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Abstract: As anascent research domain, there is a scarcity of research studies that examine the levels of assessment
literacy, perceptions, beliefs, and practices among students concerning their Student Writing Assessment Literacy
(SWAL). To address this research gap, the present study adopts a mixed-methods design, incorporating the Scale of
SWAL (Xu et al., 2023) alongside semi-structured interviews. 134 students answered the scale, while an additional
twelve students volunteered to participate in the interviews. Student responses from the scale were subjected to analysis
through descriptive statistics, revealing a notable correlation between students’ comprehension of assessment
objectives and the manifestation of positive attitudes towards learning. Nevertheless, a misalignment was noticed
between their theoretical understanding and beliefs and their pragmatic implementation regarding written assignments.
Interview data underwent analysis through thematic analysis, elucidating four main themes: (1) feedback valuation, (2)
scoring criteria awareness, (3) feedback delivery preferences, and (4) alternative assessment avoidance. Implications
emphasise the importance of involving students in the assessment process and advocate for teacher training initiatives
to enhance SWAL. Future research could broaden their scope to reach diverse academic levels and integrate grades as
a variable. Overall, the present study provides valuable insights into SWAL, shedding light on assessment practices at
the tertiary level.

Keywords: Assessment knowledge, assessment literacy, student writing assessment literacy, writing assessment,
writing assessment literacy

0z: Yeni gelismekte olan bir arastirma alani olarak, dgrencilerin Ogrenci Yazma Degerlendirme Okuryazarligi
(SWAL) ile ilgili dil degerlendirme okuryazarlik diizeylerini, algilarini, inanglarini ve uygulamalarini inceleyen
arastirma sayist oldukga azdir. Bu arastirma boslugunu gidermek i¢in, bu ¢alisma, yar1 yapilandirilmis goriismelerin
yani sira SWAL Olgegini (Xu vd., 2023) igeren karma bir yontem tasarimini benimsemistir. 134 {iniversite hazirlik
sinifi 6grencisi 8lgegi yamitlarken, on iki dgrenci de goriismelere katilmak igin géniillii olmustur. Ogrencilerin dlgekten
aldiklar1 yanitlar tanimlayic istatistikler araciligiyla analize tabi tutulmus ve 6grencilerin degerlendirme hedeflerini
anlamalar1 ile 6grenmeye yonelik olumlu tutum sergilemeleri arasinda kayda deger bir korelasyon oldugu ortaya
¢ikmistir. Bununla birlikte, 6grencilerin teorik anlayislari ve inanglari ile yazili 6devlere iliskin pragmatik uygulamalari
arasinda bir uyumsuzluk oldugu fark edilmistir. Yari-yapilandirilmis goriisme verileri tematik analiz yoluyla analiz
edilmis ve dort ana tema ortaya c¢ikmustir: (1) geribildirim degerlemesi, (2) puanlama kriterleri farkindaligi, (3)
geribildirim verme tercihleri ve (4) alternatif degerlendirmeden kaginma. Bulgular, 6grencileri degerlendirme siirecine
dahil etmenin 6nemini vurgulamakta ve SWAL’1 gelistirmek igin 0gretmen egitimi girisimlerini savunmaktadir.
Gelecekteki arastirmalar, farkli akademik seviyelere ulagmak ve notlart bir degisken olarak entegre etmek igin
kapsamlarini genigletebilir. Genel olarak, mevcut ¢alijma SWAL konusunda degerli bilgiler sunmakta ve
yiiksekogretim diizeyindeki degerlendirme uygulamalarina 1s1k tutmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Degerlendirme bilgisi, degerlendirme okuryazarligi, 6grenci yazma degerlendirme okuryazarligi,
yazma degerlendirmesi, yazma degerlendirme okuryazarligi
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Introduction

alluding to enhancing teaching and learning (Davies, 2008;
Inbar-Lourie, 2008; Stiggins, 1991; Taylor, 2013). In recent

Assessment literacy (AL), referring to the capacity of
individuals involved in education to identify and effectively
use assessment instruments for educational and evaluative
purposes (Taylor, 2009) has garnered substantial research
attention in the early twenty-first century. This heightened
attention towards AL can be attributed to its significant
potential impact on the dynamics of instruction and learning
within the educational setting. For this reason, AL imposes a
consequential responsibility on stakeholders, necessitating that
each party involved possess a comprehensive understanding of
the fundamental concepts and principles governing assessment
(Jeong, 2013; Popham, 2009). Language assessment literacy
(LAL), encompassing competencies in designing, executing,
and assessing evaluation instruments, pertains to the
compendium of expertise, proficiencies, and methodologies
linked to in-class assessment within the cadre of educators,

years, while LAL has drawn noteworthy global attention
(Lam, 2019; Olmezer-Oztiirk & Aydim, 2018; Tian et al.,
2021), there remain numerous uncharted areas warranting
further investigation. To date, most research on LAL has
centred on educators, whereas investigations concentrating on
students as the focal point are notably scarce and sporadic.

In response to the current research gap concerning student
assessment literacy (SAL), and to enhance our understanding
of writing assessment knowledge, the present study
endeavours to examine student writing assessment literacy
(SWAL) of a group of English preparatory school students at
a state university in Turkey. Employing a mixed-methods
approach, this study seeks to explore students’ foundational
knowledge regarding SWAL, along with their perspectives
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and opinions regarding writing assessment within the context
of their educational experiences.

Literature Review

A noteworthy body of research has delved into LAL domain,
exploring conceptual frameworks, stakeholders’ perceptions,
beliefs, practices, and their LAL levels in previous studies
(e.g., Fulcher, 2012; Scarino, 2013; Vogt & Tsagari, 2014). To
illustrate, investigating the evolution of assessment
methodologies in three stakeholder groups (professional
language testers, EFL teachers, and graduate students in
language studies programmes), Yan and Fan (2020) conducted
one-on-one  semi-structured interviews with  twenty
participants. The findings revealed that the cultivation of LAL
is primarily contingent on the contextual nuances and
experiential facets. Additionally, it was discerned that teachers
and students engaged in language testing studies exhibited a
greater familiarity with LAL terminologies and a heightened
capacity for self-assessment of their LAL profiles.

