tasks in both
Al and A2 proficiency levels are investigated. Based on the aims of the study, the
research, then, is an attempt to describe the present context for writing instruction in
English language in the English preparatory program of a foundation university. In

this sense, this research is descriptive in nature.

McDonough (1997, cited in Zainal, 2007) defined the purpose of descriptive research
as revealing the significant effects in the study within the context. Therefore, it makes
the research attempts more effective. One of the reasons for this effectiveness is that

the variables can sometimes be so large that it may be challenging to get a fair and
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realistic balance. Another important reason is the realization of individual effects,

which cannot usually work alone.

No studies can be 100% qualitative and 100% quantitative. The present study is not an
exception to this. The study has both quantitative and qualitative aspects. According
to Hennink, Hutler, and Bailey (2011: 10), qualitative research is an approach that
enables a researcher to understand the perspective of the participants’ interpretation of
an issue through their experiences. On the other hand, quantitative research usually

requires statistical data.

Due to the nature of the present study, it is an experimental study where the researchers
intervene, manipulate, or compare the variables to understand their effect on one
another. In the present study, experimental groups and control groups are the variables
that are used to make a comparison to understand the effects of online collaborative

writing on students’ writing performances.

3.3. Research Design and Methodology
3.3.1. The Research Problem

The main purpose of the study was mainly to investigate the benefits of online
collaborative writing tasks on students’ performances in writing skills. Writing in ESL
and ELT classrooms consists of more than one subfactor: content, grammar,
vocabulary, organization, and spelling. Since all these sub-skills are integrated with
quality writing, among all the other skills, writing becomes a challenging task.
Learners need to be creative, and at the same time, they need to focus on the writing
task requirements. Especially in distance education, it is also challenging for the
instructors to keep track of the students’ deficiencies in writing by giving personal
feedback since the given feedback is not usually memorable for the learners. In this
sense, it becomes important to attract students’ attention more in writing tasks and
enable them to acquire autonomy in writing. Therefore, online collaborative writing
tasks can be an intriguing activity to increase students’ performances in all sub-skills

in writing.
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Ohta (1995, cited in Fung, 2010) claimed that each student in a group has their strength
in writing. While one can be very good at generating ideas, the other can have good
organization skills. When they work collaboratively, they can combine their strengths
and produce good writing. Briefly, collaboration can be defined as the sharing of

expertise.

Another purpose of the study is to understand students’ attitudes towards online
collaborative writing. Unlike speaking, reading, and listening tasks, writing skill needs
solidarity and individual creativity from beginning to the end. This situation mainly
creates anxiety for learners. Therefore, they usually do not know where to start or how
to organize their writing. They also need to focus on every sub-skill in their writing.
Thus, not all students can enjoy the writing process. Working collaboratively on a
writing task and sharing responsibility can make the learners feel less stressed and

enjoy the task more.

Horwitz (1999, cited in Saeb & Zamani, 2013) asserted that beliefs are the positive or
negative opinions of a learner about the learning process and these beliefs not only
shape the learners’ perspective on the learning process but also their perspective
towards the external aspects like culture and community or language. Thus, learners’
perspective through the learning process plays a significant role for student

involvement.

3.3.2. Research Setting

This study aims to understand whether online collaborative writing is effective on
students’ writing performances and how online collaborative writing activities shape
the learners’ attitudes towards writing. The aim was to conduct the study from different
universities. However, due to the outbreak of Covid-19 pandemics and uncertainty in
distance education, an English preparatory school in a foundation university in Istanbul

was chosen as the focus of this investigation.
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3.3.3. Sampling of the Study

This study employs a case study approach in gathering the necessary data for the
questions that the study seeks to answer. According to Crowe, Cresswell, Robertson,
Huby, Avery, and Sheikh (2011: 1), a case study is an approach that is applied to
develop a deeper perception of a complicated issue. The main goal is to examine an
event in detail in its natural context. That is why it is sometimes called ‘naturalistic

design.’

Sample selection is an essential element in research. A sample is defined as a specific
small group that the data is collected from. On the other hand, the population is mainly
defined as the whole group from which to draw conclusion in a research. Thus, the
sample is a group that represents the population. In this study, the population is Al
and A2 proficiency level preparatory school students in general, and the samples are
considered the experimental group students who participated in the online

collaborative writing activities.

Sample selection method, a type of probability sampling, was used to select the student
sample. Probability samples are the samples chosen randomly from the population.
The samples for the experimental groups were selected according to the classes given
to one of the instructors, who assessed the pretest and the posttest of the students, by
the coordinator of the preparatory school of the university. Samples for the control
groups were chosen according to the volunteer instructors who were willing to help

the researcher.

This study focuses on two target populations: Al and A2 proficiency level students.
The study was carried out in two sessions at English Preparatory School in a
foundation University in the fall semester of 2020-2021 educational year. The first
session was conducted with randomly selected Al students. The experimental group
consisted of 18 students. The control group included 19 students. Their ages ranged
from 18 to 22.

The second session was carried out after seven weeks of the first quarter of the
Preparatory school with different randomly selected A2 level students. While the
experimental group consisted of 20 students, the control group included 19students.

Their ages ranged from 18 to 22.
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Both A1 and A2 level groups have had 18 hours of Main Course, 6 hours of listening
and speaking and 4 hours of reading and writing lessons. Additionally, writing

activities have also been included in Main Course lessons.

3.3.4. Research Instruments

The study employs four data collection instruments: written and oral interviews,
pretests, and posttests which are graded through a writing scale. To gain the
quantitative data, pretests were given both proficiency levels before the interruption.
Posttests were given at the end of the study. After seven weeks of online collaborative
writing activities, a written interview was given to both A1 and A2 proficiency level
students, who participated in online collaborative writing activities, to understand their
attitudes towards online collaborative writing. To strengthen the written interview
results, the researcher chose five volunteer students from Al and A2 experimental

groups for the oral interview.

3.3.4.1. The Written Interview

The written interview to measure the students’ attitudes included five open-ended
questions that require the students’ experiences throughout the study. Many other
questionnaire and interview questions used in different studies were compared for the
reliability. Also, before the current study, it was given to students who took part in the
pilot study to minimize the possible problems. The questions were in L1 an limited to
five in order to make students write their sincere opinions in detail. The items in the

written interview are as follows:

1. Have you ever participated in a collaborative writing activity before?

2. What is your opinion about writing tasks in ESL/EFL classes?

3. After 7 weeks of online collaborative experience, would you prefer to write
individually or as a group next quarter?

4. Based on your experiences, what do you think about the positive and negative

sides of online collaborative writing to be?
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5. Do you think you improved yourself in terms of content, grammar, vocabulary,

organization, and spelling in writing?

3.3.4.2. The Oral Interview

The study also employed an oral interview, a data collection instrument in survey
research. Interviews are commonly defined as a conversation between an interviewer
and an interviewee to get an opinion about a specific topic. The present study used a
semi-structured interview in which the interviewer depends on the protocol as
guidance. However, unlike structured interviews, semi-structured ones are relatively
more independent than the questions. The semi-structured interview was done with
five randomly chosen volunteer students to get a deeper understanding of the
questionnaire. It included five questions that are relatively the same as the questions
of the written interview, but it is more detailed. Also, L1 was used during the oral

interviews. The oral interview questions are given below:

1. Before the collaborative writing activities, did you have some challenges in
writing in terms of content, grammar, vocabulary, organization, and spelling?

2. Did you find online collaborative writing activities useful to improve your
deficiencies you experienced previously?

3. Do you enjoy taking part in online collaborative writing activities in general?
If yes, what are the things you like about collaborative writing?

4. Did you find anything challenging during online collaborative writing
activities? What were the things you did not like about collaborative writing?

5. Would you prefer to write with a group or individually in your future ESL

classes?

3.3.4.3. Pretest and Posttest

Pretests and posttests are applied to both control and experimental group members in
Al and A2 proficiency levels separately to gather the quantitative data. Pretest was

given to both groups before the intervention, and posttests were given after the study.
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Both the pretest and posttest were assessed through a writing rubric used in preparatory
school through the assessment of different instructors. The final exam writing
questions of the quarter in the university were used as the posttest to guarantee that

everyone took the posttest.

