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ABSTRACT

Mobile phones and their tools are today changing the language learning environments like never before. As a
skill, writing is perceived as a bigger challenge than any other but mobile-assisted writing practice is changing
this perception for EFL learners. This study adopts a quasi-experimental design with 52 EFL learners at Qassim
University to examine how writing motivation and performance are impacted by the application of MAWP.
Intervention was used with the experimental group (40) while the control group (12) continued with the
prevalent pen-paper practice. Identical weekly tasks were designed for the groups where the intervention
comprised the application of Quillbot and Grammarly. The study lasted six weeks and pre-post tests were used
to determine effects if any. In addition to this, an adapted version of Gardner's (1983) Attitude/Motivation
questionnaire was administered to the Experimental Group to gather perceptions towards MAWP. Statistical
tools were used to analyze the pre-post test results for both the groups which established the efficacy of the
intervention as language use and mechanics in EG showed marked improvement. Data also showed that the
EG were unanimously in support of the tools vis-a-vis writing motivationa dn learning satisfaction. Not only
the tangible results, but intrinsic gains were also reported by them, this was not the case with CG. Moreover,
younger participants were found to have better percption of the tools when age correlation was examined.
Thus, the study concludes that MAWP is enhanced by the use of mobile assisted writing tools, adding to the
learners’ motivation to write and giving then a higher sense of fulfilment. The study concludes with pertinent
recommendations for the stakeholders.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Langauge research is replete with studies that point
out the significance of writing proficiency for learners
in a globalized world (Cummins, 2019; I1zzatullakhon,
2024). Yet, the challenges to attaining this proficiency
are many for EFL learners and mastering the skill
remains a dream (Ahmed, 2019; Al-Ahdal et al., 2014).
Among the reasons for this are the complex processes
that writing involves, requires of the writer to follow
many rules, and is dependent on knowledge of
grammar and vocabulary (Deane et al., 2008).
Traditionally, writing was product-oriented and
hence, teacher was the leader in the writing classroom,
accuracy rather than fluency was the objective causing
many learners to be demotivated and un-engaged
(Lee, 2019; Albelihi & Al-Ahdal, 2022).

Contemporarily, much like other spheres of
human existence, technology has found an enviable
place in education. From the rise of Computer-
Assisted Language Learning, the prevalent practice
is rooted in Mobile-Assisted Language Learning
(Iftikhar, 2025). Mobile-Assisted Language Learning
takes advantage of the fact that every learner has
direct or indirect access to smartphones, facilitating
learning anytime and anywhere (Aljaber, 2021;
Kukulska-Hulme & Shield, 2008). Studies in Mobile-
Assisted Language Learning have shown that it is
effective in vocabulary acquisition, reading
comprehension, and listening skills (Burston &
Giannakou, 2022; Jeong, 2022; Albelihi & Al-Ahdal,
2022). Even amongst a wide range of these tools,
Grammarly and Quillbot provide sophisticated,
immediate feedback, bringing about a paradigm shift
in error correction, potentially empowering learners
to become more autonomous editors of their work
(Raheem et al, 2023). In addition, learning is
optimised when there is harmony between extrinsic
infrastructure (pedagogy, aids, etc.) and intrinsic
elements (engagement, motivation, scaffolding, etc.).
Motivational theories in second language acquisition
emphasise the centrality of attitude towards learning
situations. Contemporary frameworks like Liu's
(2024) L2 Motivational Self System and Deci and
Ryan's (2024) Self-Determination Theory provide
deeper insights into learners' internal drives. Digital
tools, with their choice, instant feedback, and
collaborative potential, are theorised to support these
needs directly.

In this theoretical background, this study seeks to
answer the following research questions:

1. To what extent do mobile-assisted writing
tools impact the overall writing performance
of EFL learners at the entry level at Qassim
University?

2. To what extent do Quillbot and Grammarly
impact the writing motivation of EFL learners
at the entry level at Qassim University?

3. What are the experiences and perceptions of
EFL learners regarding the use of mobile
writing apps in developing their writing skills?