Conversely, to address the existing research gap
concerning teacher candidates in Japan, Roslan et al. (2022)
executed a mixed-methods investigation involving fifty-six
participants. Their findings revealed a notable deficiency in
language testing and assessment (LTA) knowledge among
teacher candidates, irrespective of their levels of teaching
experience. The study findings additionally signified that the
participants underwent neither pre-service nor in-service
training, implying that their acquisition of knowledge in LTA
occurs experientially within their professional milieu,
facilitated by mentorship or collaborative interactions with
peers in educational institutions.

Thanks to previous studies, persuasive evidence has
emerged, underscoring the influence of assessment on
students’ learning objectives and academic achievements (e.g.,
Davari Torshizi & Bahraman, 2019; Denton & Mcllroy, 2017).
However, there are limited number of research studies in
which student assessment literacy (SAL) has been explicitly
used (Hannigan et al., 2022). In this respect, a study conducted
by Smith et al. (2013) stands out as one of the highly acclaimed
contributions to SAL, which outlined the concept within a tri-
dimensional framework. According to this conceptualization,
students need to (1) understand the purpose of assessment and
how it connects with their learning trajectory, (2) be aware of
the processes of assessment and how they might affect
students’ capacity to complete the assessment, and (3) be able
to judge their own responses to assessment tasks so that they
can identify what is good about their work and what still needs
to be improved. Building on this conceptualization, other
research studies (e.g., Baird et al., 2017; Chan & Luo, 2021;
Chen et al, 2023) have attempted to broaden our
understanding of SAL and how it can contribute to the success
of the learners (Stiggins, 2008).

Empirical research on students’” LAL is notably lacking;
however, previous research has suggested that LAL
contributes significantly to improving student performance
and achievement (Aitken, 2011). Namely, focusing on the
students’ perceptions of different assessment types, Pereira et
al. (2016) aimed to depict the distinctions between Portuguese
and Swedish students. The study findings revealed that despite
similar perceptions of assessment, students’ assessment
experiences varied owing to disparities in the educational
systems in both countries. Furthermore, Lodge (2008) asserted
that students possess the capacity to assess their own learning
through various criteria and strategies and that they can
establish connections between their current learning

experiences and future practices. Additionally, other studies
have pointed to the significance of teachers in encouraging
their students to take ownership of their academic studies and
to facilitate their mutual progression toward pedagogical
objectives through self- and peer assessment (William, 2018).
Overall, LAL hinges upon students engaging in active
collaboration with educators to augment their ability for self-
assessment (Charteris & Thomas, 2017). It is, therefore, vital
for students to assume an active role and shoulder their own
responsibilities within the assessment process (Alonzo, 2016).

More specifically, written assessment has entered the
studies because of scholarly endeavours and calls in recent
year to incorporate other skills in the language learning process
in connection to SAL. More importantly, the act of writing is
assumed to have a significant role in fostering the cultivation
of problem-solving and critical thinking competencies, which
are indispensable for students’ pedagogical growth (White,
2009). Moreover, to engage in effective writing assessment
methodologies, both teachers and students must possess a
proficient understanding of LAL (Lee, 2017). The body of
writing assessment literacy (WAL) research emphasises
teachers, with fewer studies centred on students. For instance,
Hirvela and Belcher (2007) discussed the importance of
instructing teachers both during pre- and in-service and what
kind of programmes can be implemented for this purpose.
Similarly, Weigle (2007) proposed that writing instructors
should receive comprehensive training to develop, implement,
assess, and effectively convey the results of trustworthy and
valid classroom assessment. Building on this proposal, Crusan
(2010) asserted that second language (L2) writing teachers
should possess the capacity to create writing prompts and
recognise the salience of assessment criteria, as well as use the
results from writing assessment to enhance teaching and
learning. Likewise, Crusan et al. (2016) reported that 63% of
the participant teachers learnt about writing assessment either
in general or in a course; nevertheless, they still reported
concerns about their assessment skills in writing. In contrast,
Mellati and Khademi (2018) found out that educators with
high LAL levels wielded a substantial influence on the writing
proficiency of their students.

In recent years, there has been a transition in the emphasis
on WAL, accompanied by a noticeable increase in research
studies (e.g., Rezai et al., 2021), advocating for increased
explorations into students’ WAL levels, beliefs, and
perceptions. For example, Colby-Kelly & Turner (2007)
suggested that more emphasis should be placed on self- and
peer assessment, and that teachers should implement formative
assessment strategies in their curriculum. Moreover, Su (2014)
proposed that a person-based approach, emphasising student
self-guidance, holds significant implications for higher
education institutions striving to enhance student achievement.
Similarly, to learn more about learners’ comprehension and
perspectives on assessment, Butler et al. (2021) executed a
sequence of semi-structured interviews with upper primary
school students. Results indicated that, notwithstanding the
absence of specific training in LTA, the participants
demonstrated profound knowledge and familiarity with
English-language assessments. The results emphasise that
involving students in assessment discussions serves as a
channel to enhance their self-reflective abilities about learning
objectives, improving their understanding of assessment
purposes and skills as a result. Further, Xu et al. (2023), who
worked with university students to design and validate the
Scale of SWAL, asserted that SWAL encompasses broader
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considerations related to the evaluation of writing
performance, both within and beyond the classroom context,
which includes activities, such as self-assessment and
receiving feedback from teachers and peers. The study also
addressed various strategies employed in the written
assignment, including scoring rubrics, technological tools, and
personal expertise for managing diverse writing assessment
tasks, supporting the previous research studies in SWAL
(Crusan et al., 2016; Chan & Luo, 2021; Smith et al., 2013).
Hence, this brief literature review accentuates one salient
point concerning WAL. There are few empirical studies which
investigated the subject among students, and more research is
warranted as the implementation of effective writing
assessment methodologies is paramount for the development
of SWAL. Additionally, as per the researcher’s awareness,
there is a dearth of empirical research with students as the
central participants in the existing literature. Because of this
“research-practice gap” (Crusan, 2022, p. 431), and as a
response to the call for further research to enhance and
rejuvenate discussions in LTA (Inbar-Lourie, 2013), the
current study adopted a mixed-methods approach with Scale
of SWAL (Xu et al., 2023) and semi-structured interviews.
Overall, this study is informed by two research questions:

1. What are the levels of student writing assessment
literacy (SWAL) among university preparatory
school students concerning their proficiency in
knowledge, belief, behaviour, and critique?

2. What are the perspectives and opinions of university
preparatory  school students towards writing
assessment, and how do these opinions impact their
motivation, engagement, and learning in their written
assignments?