The question of Pre-test for Al level.

Write a paragraph that introduces yourself. (100 words)

The question of the Post-test for Al level.

Choose one of the questions below and write a paragraph.

1. Where do you live? Who do you live with? Describe your home.
2. Where did you last go on holiday? Who did you go with? Where did you stay?
What did you do?

3. How do your family members and friends spend their free time? Explain.

The question of Pre-test for A2 level

Write a paragraph about your weekday and weekend routines. (150 Words)

The question of Post-test for A2 level

Choose one of the questions below and write a paragraph.

1. Write an email to a friend whom you have not seen for a while and tell him/her
things you have and have not done since you last saw him/her.

2. Write a post for a blog to promote a place (a beach, a lake, an island etc.) in
your country.

3. You are looking for a roommate. Write ‘a roommate ad’ to find one. What is
the house like? What is the neighborhood like? How much is the rent per

month? Add your personal information to your ad.

3.3.5. The Tasks

This study aimed to determine whether collaborative writing in an online environment
improves students’ writing performances in content, grammar, vocabulary,

organization, and spelling. Both A1 and A2 proficiency level participants were divided
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into control and experimental groups to understand the improvement of the students’
writing performances. Since there were two proficiency levels, the study has been
conducted in two sessions. The first session has been done with A1 proficiency level

students, and the second session has included A2 proficiency level students.

For seven weeks, both control and experimental groups in each proficiency level were
given a writing task once a week. The writings were chosen simultaneously to the units
covered from the coursebook, interchange Introduction for Al level and interchange 1
fifth edition for A2 level, during that week. Therefore, the writing tasks became a
revision of the units. Experimental groups were asked to complete the task with their
group members in the Microsoft Teams platform in 50 minutes. Control groups, on the

other hand, were asked to submit the task as an individual assignment.

Each week, after completing the paragraph writing of experimental groups, the
paragraphs were shared by the instructor on the screen so that everyone could make
corrections in the classroom. Therefore, before the instructor, students gave feedback
to each other. The writing topics that were given to Al and A2 levels were shown in

Table 3.1 and Table 3.2 respectively.

Table 3. 1 Weekly writing questions of A1 proficiency level

Al PROFICIENCY LEVEL

WEEK 1 Introduce the woman in the picture. (50
words). Name, surname, age,
nationality, appearance,

personality. Then, describe the picture.
What is she doing? What is she

wearing?

WEEK 2 Write a paragraph about your weekly
routines. (100 words)

WEEK 3 Write a paragraph about your dream
house . (100 words)

WEEK 4 Write a paragraph about your eating

habit . (100 words)
Choose a holiday or festival and write a
paragraph . (100 words)

WEEK 5
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a) Describe this festival

b) Tell what you are going to do at that
festival or holiday

WEEK 6 Write a paragraph about your abilities.
(100 words)
WEEK 7 Write a paragraph about your last

summer holiday . (100 words)

Table 3. 2. Weekly writing questions of A2 proficiency level

A2 PROFICIENCY LEVEL

WEEK 1

Write a paragraph about your shopping
preferences (colour/ design/ style
/material/places). (100 words). Use
comparative sentences.

WEEK 2

You have an online friend in another
country. Write an email to your friend
about your family. ( 150 words)

WEEK 3

Write a  paragraph about your
neighbourhood. Describe what kind of
neighbourhood it is. Talk about the
places that are or aren’t in your area.
(150 words)

WEEK 4

Write an email to someone you haven’t
seen for a long time. Include the things
you’ve done since you last saw that
person.(150 words)

WEEK 5

Write a paragraph about a place you have
visited before and give some advice to
people about what to do in there?

WEEK 6

Have you eaten out recently? Write a

review of a restaurant or a cafe. (150
WORDS)

WEEK 7

Write a paragraph about how you have
changed since your childhood?
Appearence — Life style — Routines —
education — personality- clothing
preferences. (150 words)
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3.3.6. The Evaluation Rubric

The rubric is used to calculate students’ writing scores, which constitutes a 25-point
section at the end of the module exam that is carried out after completing each module
at every level at the preparatory school of the university in 2019-2020. To get reliable
statistical results, the 25-point scale was changed into 100- point scale. The instructors
who assessed both control and experimental groups’ writings were experienced

lecturers with seven years of teaching experience at the English Preparatory School.

Content (24 points) Effectively addresses the topic developing relevant explanation,

exemplification, and details.

Grammar (24 points) Consistent facilities in the use of language, demonstrating

syntactic and structural variety and accuracy.

Vocabulary (24 points) Relevant word choice and phrases, lexical variety and

accuracy.

Organization (20 points) Unity, progression, coherence with clarity of thoughts and

ideas, intentions as well as appropriate paragraph structures promote comprehension.

Spelling (8 points) Precise spelling and punctuation use.

3.3.7. Treatment

The study has been conducted as an experimental research design. It has been
conducted in two sessions. The first session has been done with A1l level students, and
the second session has included A2 level students. In the first session, A1 level students
from two intact classes have been chosen as participants. 19 students from one class
have been chosen as an experimental group and 18 students from the other class have
been the control group. In A2 level, 20 students from one class have been chosen as
an experimental group, and 19 students from another class have been chosen as the

control group. Both classes in each level have had the same curriculum and materials.

Before the study, a pretest has been administered to both control and experimental

groups to gather the quantitative data. The experimental group has been informed
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about Microsoft Teams and collaborative writing procedure. During the intervention,
participants in the experimental group have been divided into four subgroups with 5
or 4 members. Each group in experimental group has created a classroom in Microsoft
Teams to work collaboratively on a writing task without an instructor observing them.
They were allowed to use L1 in the session. During Collaborative writing meetings of
learners, all the steps during these sessions have been recorded. For the control group,
the writing materials have been the same based on Cambridge intro-level fifth edition,
but students have been assigned to finish the writing tasks individually within the given
time. After the intervention, a post-test was given to both groups to find if there are
any differences between these groups. The same procedure has been done to A2 level
students in the following quarter of 7 weeks as a second session. The writing topics

were chosen from the coursebook, interchange 1 fifth edition.

A written interview with open-ended questions have been given to the participants in
experimental groups after the posttest was completed to better understand their
perceptions of online collaborative writing task to gather the qualitative data. Also, an
oral interview has been done with 5 randomly chosen students from both A1 and A2

levels of experimental groups to strengthen the findings of the written interview.

3.4. Data Analysis

This study employed both quantitative and qualitative data. Before the implementation
of the study, all the students in experimental and control groups were given a pretest.
Before the study, the experimental group students were divided into four groups of
four or five members and were informed about the process of online collaborative
writing activities. All the quarters consisted of 7 weeks and the group members came
together on Microsoft Teams platform in one of the class hours in each week. All the
groups were given a writing topic that was covered from the course book each week.
They were asked to use the structures in the unit in their writing paragraph as a group
and complete the task in 50 minutes class hour. After the completion of four paragraph
writings, all the members of four groups meet again in their regular class with their
instructor. The instructor showed the paragraphs of four group one by one on the

screen. Therefore, every student in the classroom could give feedbacks to the other
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group’s writing. Finally, the instructor gave the necessary feedback to the four
paragraph one by one. Thus, everyone in the class had a chance to see the mistakes of
each writing. This procedure was done in both Al and A2 proficiency level
experimental groups. On the other hand, control group members, who had the same
curriculum and course book, were given to the same writing topics as an individual
assignment each week. After the implementation, both the control and experimental
group members were given a posttest to measure the improvement of their writing

skill.

For the qualitative data, all the experimental group members were given a written
interview that investigates their attitudes towards online collaborative writing
experiences. For the deeper understanding of the written interview results, five
randomly chosen students as volunteers were chosen to be orally interviewed. The oral
interview questions were a detailed version of the written interview. Finally, students’
responses from the written and oral interviews were elicited through categorization to

gather the qualitative data.