2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. The Challenges of EFL Writing

Writing in a foreign language challenges the
learners’” cognitive system. Mohsen (2024)
emphasised that writing in EFL differs from L1
writing, often being more challenging, slower, and
less efficient. EFL learners encounter difficulties on
various levels, linguistic, cognitive and sociocultural
(Malik et al., 2021). These problems often make
students very anxious about writing, which can kill
their motivation and make them avoid writing
(Zhang et al.2023). Conventional pedagogical
methods that focus on the result and entail
protracted, frequently burdensome teacher feedback
can intensify this anxiety, transforming writing into
a source of frustration instead of a medium for
communication and expression ( Bakar, 2021).

2.2. Mobile-Assisted Language
(MALL) and Writing (MALW)

Learning

Early research in mobile-assisted learning focused
on SMS and other simple apps, but modern
smartphones support a rich plethora of complex
applications (Zitouni et al., 2021; Ahmed et al., 2023;
Algasham & Al-Ahdal, 2022; Algasham et al., 2021;
Alrefaee et al., 2025). The defining features of MALL
make it uniquely appropriate to support language
learning outside the classroom (Martinez et al., 2025).
When used in writing, these features became clear
advantages. The freedom afforded in MALL takes off
many of the challenges that mar the language
classroom (Jabeen et al., 2025). In addition, each
learner can learn at their own pace with the added
pro of immediate feedback (Al-Raimi et al., 2024 ).
Using mobile devices for blogging (Alharbi, 2025),
collaborative writing (Joudi, 2024), and dictionary
apps (Senthamarai, 2024) has been revealed to have
positive learning outcomes.

2.3. Intelligent Writing Assistants: Grammarly
and Quillbot

Grammarly is an English language writing
assistant software tool that reviews spelling,
grammar, and tone of a piece of writing, identifying
possible instances of plagiarism. Founded in 2009,
Grammarly today has over 40 million individual
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users and 50,000 organisations. Quillbot is a
paraphrasing and summarisation tool that uses
artificial intelligence to rewrite text while preserving
meaning (Thohir et al., 2024). While its use in
academic situations is recent, it can be a powerful
tool for representing sentence variety and
reformulation strategies (Junaedi, 2025). The
pedagogical significance of these tools lies not in
replacing the writer, but in acting as a support,
providing the immediate, reliable feedback that a
teacher cannot practicably provide to every student
on every draft (Zou et al., 2024).

2.5. Gap in the Literature and Present Study

While existing literature establishes the potential
of MALL and the importance of motivation, there is
a scarcity of empirical studies that directly
investigate the impact of modern, Al-powered
writing assistants on both the writing performance
and the writing motivation of EFL learners, using a
robust mixed-methods design. Most studies focus on
one aspect or the other. This study aims to fill this gap
by providing a holistic examination of the cognitive
and affective outcomes of mobile-assisted writing
practice (henceforth MAWP).

3.METHODOLOGY
3.1. Research Design

This study is quasi-experimental, utilising a pre-
post-test design. This design was selected to establish
cause-and-effect  relationships  between  the
independent variable and the dependent variables-
writing performance and motivation.

3.2. Participants

The study sample comprised 52 EFL learners
enrolled at the entry level at Qassim University.

Forty students were taught English using the MAWP
(experimental group), and 12 were taught using the
traditional way (control group). These specific
learners were selected as learners at this stage have
foundational knowledge but still struggle
significantly with accuracy and fluency, making
them likely to benefit from the intervention.
Participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 25, and they
were all native Arabic speakers.

3.3. Instruments
3.3.1. Pre-Post-Test Writing Essays

Two pre- and post-writing tasks were assigned to
both groups. These were narrative in nature and are
a part of the regular course curriculum. A
standardised rubric adapted from Jacobs et al. (1981)
was used to score the writing samples. This rubric
has four subscales, and inter-rater reliability was
obtained from the inputs of two experienced EFL
teachers. Only ten essays were selected from both
groups at the beginning of the study. After the
intervention was completed, ten essays were selected
from the experimental group and ten essays from the
control group. To have more depth about EFL
learners' perceptions, a questionnaire was
distributed to the experimental group students.

3.3.2. Questioaniare

The writing motivation subscale of Gardner (1983)
was administered to the experiment group to check
the efficacy and the impact of mobile-assisted tools
on learners’ writing motivation and performance.
Responses were sought across a five-point Likert
scale to measure Motivation, Writing Performance,
Learning Experience, Attitude and Satisfaction
towards mobile-assisted tools. Table 1 below depicts
the internal consistency of the questionnaire items.