Methodology
Research Context

In Turkey, schools of foreign languages deliver intensive
language instruction within preparatory programmes, which
students must successfully complete before moving onto their
departments. At the school in which the study was conducted,
there are five language levels: A+ (upper-intermediate), A
(intermediate), B (pre-intermediate), C (elementary), and D
(beginner). Regardless of their levels, students participate in
both classroom-based and extracurricular activities, in
addition to completing graded assignments designed to
improve their language proficiency. Notably, teachers
routinely administer writing tasks both within and outside the
classroom, at the end of which they provide detailed feedback,
including error codes, to aid students’ writing skills.
Furthermore, the writing component contributes to twenty
percent of the exam during the term and holds the same weight
for the end-of-year examination. Consequently, it can be
asserted that the acquisition of writing skills is critical for these
students. Recognising the paramount significance of writing as
a productive skill, this educational context was deliberately
chosen due to its pivotal focus on writing instruction and
assessment.

Participants

For the study, 134 students (56 male and 78 female) aged from
17 to 24 (M=19.12) studying at the preparatory programme of
a state university in Turkey participated in the study. Table 1
presents information about the participants.

Table 1: Information on scale participants
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Gender Male 56 41.8%
Female 78 58.2%

Age group 17-19 92 68.7%
20-24 42 31.3%

Department Communication 53 39.6%
Sciences
Economics and 46 34.3%
Administrative
Sciences
Education 16 11.9%
Humanities 11 8.2%
Others 8 6.0%

Level A+ 27 20.1%
A 20 14.9%
B 26 19.4%
C 33 24.6%
D 28 20.9%

Year of study  First year 126 94.0%
Second year 8 6.0%

As Table 1 shows, students studying at different

departments participated in the study, Communication
Sciences and Economics being the highest contributors (n=53,
n=46 respectively), making 73.9% of the total participants. As
for the proficiency level of the students, lower-level students
contributed more to the study. It is also interesting to note that
94.0% of the participants were in their first year of the prep
school.

For the semi-structured interviews, convenience sampling
was employed due to the availability and accessibility of the
participants within the contextual framework of the study
(Dérnyei, 2007), and purposive sampling approach was also
employed (Bernard, 2002). Table 2 presents information about
the interview participants.

Table 2: Information on interview participants
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S1 F 18 Education A+ 1 No
S2 M 18 Education A+ 1 No
S3 F 17 Economics A+ 1  Yes
S4 F 18 Communication A+ 1  Yes
S5 F 19 Education A+ 1 Yes
S6 F 18 Humanities A+ 1  Yes
S7 F 18 Humanities A 1  Yes
S8 M 18 Economics B 1 No
S9 M 18 Economics B 1 Yes
S10 F 18 Communication B 1  Yes
S11 M 18 Economics C 1  Yes
S12  F 18 Other (Graphic Arts) D 1 No

As Table 2 shows, the highest number of interview
participants came from A+, the highest level (upper-
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intermediate) at the school. There were four male and eight
female students, coming from all departments which
represented the sample from the questionnaires. Although all
the interview participants’ year-of-study at the prep school was
their first year, only four of the participants have taken a course
on writing before.

Instruments

In this study, the Scale of SWAL (Xu et al., 2023) was
employed with certain adaptations. First, the scale was
translated into Turkish to ensure accessibility for all
participants. The scale was translated into Turkish by a native
speaker, and then translated back into English by another
native speaker. Second, to align with the characteristics of the
study population and the research objectives, a series of
adjustments were introduced. For instance, several examples
and explanations were added in between parentheses to make
the items clearer to students from all levels in terms of writing
assessment at the school. As a result, certain items have been
redefined and adjusted to better accommodate the specific
practices within the university context. Finally, two experts
were consulted who offered feedback to enhance the clarity
and comprehensibility of the scale.

The first part of the scale involved questions related to
participants’ demographic characteristics, such as gender, age,
department, proficiency level, and year of study at the school.
The second part of the scale included twenty-four questions
related to SWAL in four dimensions: knowledge (six items),
belief (six items), behaviour (six items), and critique (six
items). Each item in the scale were written in Likert-scale, ‘1’
denoting “strongly disagree” to ‘5’ signifying “strongly agree”
(See Appendix A for the scale).

Data Collection

The participants for the scale were selected with the
convenience sampling due to their accessibility and
availability (Mackey & Gass, 2022). Students from each
proficiency level have been selected so that the sample could
represent the characteristics of the population. It took fifteen
minutes to complete the questionnaire.

Second, a supplementary data collection tool was
incorporated into the research design to improve the reliability
and the internal validity of the study (Creswell & Creswell,
2018). After the scale completion, a subset of students was
extended invitations to participate in semi-structured
interviews, with participation being entirely voluntary. The
interviews included questions about SWAL, the significance
attributed to writing assessment, their beliefs and perspectives
regarding writing tasks and assessments, receiving feedback,
and their involvement in alternative assessment methods. Each
semi-structured interview lasted between fifteen to twenty
minutes, and all the interviews were conducted in Turkish, the
interviewees’ native language.

The study employed a mixed-methods approach to
expound upon, enrich, and illustrate the outcomes derived
from the quantitative results by complementing them with the
outcomes gathered from the qualitative analysis, thereby
augmenting the overall significance of the study (Greene,
2007).

Data Analysis

Data from the scale, which asked students about their
knowledge, beliefs, behaviours, and critique about their
SWAL, were analysed using descriptive statistics (i.e.,

frequency, percentage, means, and standard deviations). All
analyses were conducted using SPSS version 26.

For the qualitative data analysis, semi-structured
interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim. As
the interviews were conducted in Turkish, all the transcriptions
were translated into English for the data analysis. Thematic
data analysis was chosen to analyse the data qualitatively
because it presents a more approachable method of analysis
(Braun & Clarke, 2006). It also presents a pragmatic and
readily approachable method for conducting research, in cases
where the alternative approaches may be obscure, intricate, or
challenging (Braun & Clarke, 2012).

For the analysis of the data, the researcher systematically
analysed the recurring patterns in the dataset. After a process
of coding, categorising, and interpreting the information, the
main themes of the study emerged within the dataset. First, the
transcripts were broken into excerpts and grouped into codes
(open coding). Later, these codes were put into categories
(axial coding). Finally, these categories comprised the main
themes of the study (Corbin & Strauss, 1990). Finally, decisive
step was taken to ensure that themes reflected dependability
and that the data analysis is trustworthy and credible (Nowell
et al., 2017). For this purpose, a fellow researcher was asked
to review the codes and themes to achieve consensus on the
themes of the research.