33



CHAPTER 4- FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

In this section, the results of the study will be presented in detail. First, for the
quantitative data, inter-rater reliability of the two raters will be shown in a table for A1l
and A2 proficiency levels. Then, pretest and posttest results will be examined
according to the research questions. Finally, data for the positive and negative attitudes

of students will be presented.

4.1. Findings

This study employed both quantitative and qualitative research procedures. SPSS 25
program was used to analyze the data of the research. For the quantitative data,
Cohen’s Kappa Coefficient was used to assure the reliability of the scores given by
two raters who were experienced instructors. Landis and Koch (1977, cited in Can,
2014) considered weak fit for values of 0.20 and below, values in the range of 0.21-
0.40 points are below the middle fit, the 0.41-0.60-point range is a moderate
agreement, the range of 0.61-0.80 points were recommended as a good level of
adaptation, and finally the range of 0.81 and 1.00 as a very good level of adjustment.
Additionally, the 1 point obtained as a result of the calculation shows full harmony.
Cohen’s Kappa Coefficient scores, which is the coefficient agreement between raters

of Al and A2 groups are given below in Table 4.1 and 4.2.

Table 4. 1. The Results of Al group Cohen’s Kappa Coelfficient

Al K
Content 0.902
Grammar 0.850
Pre-Test Control Group
Vocabulary 0.754
Organization 0.919
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Spelling 0.836
Content 0.786
Grammar 0.837
Exp (e}rri;?l;ntal Vocabulary 0.913
Organization 0.912
Spelling 0.914
Content 0.876
Grammar 0.867
Control Group Vocabulary 0.814
Organization 0.804
Spelling 0.925
Post-test
Content 0.833
Grammar 0.724
Expce}rri;?lle)ntal Vocabulary 0.795
Organization 0.847
Spelling 0.894
Table 4. 2. The Results of A2 group Cohen’s Kappa Coefficient
A2 K
Content 1
Grammar 0.743
Pre-Test Control Group Vocabulary 0.878
Organization 0.752
Spelling 1




Content 1
Grammar 0.784
Experiment Group Vocabulary 0.841
Organization 1
Spelling 1
Content 1
Grammar 0.880
Control Group Vocabulary 0.736
Organization 1
Spelling 1
Post-Test
Content 1
Grammar 0.864
Experiment Group Vocabulary 0.737
Organization 0.833
Spelling 1
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In addition, arithmetic means and standard variation were used in statistical analysis.
As a result of the normality analysis, normality was not achieved in the control group
content sub-factor of the Al level, and the content sub-factor of the A2 level, and total
scores were normal. While the results of normality analysis were being checked,
Shapiro Wilk test results were considered since the number of participants was under
30 (Can, 2014: 88) and p-value was examined. Normality cannot be achieved in the
spelling sub-factor at the A2 proficiency level. That is why Skewness and Kurtois
values were examined. Those values were found to be -0.12 for Skewness and -0.207
for Kurtois. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007: 79), it is possible to consider
that data is distributed normally if the Skewness and Kurtosis coefficients value

between -1,5 and +1.5. In this study, Wilcoxin Sign Rank test, T-Test for associated




samples and T-Test for unrelated samples was used to compare the participants’
scores. Effect size values were also calculated to compare the scores. While effect size
is interpreted as very large above one, it is evaluated as 0.8 large, 0.5 medium, 0.2

minor effects. (Morgan et al. 2004: 91; cited in Can, 2014: 141).

4.2. The Findings of the Data Analysis Relating to the First Research Question

Are there any statistically significant differences between the pre-test and post-test
results of Al and A2 level experimental group in terms of content, grammar,

vocabulary, organization, and spelling?

In order to understand whether there is a statistically significant difference between
the pre-test and post-test results of the members of Al level experimental group in
terms of content factor , Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test was conducted. The results are

presented in Table 4.3.

Table 4. 3. Results of the Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test conducted for the pre-test and

Post-test results of the content factor for Al level

End Measurement-

Initial Measurement Al‘ézr;(ge Ranc Sum g ’
Negative Ranks 1 1 1

Positive Ranks 15 9 135 -3.539 0
No Difference 2

According to the results of the Wilcoxon Signed Ranks test that was conducted to
understand whether there is a statistically significant difference between the pre-test
and the post-test results of the A1 experimental group students who took part in online
collaborative writing activities, a statistically significant difference was observed
between the Pre-test and Post-test results [z=-3.539, p<0,05]. The different scores in
favor of the positive ranks (post-test) proves that the program has a statistically

significant effect on its effectiveness.
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In order to understand whether there is a statistically significant difference between
the pre-test and post-test results of the members of Al level experimental group in
terms of grammar factor , T-Test was conducted. The results are presented in Table

4.4.

Table 4. 4. T-Test Results for Associated Samples for Pre-Test and Post-Test Results
of Grammar Factor for Al Level

N X S Sd t p
Pre-Test 18 17.28 1.41 17 -9.16 0
Post-Test 18 21.67 1.81

In a group of 18 students who participated in online collaborative writing activities,
The aim of conducting this test was to compare the pre-test and the post-test results of
the related samples performed after the treatment. As a result of the T-Test, a
statistically significant difference was observed between the mean of the pre-test
(Xpre-test=17.28) and the Post-test (Xpost-test= 21.67). [t(17)= -9.16, p<0.05) The
effect size (d= 2.16) calculated as a result of the test indicates that this difference is

very high.

In order to understand whether there is a statistically significant difference between
the pre-test and post-test results of the members of Al level experimental group in

terms of vocabulary factor , T-Test was conducted. The results are shown in Table 4.5.

Table 4. 5. T-Test Results for the Associated Samples for the Pre-test and Post-test
Results of the Vocabulary Factor for Al Level

N X S Sd t p
Pre-Test 18 17.22 1.23 17 -8.46 0
Post- Test 18 23.11 2.35
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In a group of 18 students who participated in online collaborative writing activities,
this test aimed to compare the pre-test and the post-test results of the related samples
performed after the treatment. As a result of the T-Test, a statistically significant
difference was observed between the mean of the pre-test (Xpre-test=17.22) and the
Post-test (XPost-test=23.11). [t(17)=-8.46, p<0.05) The effect size (d=1.99) calculated

as a result of the test indicates that this difference is very high.

In order to understand whether there is a statistically significant difference between
the pre-test and post-test results of the members of Al level experimental group in
terms of organization factor , T-Test was conducted. The results are shown in Table

4.6.

Table 4. 6. T-Test Results for Associated Samples for the Organization Factor’s Pre-
test and Post-Test Results for Al Level

N X S Sd t p
Pre-Test 18 14.39 1.56 17 -7.47 0
Post-Test 18 18.22 1.88

In a group of 18 students who participated in online collaborative writing activities,
the aim of conducting this test was to compare the pre-test and the post-test from the
related samples performed after the treatment. As a result of the T-Test, a statistically
significant difference was observed between the mean of the pre-test (Xpretest=14.39)
and the Post-test (Xposttest=18.22). [t(17)=-7.47, p<0.05). The effect size (d=1.76)

calculated as a result of the test indicates that this difference is very high.

In order to understand whether there is a statistically significant difference between
the pre-test and post-test results of the members of Al level experimental group in

terms of spelling factor , T-Test was conducted. The results are shown in Table 4.7.
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Table 4. 7. T-Test Results for Related Samples for Pre-test and Post-test Results of
Spelling Factor for Al Level

N X S Sd t p
Pre-Test 18 5.78 0.61 17 -3.59 0.002
Post-Test 18 6.61 0.81

In a group of 18 students who participated in online collaborative writing activities,
the aim of conducting this test was to compare the pre-test and the post-test results of
the related samples performed after the treatment. As a result of the T-Test, a
statistically significant difference was observed between the mean of the pre-test
(Xpretest=5.78) and the Post-test (Xposttest=6.61). [t(17)=-3.59, p<0.05). The effect
size (d=0.85) calculated as a result of the test indicates that this difference is very high.

In order to compare the pretest and posttest results of A2 proficiency level, a T-test
and Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test were conducted. The t-test results showed that there
is a statistically significant difference between the pre-test and post-test results of the
experimental group in terms of grammar, vocabulary, organization, and spelling. The
Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test shows that there is no statistically significant difference
in the content factor. The results of the Wilcoxon Signed-rank test for the content

factor for A2 level experimental group are presented in Table 4.8.

Table 4. 8. Results of the Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test conducted for the pre-test and
Post-test results of the content factor for A2 Level

VeI A sz
Negative Ranks 0 0 1

Positive Ranks 4 2.5 10 -1.857 0.063
No Difference 16
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According to the Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks test results, there is no statistically
significant difference between the pre-test and post-test results of the experimental

group [z=-1.857, p>0,05].

Table 4.9 shows the t-test results for associated samples for pre-test and post-test

results of grammar factor.

Table 4. 9. T-Test Results for Associated Samples for Pre-Test and Post-Test Results
of Grammar Factor for A2 Level

N X S Sd t p
Pre-Test 20 16.35 1.843 19 -8.878 0
Post-Test 20 21.4 1.429

In a group of 20 students who participated in online collaborative writing activities,
the aim was to compare the pre-test and post-test results of the related samples
performed after the treatment. As a result of the T-Test, a statistically significant
difference was observed between the mean of the pre-test (Xpre-test=16.35) and Post-
test (Xpost-test= 21.4). [ta9)= -9.16, p<0.05)The effect size (d= 1.98) calculated as a
result of the test indicates that this difference is very high.

Table 4.10 shows the t-test results for the associated samples for the pre-test and

post-test results of the vocabulary factor for A2 level participants.

Table 4. 10. T-Test Results for the Associated Samples for the Pre-test and Post-test
Results of the Vocabulary Factor for A2 Level

N X S Sd t p
Pre-Test 20 14.39 1.56 17 -8.46 0
Post-Test 20 18.22 1.88
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In a group of 20 students who participated in online collaborative writing activities,
the aim was to compare the pre-test and post-test results of the related samples
performed after the treatment. As a result of the T-Test, a statistically significant
difference was observed between the mean of the pre-test (Xpre-test=17.22) and Post-
test (Xpost-test= 23.11) [t(19)=-8.46, p<0.05). The effect size (d=1.99) calculated as a
result of the test indicates that this difference is very high.

Table 4.11 shows the t-test results for the associated samples for the pre-test and

post-test results of the organization factor for A2 level participants.

Table 4. 11. T-Test Results for the Associated Samples for the Pre-test and Post-test
Results of the Organization Factor for A2 Level

N X S Sd t p
Pre-Test 20 14.65 2.96 19 -6.541 0
Post-Test 20 18.95 1.31

In a group of 20 students who participated in online collaborative writing activities,
the aim here was to compare the pre-test and the post-test results of the related samples
performed after the treatment. As a result of the t-test, a statistically significant
difference was observed between the mean of the pre-test (Xpre-test=14.65) and post-
test (Xpost-test= 18.95). [t19=-6.541, p<0.05) The effect size (d=1.46) calculated as a
result of the test indicates that this difference is very high.

Table 4.12 shows the t-test results for the associated samples for the pre-test and

post-test results of the spelling factor for A2 level Participants.

Table 4. 12. T-Test Results for the Associated Samples for the Pre-test and Post-test
Results of the Spelling Factor for A2 Level

N X S Sd t p
Pre-Test 20 5.15 0.67 19 -8.718 0.
Post-Test 20 6.35 0.49
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The aim was to compare the pre-test and the post-test results of the related samples
performed after the treatment. As a result of the t-test, a statistically significant
difference was observed between the mean of the pre-test (Xpre-test=75.75) and the
Post-test (Xpost-test= 92.55). [ta9=-10.3, p<0.05) The effect size (d=2.12) calculated

as a result of the test indicates that this difference is very high.

4.3. The Findings of the Data Analysis Relating to the Second Research

Question

Is there a statistically significant difference between the pre-test and the post-test

results of A1 and A2 proficiency level experiment and control group learners?

This study aimed to examine the effects of collaborative writing activities on L2
writing skills in distance education. To see whether there is a significant difference
between the pretest and posttest results of Al level experimental group and control
group, a T-test was conducted. The T-test results for unrelated samples conducted to
determine whether there is a statistically significant difference between the pre-test
and post-test results of the control and experimental groups of Al level are given in

Table 4.13 and Table 4.14.

Table 4. 13. T-Test Results for unrelated samples conducted to determine whether
there is a statistically significant difference between the Pre-test results of the Al
Level control and experimental groups.

N X S Sd t p

Control Group 18 75.39 7.09 36 -7.787 0.436

Experimental 19 77.37 8.13
Group

According to the T-Test results for the unrelated samples made regarding whether
there is a significant difference between the pre-test results of the control and

experimental groups, there is no statistically significant difference between the test
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scores of the students in control group (X=75.39) and the students in the experimental

group (X=77.37) [t(36)=-7.787, p>0.05].

Table 4. 14. T-Test Results for unrelated samples conducted to determine whether
there is a statistically significant difference between the Post-test results of the A1
Level control and experimental groups.

N X S Sd t p
Control Group 18 85.95 6.78 36 -4.192 0
Experimental 19 93.39 3.36
Group

According to the T-Test results for the unrelated samples made regarding whether
there is a significant difference between the post-test results of the control and
experimental groups, there is a significant difference between the test scores of the
students in control group (X=85.95) and the students in the experimental group

(X=93.39) [t(36)=-4.192, p<0.05].

For A2 proficiency level participants, table 4.15 shows the t-test results for unrelated
samples that was conducted to determine whether there is a statistically significant

difference between the pre-test results of the control and experimental groups.

Table 4. 15. T-Test Results for unrelated samples conducted to determine whether
there is a statistically significant difference between the Pre-test results of the A2 Level
control and experimental group

N X S Sd t p
Control Group 19 79.84 4.92 37 2.097 0.043
Experimental 20 75.75 7.02
Group

According to the T-Test results for the unrelated samples made regarding whether

there is a significant difference between the pre-test results of the control and
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experimental groups; there is a significant difference between the test scores of the
students in control group (X=79.84) and the students in the experimental group

(X=75.75) [t67=2.097, p<0.05].

Table 4. 16 below presents the t-test results for unrelated samples that was conducted
to determine whether there is a statistically significant difference between the post-

test results of the control and experimental group of A2 level.

Table 4. 16 . T-Test Results for unrelated samples conducted to determine whether
there is a statistically significant difference between the Post-test results of the A2
Level control and experimental group

N X S Sd t p
Control Group 19 89.95 3.7 37 -2.066 0.46
Experimental 20 92.55 4.14
Group

According to the t-test results for the unrelated samples that was conducted to see
whether there is a statistically significant difference between the pre-test results of the
control and experimental groups, it was found that there is a statistically significant
difference between the posttest scores of the students in control group (X=89.95) and

the students in the experimental group (X=92.55) [t 36=-4.192, p<0.05].

4.4. The Findings of the Data Analysis Relating to the Third Research Question

The third research question of this study was “What are the students’ attitudes in

experimental group about online collaborative writing?”’

Based on the students’ responses for the open-ended questions of the written interview
and the oral interview with 5 students, most of the students indicated that they had no
previous experience of online collaborative writing. Although they mostly enjoyed the
online collaborative writing experience, they also shared some challenges in online

collaborative writing tasks.
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4.4.1. The Findings of the written interview related to benefits of Online

Collaborative Writing

Based on the findings of the open-ended questions in written interview, at both A1 and
A2 levels, participants mostly found the online collaborative writing tasks beneficial.
Their positive attitudes were divided into-three main categories: 1) error correction and
awareness of the mistake, 2) improvement in L2 and writing, 3) gaining different

perspectives and creativity.