Results
Results from the Scale

For the quantitative analysis, scale results are analysed using
descriptive statistics. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was
calculated as .887, a commendable value, particularly
considering the acknowledged standard of acceptability being
above .60 (Ddrnyei & Dewaele, 2022). Table 3 presents the
results from the scale.

Table 3: Descriptive statistics (frequency, means, and
standard deviation) of the scale

Item 17 2 3 4 5 M SD

SWALQI 1 9 24 65 35 393 881

SWALQ2 - 1 8 77 48  4.28 .608
SWALQ3 1 11 21 58 43 3098 938
SWALQ4 2 10 22 58 41 395 952
SWALQS5 3 7 38 55 31 3.78 .939
SWALQ6 - 3 20 56 55 422 179
SWALQ7 3 4 9 47 71 434 901

SWALQS 1 1 4 51 77 451 .669
SWALQ9 1 2 16 43 72 437 .809
SWALQI0 2 12 32 40 48 390 1.042
SWALQI1 - 1 10 49 74 446 .668
SWALQI12 2 4 19 51 58 419 .894
SWALQI3 10 28 40 48 8 3.12  1.048
SWALQI4 17 36 22 33 26 3.11 1341
SWALQI5 - 1320 65 36 393 .897
SWALQl6 2 2 20 77 33  4.02 770
SWALQ17 1 8 33 56 36 3.88 902
SWALQIS8 1 2 23 62 46 412 795

SWALQI9 4 12 28 59 31 375 1.007
SWALQ20 2 7 19 68 38 399 .880
SWALQ21 1 3 12 65 53 424 768
SWALQ22 9 17 34 45 29 351 1.162
SWALQ23 3 22 20 50 39 375 1.115
SWALQ24 4 6 25 53 46 3.98 992

2 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree, M = means, SD =
standard deviation
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The first dimension of the scale was related to

comprehending the objectives of assessment, potential adverse
repercussions associated with writing assessment, and diverse
methodologies employed in evaluating writing proficiency
(Xu et al., 2023). In this dimension, the highest mean score
came from the second item in the scale (M=4.28; SD=.608),
closely followed by the sixth item (M=4.22; SD=.779). While
participants demonstrated an inclination for elevated
knowledge, their responses to the fifth item on the scale
indicated a deficiency in their capacity to apply this knowledge
in assessing their written tasks (M=3.78; SD=.939).
The second dimension of the scale is associated with the
function of writing in fostering the development of writing
proficiency, the influence of writing assessment on emotional
responses, and the inclination to participate in writing
assessment activities (Xu et al., 2023). Mean scores of the
items in this dimension suggest that the participants are
familiar with the functions of written assessment and that they
are positively affected by the written activities. For instance,
more than 95% of the participants responded that engaging
with teacher corrective feedback is important to improve
writing proficiency (M=4.51; SD=.669). Similarly, more than
91% think that writing assessment help them see their
strengths and weaknesses in their written assessments
(M=4.46; SD=.668). Although the participants indicated
positive approaches towards writing assessment, they also
responded that such an attitude does not encourage them to
write more (M=3.90; SD=1.042).

The third dimension of the scale is related to the application
of strategies for varied writing assessment tasks, deliberate
reflection on the writing assessment process, and the
discernment and utilization of assessment outcomes to
enhance subsequent advancements in writing proficiency (Xu
et al., 2023). In the scale, high mean scores of the participants
in the ‘belief” dimension are not reflected in the ‘behaviour’
dimension. For instance, less than 30% of the participants
responded that they do not use the scoring criteria to assess
their written work (M=3.12, SD=1.048). Similarly, the
participants also responded that they do not use computer
technology to assess their written work. Despite not actively
engaging, participants expressed a commitment to enhancing
their writing proficiency through reflective consideration of
their assessment (M=4.12, SD=.795).

The fourth and final dimension of the scale encompasses
six items concerning the critical analysis of writing assessment
outcomes, including the evaluation of feedback, and actively
participating in dialogues with peers or instructors to enhance
the writing assessment process (Xu et al., 2023). For item 21,
more than 80% of the participants affirmed their sense of
responsibility towards their teachers to improve their written
assessment. However, this is not reflected in their answers
regarding communicating with their peers or teachers in items
23 and 24 respectively (M=3.75; SD=1.007, M=3.98;
SD=.992). The results from the critique dimension were the
lowest from all four dimensions, and the mean scores of the
items showed the highest fluctuation regarding standard
deviation.

Results from the Semi-Structured Interviews

The data gathered from the semi-structured interviews were
first analysed to be familiar with the dataset. Later, the
researcher closely looked at the patterns that kept coming up
in the dataset. After defining the recurrent keywords and
phrases in the dataset, the broader categories were formed.
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Finally, after classifying, categorising, and analysing the data,
the categories were transformed into the main themes of the
study. The following section presents the themes in detail.

Feedback valuation: prioritising feedback over grades

The predominant theme which consistently arose during the
semi-structured interviews revolved around receiving
corrective feedback on their written assignments (i.e., tasks
and exams). When queried regarding the significance of
feedback, students underscored the importance of receiving
corrective and constructive feedback from their instructors
upon the completion of a written assignment, asserting that it
holds greater importance than merely receiving passing
grades. When asked to express the relative importance, S3
articulated her perspective this way: “The feedback I receive
is much more important for me because I don’t make the same
mistake again once I have been taught. That is why it is very
important for me.” Therefore, it can be suggested that the
provision of corrective feedback to students on their written
assessments may engender a positive washback effect on their
overall learning objectives.

Similarly, S1 also thinks that the feedback she receives at
the end of her written tasks is helpful for her future studies and
motivates her to be more conscious about her writing progress.
In the interview she said, “when I write again, I pay attention
to my mistakes according to the feedback I received before.”
In this sense, the feedback S1 receives is valuable for her as it
motivates her, highlights her strengths and areas of
improvement, and guides her towards improvement because
“the feedback I receive during the tasks is very useful. It shows
me what I can and cannot do.”

Furthermore, other students also recognised the
significance of receiving feedback on their written
assignments. Upon seeking clarification regarding their
perspective on the benefits of feedback, S11 stated that “it is
very important to see the mistakes I made and get feedback,”
while S12 said that “I want to see my mistakes, I want to know
where 1 went wrong.” In a comparable context, with a
heightened emphasis on emotional aspects, S5 conveyed an
eager anticipation for feedback on her written assignment,
expressing curiosity about the evaluation of her paper.
Likewise, S1 stated that she experiences negative feelings if
she makes mistakes in her written tasks. She said, “there are
mistakes that I did not notice when I was writing at the time,
but I realised later. I say that I will pay more attention to my
mistakes next time. Sometimes, I also get angry with myself
for making mistakes, but it can happen.” In this context, these
findings align closely with Fulcher’s (2010) proposition that
“washback remains a significant and emotionally charged
subject,” (p. 278) a sentiment applicable not only to educators
but also resonant among students.

Conversely, while other students articulated the perceived
value of corrective feedback on their written assignments, their
principal emphasis rested on receiving passing grades for their
written assignments. To elaborate, S10 stated her preference
for the grades. She stated that the first thing she does when she
receives her written assessment paper is to look at the grade:
“Unfortunately, I look at the grades first. Then I look at the
feedback, but not in detail. I mostly look at my grade.”
Pointing to the distinction between a written task (formative
assessment) and writing question in the exam (summative
assessment), S7 stated that “in tasks, feedback is more
important. I look at the feedback I receive there. But in the
exam, I directly look at the grade first. It is necessary to get
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good grades to pass.”” While the student demonstrates
heightened concern regarding the requisite grade for
successful preparatory school completion, she concurrently
exhibits commendable awareness of the imperative associated
with both summative and formative assessment. It is,
therefore, noteworthy that she stands alone among her peers in
acknowledging the broader significance of summative
assessment in a general context.

Scoring Criteria Awareness:
Descriptors

Perspectives on the

The second focal area in a sizeable portion of the semi-
structured interviews revolved around students’ awareness of
the scoring criteria used for the evaluation of their written
compositions. To explain briefly, at the school in which the
study was conducted, the scoring criteria consist of four
descriptors  (i.e., content, organisation, grammatical
competence, and lexical competence). At the beginning of the
academic term, students are provided with detailed
information regarding the components of the scoring criteria.
Subsequently, the results of their task assignments and
examinations are disclosed, placing emphasis on the four
components delineated within the scoring criteria.

Following this brief explanation, it is important to note that
inquiries regarding students’ familiarity with the scoring
criteria yielded diverse responses from each student in the
interviews. For example, S2 vocalised a lack of awareness
regarding the criteria. When prompted further, he emphasised
that he was not interested in finding out how his written work
would be assessed. However, after a brief overview of the four
components of the scoring criteria, the student proposed that
the coherence of ideas (i.e., organisation) and the production
of grammatical accurate sentences (i.e., grammatical
competence) hold greater significance in his written
assignments.

In a similar vein, S5 stated her lack of knowledge regarding
the scoring criteria. She said “I looked at the criteria, but I
don’t remember much. It doesn’t matter.” Upon articulating
her perspective on the scoring criteria, she elucidated an
inclination for two of the components, asserting that the
substance of her written works (i.e., content) and the range and
variety of the vocabulary employed (i.e., lexical competence)
hold paramount significance in her written assessments.
Similarly, S6 also exhibited a lack of awareness regarding the
scoring criteria applied to evaluate her written assignment.
Nevertheless, after a brief explanation, she conveyed a
viewpoint underscoring the significance of content in her
written tasks, noting, “it is important that the content is rich.”

Strikingly, S9 emerged as one of the students who offered
extensive insights into the scoring criteria. Upon inquiry into
his awareness of the criteria, he articulated detailed ideas and
perspectives, suggesting that his knowledge may have been
cultivated through instruction on the use of the rubric from one
of his classroom teachers. When asked about the component
he sees most crucial, he expressed, ““all of them seem to be very
important in themselves, but I think it can be organisation.
Vocabulary may also be important. Content depends on the
person, but I still think all of them are important.” Likewise,
S7 also outlined her perspectives into the scoring criteria,
saying that “content is more important because organisation is
easy when you know what to write about. Also, I don’t make
grammar mistakes, so the rest is easy. I think content is much
more important.” Furthermore, S3 also thought that content is
more important than the other components. When asked about

her awareness of the scoring criteria, she stated, “they are all
important, but I think the content should be perfect. If there is
no content, grammar doesn’t matter anyway. The rest
disappears.” It is, therefore, important to note that students
from different proficiency levels show distinct levels of
awareness concerning the scoring criteria. Also, they reported
deeming different components of the scoring criteria as
important for themselves.

Feedback Delivery Preferences: Verbal Communication
for Increased Effectiveness

Another prevalent theme that surfaced during the interviews is
associated with the students’ preferences for receiving
corrective feedback on their written works. All students in the
interviews expressed a preference for receiving feedback
through both oral and written channels. Consistent with the
thematic focus of the study, it is unsurprising to observe that
students exhibit a strong preference for receiving feedback
through more efficacious means.

All students were vocal about the effectiveness of verbal
feedback. For instance, S8 advocated that receiving feedback
is related to learning the language; therefore, he stated, “my
teacher calls me with my paper, and shows me my mistakes
one by one. He shows what I got right and wrong. Then he
gives a detailed explanation. It is much more useful for me this
way.” In preferring verbal feedback, S6 supported this notion
by stating that “I want to have verbal feedback because, for
example, when the teacher writes something on my paper, I
may not even understand it. That’s why I think it is more useful
to be able to receive verbal feedback.” She also emphasised
her desire to improve her language proficiency effectively
through her preparatory school education, suggesting that
feedback she does not fully comprehend may impede this
objective.

On a more emotional side, S12 expressed her wish to
receive clearer feedback on her written assignment because
she thought that it would make her feel better about her skills.
She said, “sometimes when I write very long paragraphs, I
want verbal feedback because then I may not be able to
understand the written feedback. So, I would be much happier
if I got verbal feedback.” Supporting this perspective, S3 also
thought that receiving verbal feedback is more effective than
receiving only written feedback because she said, “verbal
feedback is much better because when I ask the teacher
something, she follows it up and gives me examples and so on.
That’s why it is much better for me to be able to hear it than
simply writing it on my paper.” In the end, she also stated that
her teacher devotes a full lesson hour to providing feedback to
each student in the class, which is consistent with the report of
S10, who stated that “we could even set aside a class time for
this and show us our mistakes in that class time.” She
expressed that, in such an instance, she could benefit from
receiving verbal feedback, seeing it a more effective means of
feedback for her.