Category 1- Error correction and awareness of the mistake

In A1 level, 15 out of 18 students and in A2 level, 10 out of 20 students claimed that
online collaborative writing was very effective since their mistakes were always
corrected by their peers. Therefore, they did not repeat the same mistakes. Some of

their views were as follows:

‘I think, this activity was very effective because we can correct each other’s

grammar, spelling and many other different mistakes.” (A1 level student)

‘When someone makes a mistake in a group writing, another person corrects
it immediately, so we keep the right things in mind not the wrong sentences

or words.’ (A1l level student)

‘Two heads are better than one. We learn our mistakes together.’ (Al level

student)

‘I found group writing very useful because when we write individually, the
things we believe as correct can be wrong. When we write together, there is
always someone who realizes the mistakes so that we can learn it

immediately.” (A1 level student)

‘1 was not very good at punctuations before, but thanks to my friends’

corrections, I am better now.’ (A2 level student)
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‘I found this group activity useful; we find each others’ mistakes and help

each other in this way. Therefore, we learn faster.” (A2 level student)

‘At the beginning, I really did not like collaborative writing activity. I still
prefer to write individually. However, after seven weeks of collaborative
writing activities, I can say that even while correcting our friends’ mistakes,

in fact, we were revising our own knowledge.’ (A2 level student)

Category 2: Improvement in L2 and writing

In A1 level, 15 out of 18 students, in A2 level 17 out of 20 students claimed that they
improved both their L2 knowledge in general and their writing skills through online
collaborative writing tasks because they could make a revision of the units covered in
the classroom. In A1 level, 8 students stated that they have improved themselves in
terms of grammar, 7 students stated that they improved their spelling, 6 students stated
that they improved themselves in terms of vocabulary. In A2 level, 8 students stated
that they have improved in terms of grammar, 11 students stated that they improved
their vocabulary knowledge, 5 students stated that they improved their spelling while
2 students stated that they improved their organization and content. Some of the

responses from the participants are shown below:

‘I prefer to write in a group because it increases my English knowledge.’ (A1l

level student)

‘1 usually wrote with the words I already knew before the group work. When

we write together, we tried to use different words.’ (A1 level student)

‘My English was very bad before. However, after the group writings, |
improved it a lot.” (A1 level student)

‘I believe that I can write faster now. I used to write the sentences in Turkish
and translate them. Now, I can write my sentences in English directly.” (Al

level student)
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‘I improved myself on how to write a paragraph and learned a lot of words.

[ understand how to write a good paragraph very well.” (A2 level student)

‘When [ write alone, I always used to check whether my sentences are correct
or not on the internet. When I write with my friends, everything becomes

clearer in my head.” (A2 level student)

‘I normally have difficulty in vocabulary usage. One word may have different
meanings. When I write with my friends, we can find the correct usage of a

word.’ (A2 level student)

Category 3- Gaining different perspectives and increasing creativity

In Al level, 9 respondents out of 18, in A2 level 9 respondents out of 20 students stated
that they enjoyed exchanging ideas with each other. Sharing their opinions with each
other encouraged them to come up with creative ideas. Some of the responses from the

participants are as follows:

‘I think, it is very useful to work with a group because we all come up with
different ideas. While talking about these ideas, we find ourselves in a fun

environment.’ (Al level student)

‘My friends helped me gain different opinions and perspectives. Therefore,
they increased my potential to talk in English.’ (A1 level student)

‘I believe that brainstorming, arguing about some ideas and coming up with

a common solution improves me more.’ (Al level student)

‘[ think that thanks to online collaborative writing activity, I can share my
opinions clearly, I am also better at communicating with my friends.
Therefore, I believe that collaborative writing is better than individual

writing’ (A2 level student)

‘1 used to have difficulty in creating ideas. I was unable to write with the new
structures we have learned in the classroom. In that sense, I believe that

collaborative writing was effective.” (A2 level student)
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4.4.2. The Findings of the written interview related to challenges of Online

Collaborative Writing

In A1 group, 2 students stated that they did not enjoy writing in a group. They stated
that there was not equal participation and there were sometimes limitations and
arguments. In A2 level, only one student stated that she did not find the online
collaborative activities useful because her native language was not Turkish. On the
other hand, some students stated some negative sides of online collaborative writing
task along with the benefits. Some of the responses from the participants are as

follows:

‘If we had not been in a group of the same people throughout the quarter, it

could have been better to avoid the disagreements’ (A1 level student)

‘Some people were very active while the others were very quiet. It would have

been better if we had done the same activity in pairs.’ (Al level student)

‘Iwould like to write individually because everyone has his own opinion that

he wants to write about.’ (A2 level student)

‘While some topics can be written better with a group, some should be written
individually. For example, I prefer to write individually if the topic is
something personal like family.’ (A2 level student)

‘I like collaborative writing better than individual writing. However, there

should be equality between them. They both have benefits.” (A2 level student)

‘I sometimes feel exhausted while deciding on what to write and how to write
with a group. Everyone needs to contribute to the paragraphs, and we need

to say ok even if we don'’t like the sentence.’ (A2 level student)

‘I am mostly the one who corrects others’ mistakes. Even if I correct them
constantly, I get no reaction from them. That is why, I hesitate to correct

them.’ (A2 level student)
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‘Since my group members mostly spoke Turkish, I do not understand

properly.” (A2 level student)

4.4.3. Findings of the oral interview related to the students’ positive attitudes

In addition to the written interview with open-ended questions, an oral interview was
conducted with 5 students from different levels to understand the students’ attitudes
towards online collaborative writing. Based on the students’ responses to the oral
interview questions, it can be said that they mostly have a positive attitude towards
online collaborative writing activities in A1 and A2 levels. As the results of the written
interview, the findings of the oral interview related to the students’ positive attitudes

can be categorized into 3 main categories.

1. Error correction and awareness of the mistake
2. improvement in L2 and writing

3. gaining different perspectives and creativity

Category 1 Error correction

4 out of 5 respondents stated that they really found error correction very useful for
their L2 improvement during the online collaborative writing activities. They stated
that when their mistakes were corrected by their friends, the knowledge became
permanent. The responses mostly stated that error correction in groups enabled them
to write faster with minimum mistake. Some of the responses from the participants are

as follows:

‘When I said something wrong, my friends could correct it or when I misuse
some words, my friends could tell a better one. Therefore, the final work

became much better.” (A2 level student)

‘Thanks to my friends’ corrections, I improved myself to a great extent in

terms of spelling.” (A2 level student)
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Category 2 Improvement in L2 and writing

4 out of 5 respondents stated that they observed an improvement in writing and the
target language. Based on the responses, they mostly improved themselves in terms of
content, grammar, and spelling. However, some students stated that they also got better
in terms of vocabulary and organization. Another frequent response was that they had
difficulty in making a sentence before online collaborative writing tasks. Some of the

responses from the participants are as follows:

‘We were not very bad at grammar, but we improved it more. After some time,
we even started to speak English during the writing activity.” (A2 level
student)

‘I had no idea about how to start the paragraphs and how to continue to the

paragraphs. I was lack of the necessary grammar and vocabulary knowledge.
While working in a group, I realized the improvement of myself.” (A1l level
student)

Category 3 Gaining different perspectives and creativity

Many of the interviewees stated that sharing their ideas enabled them to have more
opinions about the related topic. These different perspectives help them create more
ideas instead of repeating themselves to acquire more words while writing. Some of

the responses from the participants are as follows:

‘The topics were always related to the ones we covered in the classroom.
Before we started writing, we brainstormed our ideas. There were too many
ideas eventually. Therefore, we could force ourselves to expand our

vocabulary knowledge.’ (A1 level student)

‘Formerly, I used to think very simple. However, when we worked as a group,

we improved ourselves in terms of content because everyone gave different
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opinions. We were combining these ideas so at the end, we could create better

and more creative paragraphs.’ (A2 level student)

4.4.4. Findings of the oral interview related to the students’ negative attitudes

Based on students’ responses to the oral interview questions and the advantages of
online collaborative writing, there are also some disadvantages. The most frequent
complaint of the students was related to their peers with whom they worked. They
stated that when they interacted well with their peers, they enjoyed the task very much.
The problems that the respondents faced during the online collaborative tasks are as

follows:

1) Hesitation of error correction

2) Inactive group members

3) The feeling of discomfort with the others
4) Preference of pair work instead of a group

5) The unequal distribution of responsibility

Some of the responses from the participants are as follows:

‘I was the one who always corrected the others. When I needed to correct
my friends too many times, I usually felt nervous about offending them’ (A2

level students)

‘There were some friends who were not as enthusiastic as I was. They
usually preferred to be quiet even if some of us warned them not to. I really
enjoyed the same activity in A1 level with my group members. However, in
A2 level, I really didn’t enjoy working with my friends.’ (a student that
involved in the study in both A1 and A2 level)

‘I never enjoy the social interactions. This is my personality. That is why, I

felt a little nervous while working in a group.’ (A2 level student)
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‘During the collaborative writing activity, some of my friends did not attend

the work. If it had been a pair work, everyone would have attended.” (A2

level student)

‘There was always one person who took the responsibility of writing.’ (A2

level student)

Table 4.17 below shows the benefits and challenges of online collaborative writing

according to participants’ responses.

Table 4. 17. Benefits and Challenges of Online Collaborative Writing

BENEFITS

CHALLENGES

Error Correction

Discrepancy between group members

Awareness of mistakes

Some students remain passive

Improvement in L2 and Writing
(Grammar-Content-Vocabulary-

Organization-Spelling)

The feeling of limitation

Gaining different perspectives and

increasing creativity

Difficulty in writing about personal

topics with a group

Social Environment

Hesitation of correcting others

Increased self-confidence

Language differences

Enjoying the lessons

Feeling discomfort with others

The unequal distribution of

responsibility




4.5. Discussion

The current study examined whether online collaborative writing has a positive effect
on students’ writing performances. The study was conducted with two different levels,
Al and A2 in an English preparatory school of a foundation university. The same
curriculum was followed for both control and experimental groups in both levels. In
both sessions, experimental groups were divided into 4 sub-groups of 5 or 4 members.
They were all informed about collaborative writing. Once a week within 7 weeks, the
members of experimental group came together in Microsoft Team platform during one
of their class hours to write a paragraph relevant to the subject covered in the course
book, Interchange fifth edition, Introduction for Al levels and Interchange 1 for A2
levels. They worked on the content, grammar, vocabulary, organization, and spelling
of the writing task collaboratively to complete the task successfully in 50 minutes. On
the other hand, the same writing topics were given to control group members as an
individual task to be written as an assignment. Before and after the treatment, all the

groups were given a pre-test and post-test.

The first research question intended to examine whether there was a significant
difference between the pre-test and post-test results of A1 and A2 level experimental
group members individually in terms of content, grammar, vocabulary, organization,
and spelling. For A1 proficiency level, the results of Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test show
a statistically significant difference between the pretest and posttest results of
experimental group in terms of content factor. According to the T-Test results, there is
also a statistically significant difference between the pretest and the posttest results of
students who performed in collaborative writing tasks in terms of grammar,
vocabulary, organization, and spelling. Considering the effects of collaborative writing
task on content, grammar, vocabulary and organization, the results of the present study
resemble Shehade’s findings. Shehade (2011) examined the effects of collaborative
writing in L2. His findings showed a statistically significant difference between the
pretest and posttest results of experimental group members in terms of content,
organization, and vocabulary. However, no statistically significant difference was

observed in grammar and spelling. One of the underlying reasons for the significant
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differences in the findings can be related to Vygotsky’s socio-cultural theory.
Vygotsky (1978, cited in Deveci, 2018) claims that a person can only be developed
with social interactions and symbolic tools. Language is an artificial tool that leads

people to achieve thinking, problem solving, learning, and planning skills.

The first research question also intended to examine whether there was a statistically
significant difference between the pre-test and post-test results of A2 level
experimental group members individually in terms of content, grammar, vocabulary,
organization, and spelling. The results of Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test showed that
there was no statistically significant difference between the pretest and posttest results
of experimental group in terms of content factor. However, according to the T-Test
results, a statistically significant difference was found between the pretest and the
posttest results of students’ who performed in collaborative writing tasks in terms of
grammar, vocabulary, organization, and spelling. These findings are consistent with
the findings of Sajedi (2014: 1653-1654) who investigated the collaborative summary
writing and EFL students’ L2 development. His findings showed that the students
improved themselves considerably in content, organization, and vocabulary but there
was no statistically significant difference in terms of grammar and spelling. There was
no difference in grammar and spelling in many studies, which can be related to L2
usage requirements for low-level students during the collaborative writing task. Since
the students in experimental groups could use L1 to discuss the writing topic, they
were more eager to talk during collaboration. They did not have enough L2 knowledge
to give feedback to their peers or generate ideas. Blue and Grundy (1996: 247) assert
that problem solving is more likely to ensure in collaborative activities when students

are eager to share ideas and engage with others.

The second research question intended to examine whether there was a significant
difference between the pre-test and post-test results of Al and A2 level experimental

group and control group in general.

When the T-test results are considered for the pretest of Al level students, there is no
statistically significant difference between two groups. While the mean pretest score
of control group is 75.39, it is 77.37 for experimental group. However, T-Test results

show that there is a statistically significant difference in their posttest results. Although
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there is a slight difference between the pretest and posttest results of the control group,
the difference between the pretest and posttest result of experimental group is higher.
The mean posttest score of the control group is 85.95 while it is 93.39 for the
experimental group. The results indicate that online collaborative writing activities are
effective on students’ general writing performances. Swain and Lapkin (1998, cited in
McDonough, Vleeschauwer, and Crawford, 2018) asserts that L2 knowledge can be
achieved better by those who can benefit from the linguistic knowledge of others.
Since A1 level students lack adequate knowledge of both the L2 itself and how to use
the existing knowledge in writing tasks, online collaborative writing tasks enabled
them to involve in their own learning process by generating ideas and getting or giving
feedback to each other. These findings also support Learner-learner interaction
focusing on language related episodes (LREs) approach. Swain and Lapkin (1998,
cited in McDonough, Vleeschauwer, and Crawford, 2018) define LREs as any kind of
dialogue that triggers learners talk about the language they produce, question, and
make correction of themselves or the others. Therefore, the findings proved that
students who took part in online collaborative writing tasks learned autonomy in
learning language. They encouraged themselves as a group to write better every
passing week since they know that in case of being indifferent to the task, everyone in
the group will be affected by their action. Also, after complete participation in the
online collaborative writing tasks, all the members became more curious about the
feedback given by their peers and lecturer. However, the students in the control group
who handed over the writing tasks as an assignment kept repeating the same mistakes
despite the feedback given to them individually by their lecturer. Therefore, it can be
said that while the aim of the students in the experimental group was to complete the
task as best as they could, the students in control group considered it as an obligatory

assignment and aimed to complete it as fast as they could.

The second research question also aimed to examine whether there is a statistically
significant difference between the pre-test and post-test results of A2 level
experimental group and control group in general. Surprisingly, the control group
performed slightly better in the pre-test than the experimental group. While the mean
pretest score of the control group was 79.84, the mean score was 75.75 for the

experimental group. Although the L2 proficiency level of each group was the same,

56



the experimental group students might have lesser proficiency in writing skills at the
beginning. However, there is a statistically significant difference in the posttest results.
While the control group’s mean test score was 89.95, the mean test score of the
experimental group was 92.55. This finding shows that online collaborative writing is
effective in the development of writing skills in A2 level. The results are consistent
with the findings of Akbas (2017: 49) who investigated the effects of collaborative
work on students’ writing performance. Similarly, Akbas conducted a study with A2
level students. Her findings showed a statistically significant difference between the
pretest and posttest scores of the control and experimental groups. Even though the
control group in the present study started with a slightly better average at the pretest,
it is clear that the difference between pretest and posttest has been significantly more
for the experimental group students. Lyster (2001, cited in Sajedi, 2014) argued that
feedback received by peers during a collaborative task promotes self-improvement in

L2.

The third research question addressed the attitudes of students towards online
collaborative writing tasks in terms of the benefits and challenges of online
collaborative writing. The most frequent responses of the participants that were given
to the written interview were categorized. Also, to strengthen the finding of the written
interview, 5 randomly chosen respondents from the experimental group were orally
interviewed. Based on the responses obtained through the written and oral interviews,
it can be said that students were mostly in favor of online collaborative writing
activities. The positive attitudes of students were divided into 3 categories: 1) error
correction- awareness of the mistake, 2) improvement in L2 and writing and 3) gaining

different perspectives and creativity.