However, the other students also favoured receiving only
written feedback if they received everything in detail in written
form. For instance, S9 said, “I can understand what my teacher
wants me to see in the notes on the paper, that’s enough for
me. Some people prefer both written and verbal, but I think it
might be difficult, so written feedback is enough for me.” On
this note, S5 also conveyed a preference for exclusively
written feedback, provided that her teacher includes
comprehensive comments directly on her paper. She voiced a
preference for discovering and understanding her errors
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through written feedback, indicating a greater affinity for this
mode than verbal communication. Moreover, S11 shared an
experience in which his teacher shared his written paper along
with a voice recording which included his feedback. As a
result, it can be inferred that the students collectively exhibit a
substantial comprehension of their preferences regarding the
reception of corrective feedback on their written assessments.

Alternative Assessment Avoidance: Limited Engagement
in Self- and Peer Assessment

The ultimate and most striking theme that surfaced during the
interviews was the notable absence of engagement among
students in either self- or peer assessment concerning written
assessment. When asked about if they were engaged in
practices associated with alternative assessment, all the
students in the study demonstrated a lack of awareness of such
practices. For instance, following a brief exploration of
awareness regarding scoring criteria, students were
subsequently queried about their engagement in grading their
written papers. It is noteworthy that certain students refrained
from drafting additional and extracurricular written tasks
independently. Among those who dedicated time to create
written tasks for feedback, there was an absence of self-
assessment. Instead, their reported practice centred around the
processes of editing and proofreading their work prior to
submission to their teachers.

When asked about her involvement in alternative
assessment, S4 associated self- and peer assessment with
editing her written work, and said, “we did an activity in the
class, I showed my activity to my pair, and she showed her
paper to me.” When prompted further, S4 said that her
involvement primarily extended to looking for grammatical
aspects within her peer’s paper. Similarly, S9 stated that he
does not show his written work to any of his classmates,
expressing a reluctance to engage in the review of their papers
because he “might miss it because [he doesn’t] know.”
Furthermore, indicating a potential sense of inadequacy in
grading others’ papers, S12 remarked, “I will write, but
grading...it is my teacher’s job,” alluding to a perceived low
level of assessment literacy.

On a distinct note, S7 conveyed that she and her classmates
actively participate in the review of each other’s written works.
However, their primary aim is to provide constructive
feedback to one another for mutual improvement. She said,
“my friends and I look at what we write, but we do not grade
what we write. At this stage, feedback is more effective than
grades.” Similarly, S8 engaged in a similar activity through an
in-class activity. However, he reported not grading each
other’s papers. In this sense, he said, “I made a few trials, but
not to evaluate the paper. Grades are not important for me. I
showed my paper to get opinions, to get feedback, and to write
better.” While these two students point to the attributes of
alternative assessment, their comments imply a lack of
instruction on the efficacy of self- and peer assessment
methodologies.

Discussion, Conclusion, and Suggestions

While the scale results yielded meaningful insights into
students” SWAL, it is crucial to consider each dimension in the
scale individually, as they each highlight distinct features that
require attention. It can be argued that students indicated a low
level of written assessment knowledge, indicated by their
responses in the first dimension. They reported being familiar
with the purposes of written assessment, but when it comes to

the specifics, such as the scoring criteria, their responses
indicated a lack of knowledge, indicating a lack of ability to
use what they know at the end of a written assessment. This
result can be related to the fact that they are not instructed on
the written assessment and the scoring criteria at the beginning
of their prep school education. It is, therefore, crucial to inform
students of the steps included in the evaluation of their written
tasks. As Watanabe (2011) suggested, knowledge about
language assessment can help students learn the language
more efficiently, which is evidenced by the student responses
in the scale.

Mean scores of the items in the second dimension were also
low. The responses revealed that engaging in the activities that
occur at the end of the written assessment, such as writing
more ungraded compositions, are not held highly by the
students. This might suggest that students might see
extracurricular activities and formative assessment as extra
and tedious. However, it is noteworthy to note that students are
advised to actively endeavour to use each assessment to
enhance their understanding for subsequent improvement
(Stiggins, 2007). Because of student responses in the third
dimension, there may be a misalignment between students’
beliefs and their actions. Six items in this dimension allowed
us to see that students are not acting on their beliefs, as the
mean scores from this dimension yielded the lowest in the
scale. Further, it is important to instruct students in the
processes included in written assessment and guide them to
engage in more effective written performance. However, it can
be conjectured that students’ beliefs and thoughts may not
manifest in their actions, as suggested by the answers in the
study. It is also important to acknowledge that previous studies
have suggested that even meticulously crafted feedback on an
assignment may carry limited significance for students unless
students engage in written assessment (O’Donovan et al.,
2004).

The final dimension also revealed significant insights into
students’ lack of awareness and capability in terms of
alternative assessment methods. The reason behind this
incompetence in terms of self- and peer assessment could be
because these two alternative methods are not included in the
school programme and its curriculum. Also, it should be
carried in mind that teachers were not a variable in the study,
and it cannot be known for certain if teachers had the
knowledge to instruct their students in terms of alternative
assessment. As a result, given the pivotal role that self- and
peer assessment play in the context of formative assessment, it
is unexpected to observe their limited and ineffective
implementation. Similarly, previous studies also showed that
use of self- and peer assessment is less prevalent (e.g., Pereira
etal., 2017).

In addressing RQ1, the quantitative data analysis revealed
affirmative outcomes concerning students’ perspective on
their written assessments, as evident in the responses within
the ‘belief’ dimension. Likewise, while the responses within
the ‘knowledge’ dimension indicated a heightened degree of
proficiency in assessment literacy, student responses in the
latter part of the scale revealed a stark contrast, wherein
student responses underscored a misalignment between their
professed beliefs and the practical application of these beliefs.
Consequently, it can be suggested that there exists a
correlation between their perspectives on assessment and their
approaches to learning (Struyven et al., 2005). Also, it can be
proposed that when responding to the questions in the
behaviour and the critique dimensions, participants appeared
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not to translate their knowledge and beliefs into actions
regarding written assessment. This also suggests a potential
misalignment between their cognitive understanding and
practical application in the context of assessing written work.