Most of the students in both Al and A2 levels stated that they had never been in
collaborative writing activities before. After 7 weeks of online collaborative writing
activities, in both groups, the participants found error correction as the most beneficial
contribution of the current study. They stated that when their mistakes were corrected
immediately by their peers, they never did the same mistake again. They also believed
that they became more aware of their language deficiencies. As Storch (1998, cited in

Sajedi, 2014) claimed, being part of a collaboration that includes peer feedback means
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receiving immediate information and filling the information gap, both of which

enhances language knowledge.

Another important benefit attained from students’ responses is that they realized their
improvement in both L2 and writing skills. Most of the students stated that they did
not understand how to write a paragraph or a sentence before they worked
collaboratively. They did not know how to organize a paragraph. Almost all the
participants stated that they improved their grammar knowledge because when they
wrote with their peers, they were encouraged to use the grammar that was covered in
the classroom. Additionally, spelling is another writing skill they believed that they
improved. Many students stated that while writing collaboratively, especially if they
were the one who was writing, they became more aware of the spelling and

punctuations.

According to the responses of the students that participated in online collaborative
writing, brainstorming was found to be another benefit that enables them to gain more
perspective and creativity. The responses revealed that students mostly had some
problems to create an idea to write a paragraph. However, when they worked
collaboratively, they realized that there were many different perspectives alternatives.
Since they came across different perspectives’ alternatives during the task, they
thought they needed to be more creative. The need to be creative also provided them

with more vocabulary knowledge.

As well as the benefits of online collaborative writing, some students also stated some
challenges that they faced during the collaboration. Since L1 is allowed, only a foreign
student who cannot speak Turkish very well felt alienated in A2 level. Collaborative
writing was also found by some students to be more challenging than individual
writing because they thought they were unable to write their opinions freely. Some
responses also showed that students prefer to write some personal topics like family or
free time activity individually. For some participants, there was no equal share and
responsibility in group writing. While some students were very active, some were
passive. The feeling of discomfort with others was an additional negative attitude that

was obtained from the interviews.
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The responses obtained through the oral interview also indicate that students enjoyed
the online collaborative writing activities. However, when they were asked to talk
about the things they did not like, they mostly stated that there was an important link
between the group members and the benefits of the study. One student who took part
in online collaborative writing in both Al and A2 levels stated that she enjoyed the
activity to a great extent in A1 level since she had a great interaction with the members
of her group. However, she also stated that she did not enjoy the same activity in A2

level because she could not connect with her peers.
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CHAPTER 5. CONCLUSION

5.1. An overview of the study

The main purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of online collaborative
writing on learners’ L2 writing performances. While implementing collaborative
writing in distance education, the effects of collaborative learning (CL), computer-
supported collaborative learning (CSCL) are also reviewed. Furthermore, the findings

of the research questions below are examined in detail.

1) Are there any statistically significant differences between the pretest and posttest
results of Al and A2 proficiency level experimental group in terms of content,

grammar, vocabulary, organization, and spelling?

2) Is there a statistically significant difference between the pre-test and the post-test

results of A1 and A2 proficiency level experimental and control group learners?

3) What are the attitudes of experimental group participants about online collaborative

writing after having the first-hand collaborative writing experience?

To find answers to these questions, students were chosen in two intact classes as a
control and experimental group both in A1 and A2 proficiency levels. In Al level,
control group consisted of 18 students while experimental group had 19 students. In
A2 level, control group involved 19 students, while there were 20 students in
experimental group. Before the intervention, all the students were given a pretest. Once
a week within 7 weeks, experimental group students of both levels gathered on
Microsoft Teams platform in one of their class hours to complete the given written
task collaboratively while the students in control groups wrote the paragraphs
individually as weekly assignments. After 7 weeks, all the groups were given a
posttest. Both the pretests and the posttests were assessed by two experienced

instructors. For the inter-rater reliability, Cohen’s Kappa coefficient was calculated.
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In addition to the quantitative data, qualitative data was also collected through a written
interview. Also, oral interviews were done with volunteers to understand student’s
attitude towards online collaborative writing. Therefore, their positive and negative

attitudes were eliminated.

5.2. Summary of the findings

To measure the inter-rater reliability, pretest and posttest scores of both raters are
compared through Cohen’s Kappa Coefficient. 9 exact fit, 21 very good fit and 9 good
level Kappa coefficients in A1 and A2 level assessment confirm that there is a

reliability between two raters.

The first research question investigated the difference between the pretest and the
posttest of the A1 and A2 level experimental group in terms of content, grammar,
vocabulary, organization, and spelling. The findings reveal that before the
intervention, Al level students were not good at writing skill as well as the target
language since there is a statistically significant difference between their pretest and
posttest results in terms of all the sub-factors like content, grammar, vocabulary,

organization, and spelling.

The first research question also aimed to investigate whether there is a statistically
significant difference between the pretest and posttest of A2 level experimental group
in terms of content, grammar, vocabulary, organization, and spelling. Like the findings
of Al level, a statistically significant difference was also observed in A2 level students
who participated in online collaborative writing activities in terms of grammar,
vocabulary, organization, and spelling factors but there was no difference in content

sub factor.

As for the second research question, which aimed to investigate whether there is a
statistically significant difference between the pretest and posttest results of both
experimental and control groups of A1 and A2 levels in general, the findings showed
that there is not a statistically significant difference in the pretest results of Al level
experimental and control groups. However, there is a statistically significant difference
in the posttest. Thus, the results prove that online collaborative writing tasks are

effective in improving writing skills in L2 for A1 level.
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The second question also addressed whether there is a statistically significant
difference between the pretest and posttest results of both A2 level experimental and
group. The findings demonstrate a statistically significant difference between the
pretest results of control and experimental group. Although the proficiency level of
control and experimental groups is the same, control group’s writings are slightly
better in the pretest which means that at the beginning they had better writing skills.
However, this difference in pretest changed dramatically in the posttest results in favor
of the experimental group. Posttest results reveal that students who took part in online
collaborative writing activities performed better. These results indicate that
collaborative writing activities are useful for the advancement of L2 writing skills for

A2 level.

The third question was aimed to understand student’s attitudes towards online
collaborative writing tasks. Their responses from the oral and written interviews were
eliminated through categorization of the most frequent answers. The results show that,
other than few students, participants were mostly in favor of writing paragraphs
together with their group members. The answers revealed that the most important
benefit of online collaborative writing is the provision of knowledge through error
correction. When students are corrected by their peers, they asserted that the
knowledge becomes more permanent. The second benefit of online collaboration in
writing is the improvement of not only writing skills, but also general improvement in
the target language. The answers stressed that when students write together, they can
understand the grammar topics covered in their classes better. They can have a better
understanding of how to start a sentence or a paragraph. Other than gaining grammar
and organization skills, they also learn new vocabulary from their friends when they
write together. The final benefit is brainstorming and bearing alternative point of view.
When students discuss their writing topics, they hear different perspectives on the
same topic, which enables them to consider different alternatives and gain creative

thinking skills.

On the other hand, according to few responses, some challenges also appeared while
writing collaboratively in an online environment. Some students found collaboration
more difficult since they could not write all their ideas freely because of the necessity

of equal participation in the writing process. Another claim students voiced was that
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some personal topics like family could be written better individually. Also, some
students hesitated to correct their peers’ mistakes too much in order not to hurt their
feelings or for not being perceived as dominant. Students also expressed that using L1

at times was also defeating their purpose of L2 writing collaboration.

5.3. Implications of the study

Based on the findings of the current study, it can be concluded that there are some

theoretical and pedagogical implications of online collaborative writing.

Firstly, as social constructivist perspective suggested, students have the potential to
learn within a group to acquire the L2 skills better. Related to social constructivist
perspective, it can be observed that students are mostly able to generate a more
meaningful text while participating within a group. They can compare several ideas
and as a result, they can widen their perspectives. From a pedagogical perspective,
writing within a group can also enable students to promote the use of L2 while
brainstorming their ideas and discussing the organization of the written product. They

can also revise the acquired language through collaborative writing activities.

Secondly, collaborative writing activities are important for a learner in acquiring
learner autonomy. As Kim (2010, cited in Challob, Bakar & Latif, 2016) stated, direct
feedback and exchange of information during the collaborative writing task
encourages students to become more involved in the task since they are aware of their

role as learners in this process.

Another important implication is the upgrading of deficiencies in writing.
Ansarimoghaddam &Bee (2013, cited in Challob, Bakar and Latif, 2016) suggested
that collaborative writing techniques can be a good way to contribute to different
aspects of writing including content, structure, organization, and language. Based on
this idea, writing requires more than one sub-factor like content but includes several
aspects such as grammar, vocabulary, organization, and spelling. Learners are not
always good at all the aspects of writing equally. While they may have good
grammatical knowledge, they may be having difficulties in organizing the paragraph.

That is why collaborative writing can be a solution for challenges students experience.
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Additionally, students’ positive attitudes towards online collaborative writing are
another significant implication of the study. In an online environment, it is usually
difficult for lecturers or teachers to follow their students’ writing skills and their
attitudes towards writing. The writing assignments are usually full of plagiarism and
difficult to be controlled by the instructor. Also, plagiarism can be reduced due to the
social responsibility of each learner for the group. Nobody wants to risk the welfare or
the grade of the whole group by engaging in plagiarism. Another importance of
collaborative writing in online environment is the ease of giving feedback for the
lecturers because of the reduced number of the writings. In an average classroom,
instead of giving feedback for 20 people individually, a lecturer can give feedback to
5 or 4 group writings, which attracts the student’s attention more. While supporting
each other to write and to learn the target language, students realize different benefits.
For instance, they direct each other and gain some autonomy which consequently
reduces writing anxiety a lot of students have. This is because it is no longer a big

individual task; it is a task to be shared by other students.

Because of the recent disease obligations for distance education around the World, we
have very few literature about post covid online era. There are many studies about
collaborative writing in face-to-face education. However, there are not adequate
number of studies on online collaborative writing. This study can be a good example
of online collaborative writing to be shared in literature. Both teachers and students

can learn a great deal in practicing collaborative writing activities in online classes.

5.4. Limitation of the study and the directions for the future research

This study was limited to the English preparatory school students at Sabahattin Zaim
University as the pool of participants. The participants were only chosen from beginner
and elementary level students in English preparatory school. Therefore, the findings
cannot be generalized to a large audience. Nevertheless, the study has a potential to
inform some writing practices for online collaborative groups. This study can also be
conducted with higher proficiency level students in English preparatory schools as

well as university level students.
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Another limitation was the number of participants. Since the number of students was
not large enough in just one level, the study was divided into A1 and A2 proficiency
levels. All in all, this study has great the potential to illustrate the potential of such an
innovative experiment in influencing the writing potential of our learners for the better.
Not only writing, but also all language skill areas have a lot to benefit from such a
practice of students. Also, because of the online environment some students stopped
attending the classes and could not take the posttest because of their absenteeism. That
is why the predicted number of students reduced in number during the quarter. This

was beyond the control of the instructor and researcher in the study.

Additionally, since this study was conducted in an online environment, some students
encountered with technology related problems during their collaborative writing
activities. The instructor and researcher could not influence technological
infrastructure of students at their home. Also, covid epidemic impacted the
participation of some students who experienced the covid virus during the course of

the study.

To sum up, distance education exacerbated some limitations to the study.
Collaborative writing experiment in online format is a novel approach which we can
learn intensely from. However, several hurdles such as technological shortcomings,
student dynamics in the group, spread of the disease, etc. impacted the performance of
this experiment. All in all, many of the limitations were related to distance education.
Under these aspects, widespread use of distance education around the World is a novel
system, the studies that will be conducted in the future will be more organized and

informed when both the instructors and the students will be accustomed to it.
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APPENDIX-B. Sample Pretest of A1 Level

Write a paragraph that introduces yourself. (1@@ words)

My name is Deniz because my grandma name is Deniz. I was born in 2ee1.

I am from Sakarya but my parent are from Trabzon originally.

My height 169cm and my weight 53.

My favorite lesson physics in high school.

I love it books and my favorite writer Haruki Murakami (FOR NOW).

I don’t like to enter reading slump. I like play basketbool but I am amateur.
I am a Software Enginering student but I want to be pilot.

My favorite colors blue, black and white. My favorite season a winter

because I like feeling cold and I like wearing winter clothes. I like all
fruits but I think strawberry the best. My favorite food is soup.

My favorite flower is Jasmine. I like listen to indie pop and instrumental music.

APPENDIX-C. Sample Posttest of A1 Level

Choose one of the questions below and write a paragraph.

1. Where do you live? Who do you live with? Describe your home.
2, Where did you last go on holiday? who did you go with? Where did you stay? What did you do?
3. How do your family members and friends spend their free time? Explain.

MY LAST HOLIDAY

I went to Mugla with my mother, my father, my two sisters, my cousin and my cousin's daughter last summer. We
stayed at the Ayla Hotel. The hotel was very large, comfortable and nice. Mugla had a lot of turistic and
natural places. For example, Oliideniz had a very clean water. So T loved to swim there. Every morning, we

went to 0lideniz and swam there. Also, Mugla's streets were not crowded. So we walked on this streets in peace.
Then, we went to Saklikent Canyon. There was a river in the canyon. We walked on the river. We drank different
iced drinks there. They were very delicious! The canyon had a lot of greenery. So I took photos and shared it on
social media. Our holiday was great! We are going to go to Mugla again next summer.
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APPENDIX-D. Sample Pretest of A2 Level

Write a paragraph about your weekday and weekend routines. (15@ WORDS)

My weekend and weekday routine

Weekday, I get up at 8. I brush my teeth. I dress. I have breakfast.

I tidy my room. I looking the phone. I rest some. I looking the lesson.

If there is homework I do. I eat somethings. I surf on the computer.

I watch video. I read book. I spend time with my sister. I meeting with
friend. We are walking or bcycle. I helping my mother. I helping shopping.
Evening dinner I eating. I watch tv. I look the news. I check the homework.
I drink tea or eat fruit. I go to bed late. Weekend, I get up late. I have
breakfast. I looking the phone and checking the messages. I do homework.

I surf on internet. I go for a walk with my friend. We are spend time two
or three hour. I watch movie. I help my brother’s job and we are doing
lessons together. I eating dinner. I watch tv. I drink tea or coffee.

I read my book. I sitting some and 1 going to bed after.
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APPENDIX-E. Sample Posttest of A2 Level

Choose one of the questions below and write a paragraph.

1. Write an email to a friend whom you have not seen for a while and tell him/her things
you have and have not done since you last saw him/her.

2. Write a post for a blog to promote a place (a beach, a lake, an island etc.) in your country.

3. You are looking for a roommate. Write ‘a roommate ad’ to find one. What is the house
like? What is the neighborhood like? How much is the rent per month? Add your

personal information to your ad.

Dear Ecevit,

| haven't seen you for a long time. | hope you are fine. | remember that you live in Germany. | traveled to
Germany last week but, | hadn't time to see you. So | decided to send this mail. Tell me about yourself, For
example; Did you graduate from university, did you like to Germany, did you lern another language.

In 2015 you went to abroad for education and we haven't seen each other. Just we talked on the phone.
After you went to Germany, | graduated from high school. | wanted to be a pilot. But | couldn't so that is
destiny. So | am studying medicine. | am working a lot to be a proffesional doctor. However, do you
remember that we have played table tennis on school team? We were very succesfull. | gave up to play
table tennis because, my university department is very hard. Do you play table tennis still? If you come there
we play table tennis again.

| freezed my university for a while, After that | have made a craziness. | went to England. | am trying to
improve my English here. England is very crowded also it's rainy. | live in there for six month. | worked in a
restaurant as a waiter. | haven't learnt English exactly but | have learnt traditional foods. Actually | don't like
their tastes. In my opinion Turkey is better than England.

| am going to come to Germany next month again. If you avaible for meeting, you return my mail. | hope
you aren't busy.

See you soon. :)
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