In terms of the first theme of the study, participants have
been found to prioritise impactful corrective feedback over
mere attainment of passing grades. This underscores the
pivotal role of Assessment for Learning (AfL) can play,
serving as a valuable tool for teachers to enhance student
success in their writing assessment (DeLuca & Klinger, 2010).
As aresult, it is imperative to adeptly convey this perspective
to the students, the most pivotal stakeholder group in
education, ensuring that they do not perceive formative
assessment as superfluous or nonessential work (Yorke, 2003).
It is, therefore, essential to bear in mind that the primary
objective of integrating formative assessment into students’
educational experiences is to facilitate the cultivation of a
disposition towards lifelong learning, guided by the language
teachers (Homayounzadeh & Razmjoo, 2021). It can also be
argued that the reason students do not regard receiving passing
grades as important could be related to the fact that the
curriculum at the target school gives careful attention to
formative assessment, with written tasks accounting for nearly
half of the second part of the overall grades.

Second, the responses provided by the students regarding
their awareness and comprehension of the scoring criteria used
for the evaluation and assessment of their written tasks present
a narrative distinct from what is proposed in the existing
literature. To elucidate, it is recommended that students
assume a leading role in their own learning, undertaking
responsibilities as deemed necessary (Hawe & Dixon, 2014)
because students should possess a clear understanding of the
direction of their academic development (Hattiec & Timperley,
2007). It is also suggested in the literature that teachers might
still be regarded as the sole owners of knowledge within a
classroom setting, but relying solely on teachers as the primary
source of instruction and feedback might no longer be
adequate or appropriate, as this poses the risk of fostering
dependence on others for information about individual
progress and academic achievement (Sadler, 2010). However,
in the current case, teachers are supposed to inform students
about the use of scoring criteria as indicated by the curriculum
of the prep school programme. Whether the instructors inform
the students about the scoring criteria at the beginning of the
term is open to interpretation, and the lack of knowledge on
students’ behalf might be related to teachers’ low level of
LAL.

A noteworthy subject that surfaced in students’ feedback
preferences is related to the use of error codes in the feedback
provided on written assessments. During the interviews, most
students conveyed instances where their teacher employed
error codes, while others recounted experiences wherein their
teachers meticulously explained their mistakes and areas
necessitating improvement in more detail. It is important to
note that it falls on the teachers’ shoulders to guide students
towards the use of error codes before they give corrective
feedback on their students’ written assignments. In the
literature, critiques of assessment design highlight the
excessive emphasis on content and task orientation, also
casting students in a more passive role as mere recipients of
feedback information (Carless, 2011; Tai et. al., 2018). As a
result, it can be posited that preference for verbal over written
feedback may be attributed to factors beyond their assessment
literacy capabilities. Overall, it can be suggested that the

reason students are favouring detailed verbal feedback might
be related to the possibility that they are not equipped with the
necessary tools to decode errors codes and put them into use
to strengthen their written skills, which might indicate low
SWAL levels.

Finally, students should be able to be their own assessors

and play a more active role in the assessment process,
especially in alternative assessment. It is proven that when
incorporated within the instructional framework, formative
assessment can play a particularly significant role in
facilitating student-centred teaching by providing instructors
insights into students’ acquired knowledge or skills and into
areas that require further attention (Shepard, 2000).
Overall, as a response to RQ2, the qualitative findings
corroborated the findings gathered from the quantitative
analysis, emphasising the consolidation of the mismatch
between students’ stated beliefs and presumed knowledge and
their general assessment practices. A particularly noteworthy
discovery from the qualitative analysis was the absence of
alternative assessment practices, a phenomenon that resonates
with the existing literature. Previous research studies into the
alternative assessment also highlight that students are not
engaged in self- and peer assessment (e.g., Pereira et. al.,
2017). Moreover, there are other research studies which aimed
to increase the assessment literacy levels of students using self-
and peer assessment (e.g., Chen et. al., 2023). The research by
Francis (2008) revealed a mismatch between students’ self-
assessment and the grading criteria. Similarly, self-regulated
learning also adds to the performance of students because it is
evidenced that self-regulated learning, as part of self-
assessment, can increase the assessment literacy levels of
students (Panadero et al., 2016). In conclusion, the challenges
identified in students’ engagement with self- and peer
assessment highlight the need for effective strategies to
increase their assessment literacy levels. As evidenced by the
emergent themes in this study, ongoing efforts, such as those
centred on fostering self-regulated learning, offer promising
avenues to elevate students’ successes in writing assessment
literacy.

Implications, Limitations, and Future Directions

It is important to acknowledge that “students who have well-
developed assessment capabilities” (Absolum et al., 2009, p.
5) have more at their disposal to be successful learners. The
results of the study indicated that students who are aware of
what is being asked of them have more positive attitudes and
perceptions towards writing assessment. Previous research in
the field have also shown comparable results (O’Donovan et
al.,, 2001; O’Donovan et al., 2008). Consequently, social
learning mechanisms, including peer review and the
incorporation of pedagogical training for students, aim to
enhance their familiarity with assessment procedures.

That is why students should be included in the assessment
process (Deeley & Bovill, 2017) and must be active
participants in their own learning (Rust et al., 2003). To
achieve this, instruction on assessment can be implemented in
their undergraduate courses (Volante & Fazio, 2007).

Second, it is important to remember that teachers will still
play a prominent role in improving their students SWAL
because they are responsible for implementing effective
approaches to provide assessment information, guiding
students in achieving their educational objectives. As a result,
it can be argued that it is also important to foster LAL levels
of teachers if we want a successful teacher-student

298



An in-depth examination of writing assessment literacy among university preparatory students in Turkish Higher Education

collaboration. It is crucial to acknowledge that the process of
learning emerges through dynamic interactions between
educators and learners (Gipps, 1999), necessitating teachers to
stimulate learning, provide feedback, and involve students
actively in the assessment process (Ataie-Tabar et al., 2019).
It is evident from the study findings that teachers are
responsible for guiding students towards test awareness as
seen in the case of error codes, which can be improved through
improvements in teaching education programmes (Lee & Mao,
2024). For this purpose, workshops, training sessions,
undergraduate lessons, and even graduate lessons that focus on
LAL could be developed in the future for pre-service teachers.
This also calls for teachers to be actively engaged in not only
teaching and assessing writing but also giving efficient and
useful feedback, which asks teachers to be equipped with
feedback literacy (Yu & Lee, 2024). It must also be
acknowledged that previous studies have evidenced that
literacy levels of the writing instructors have an important
effect on students’ writing abilities (e.g., Mellati & Khademi,
2018).

On the other side, the exclusive focus on preparatory
programme students during their initial years at the university
might limit the generalisability of the findings to a broader
student population. Expanding the scope of future research
into various academic levels and institutions would provide a
more comprehensive understanding of SWAL across varied
contexts. Additionally, different institution with unique
assessment practices, scoring criteria, or even teaching
methodologies can play a significant role on students’
assessments. Moreover, the semi-structured interviews, while
providing valuable insights, may be limited by the small
sample size of participants (r#=12). Thematic analysis
enhanced the elucidation and exemplification of the scale-
derived data. However, future research studies can expand the
participant pool to acquire a more extensive of the qualitative
data. Incorporating a larger and more diverse participant
cohort can enrich the depth and breadth of insights, which can
enrich the robustness and generalisability of research findings.
In addition, the current study refrained from considering
students’ writing grades, thus rendering it intricate to establish
more conclusive correlation between students’ written
assessment grades and their attitudes, beliefs, and perspectives
on the assessment process. To address this limitation, future
studies may integrate written grades as a variable and adopt a
triangulation approach, using diverse data collection tools as
well, such as in-class observation and reflective journals.
Therefore, it is advisable to conduct research within the
context of written assignments (Brown et al., 2016; Flores et
al., 2019; Peterson et al., 2015) as this approach plays a pivotal
role in augmenting students’ awareness of the assessment
process. Delving into the dynamics involved in the evaluation
of written assignments, future studies can gather valuable
insights into students’ comprehension, engagement, and
perceptions of assessment, fostering a more comprehensive
understanding of their writing assessment literacy.
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Appendix
Scale of Student Writing Assessment Literacy
DEMOGRAFIK BILGILER
1. Cinsiyetiniz:
() Kadn () Erkek () Diger/Soylemek istemiyorum
2. Yasimz:
()17-18 () 19-20 ()21-22 ()23+
3. Boliimiiniiz:
4. Hazirliktaki dil seviyeniz:
()D @e ()B (A () A+
5. Hazirlikta kag donemdir egitim goriiyorsunuz?
()1 ()2 ()3 ()4

Ogrenci Yazma Degerlendirmesi Okuryazarlik Olgegi

Olgekte, yazma becerilerinize ve yazma ddevlerine yénelik sorular bulunmaktadir. Sorulara asagidakilere gore puan verilmesi
gerekmektedir. Sorular, tutumlarmizi ve goriislerinizi almak iizere hazirlanmistir. Her ifade i¢in dogru veya yanlis cevap yoktur,
bu nedenle liitfen cevaplarimizi diiriistge veriniz.

1- Hi¢ katilmiyorum

2- Katilmiyorum

3- Ne katiliyorum ne katilmiyorum
4- Katilhyorum

5- Kesinlikle katiliyorum
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BILGI

1 | Yazma dersinin degerlendirme ve not verme yontemlerini anlarim (yazma
Odevleri, ara siav).

2 | Yazma derslerinde verilen 6devlerin amaglarini bilirim (yeterlik, basari, teshis).

3 | Yazili ¢alismalarimin hangi kritere gore degerlendirilecegini ve
notlandirilacagini biliyorum.

4 | Yazma becerisi yeterliginin farkli yaklagimlarla ve yontemlerle
degerlendirilebilecegini anliyorum (farkli kriterler, okullar, sartlar vb.).

5 | Yazma 6devlerimi nasil degerlendirecegimi ve notlandiracagimi biliyorum.

6 | Yazma ddevlerimin (6devler ve ara sinav) degerlendirilmesinin ve
notlandirilmasinin neden olabilecegi yan etkileri bilirim (6devlerde yiiksek alip
ara sinava ¢ok calismamak vb.).

INANIS

7 | Yazma ddevlerimin degerlendirilmesi ve notlandirilmasi, bana yazma becerimi
gelistirmek icin yazil1 diizeltici doniit saglar.

8 | Yazma becerilerimi gelistirmek i¢in 6gretmenlerin verdigi yazili diizeltici
doniitleri dikkate almak dnemlidir.

9 | Ogretmenim, yazili 6devimi degerlendirdiginde ve notlandirdiginda mutlu
olurum.

10 | Yazma 6devlerimin degerlendirilmesi ve notlandirilmasi, beni yazmaya daha
fazla tesvik eder.

11 | Yazma 6devlerimin degerlendirilmesi ve notlandirilmasi, benim yazma
becerilerindeki giiclii ve zayif yonlerimi ortaya koyar.

12 | Yazma becerilerinin degerlendirilmesi ve notlandirilmasi, beni yazma dersinin
hedefine ulastirir (6rn; paragraf yazma, essay yazma).
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DAVRANIS
13 | Kendi yazili caligmalarimi degerlendirmek i¢in degerlendirme kriteri
kullanirim.
14 | Yazili 6devlerimi degerlendirmek ve notlandirmak i¢in bilgisayar teknolojisini
kullanirim (Grammarly, OpenAl vb.)
15 | Yazma becerilerinde ne kadar iyi oldugumu anlamak igin yazma 6devlerimi
incelerim.
16 | Eksiklerimi belirlemek ve dili 6grenmem igin neyi bilmem gerektigini anlamak
icin yazma ddevlerimi incelerim.
17 | Ogretmenimin verdigi yazili diizeltici doniitleri etkin bir sekilde kullanirim.
18 | Ogretmenimin verdigi notlar ve déniitler dogrultusunda yazma becerimi
gelistirmek i¢in ¢aba harcarim.
ELESTIRi
19 | Smufigi yazma 6devlerinin verimliligini elestirel bir sekilde sorgularim.
20 | Ogretmenimin verdigi yazil diizeltici déniitleri incelerim ve kullanip
kullanmayacagima karar veririm.
21 | Yazma 6devlerimin degerlendirilmesi ve notlandirilmast ile ilgili
Ogretmenlerimle iletisim kurma sorumlulugumun oldugunun farkindayim.
22 | Hangi doniit seklinin bana daha uygun oldugunu 6gretmenimle konusurum
(6rnegin, sozli veya yazilr).
23 | Yazma becerilerimi ve notlarimi nasil gelistirebilecegim ile ilgili arkadaslarimla
iletigim kurarim.
24 | Yazma becerilerimi ve notlarimi nasil gelistirebilecegim ile ilgili
O0gretmenlerimle iletisim kurarim.
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