Table 1: Reliability Statistics of the Questionnaire.

No Dimension Cronbach's Alpha N of Items
1 Motivation 0.665 6 One statement deleted
2 Writing Performance 0.676 6
3 Learning Experience 0.575 7
4 Attitude and Satisfaction 0.947 6
5 Total 0.852 25

The overall Cronbach's alpha value of the questionnaire
was 0.852, indicating high overall internal consistency.

Table 2 below summarises the demographic data
of the participants.

Table 2: Demographic Data.

Age 18-20 21-23
Experimental Group 29 11
% 72.50% 27.50%
Control Group 7 5
% 58.33% 41.66%
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3.4. Data Analysis and Results

Quantitative data from the writing scores and
questionnaire were analysed using SPSS (Version
27). Descriptive statistics (percentages, frequencies
and means) were computed for all pre- and post-test
scores. To test for significant differences between the
EG and CG while controlling for pre-existing

differences, a paired sample t-test was employed,
using the pre-test scores as the covariate and the post-
test scores as the dependent variable. The scale for
coding the score was 90-100 for excellent to very
good, 80-89 for good to average, 60-79 for fair to poor
and below 60 was for very poor. The following Table
3 summarises the pre-test performance of the CG in
all components included in the rubric.

Table 3: Performance of CG in the pre- and post-tests.

Mechani
Content Level Organization Level Vocabulary Level Language Use Level eLce:elilcs
pre 173 116 103 111 27
post 274 183 181 215 45

Table 3 shows that in the pre-test stage, the control
group scored very poorly in all five criteria. This
means that they did not use a variety of words, and
they made a lot of grammatical mistakes. At the
individual level, the scores in the mechanic’s criteria
were unanimously low, 1 or 2 out of 5 which
indicates problems with spelling, punctuation, and
capitalisation. The post-test results for the same
group show significant improvement in all aspects of

EFL writing performance after the instruction period.
Content scores increased significantly, as did
vocabulary and language use scores. Mechanics
scores also improved, though not as much as the
other criteria. These improved post-test scores
indicate good progress and provide a strong basis for
comparing the effects of other interventions, such as
MAWP, on EFL learner outcomes.

Table 4: Performance of EG in the Pre- and Post-Tests.

Mechani
Content Level Organization Level Vocabulary Level Language Use Level eLce‘:;ms
Pre 180 126 102 115 27
Post 292 198 197 243 48

The EG participants were found to grapple with
consistency and paragraphing heavily in the pre-test.
They also found difficulty with vocabulary and
language use, and their writing was found to suffer
from poor spelling, punctuation, and capitalisation.
Allin all, the total pre-test scores were comparable to
those of the CG, representing their low writing skills
at the beginning of the study. This level of
performance compared to the control group,
supporting the good chance for implementing the
study, as both groups before intervention had a
similar and, establishing a foundation for assessing
the effects of MAWP.

In the post-test, MAWP significantly improved
the EG’s English writing skills, as enhanced

performance was noted in content, organisation,
vocabulary, language use, and mechanics, with
better output in the use of complex structures,
grammar, punctuation, and spelling. The post-test
results consistently showed higher scores than the
control group, indicating that students developed
and systematised their ideas more comprehensively.
The participants used a wider vocabulary range, they
also showed better control of grammatical rules, and
wrote with fewer mechanical errors. This suggests
that mobile-assisted writing is an effective method
for teaching EFL students to write better and
motivate them to do so. The following tables (tables
5 and 6) reveal the statistical differences between the
two groups.

Table 5: Paired Samples Statistics of both groups in pre-test (pre-intervention).

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 Control group 1.002 10 .000 .000
air
Expermetal group 1.00002 10 .00000 .00000

*The correlation and P-value cannot be computed because the standard error of the difference is 0.

Table 5 shows the paired samples statistics for
both the control and experimental groups on the pre-

test. The mean scores for both groups are identical in
terms of performance, with a standard deviation and
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standard error of 0.000 for each group. This means
that the scores were identical for all participants
across both groups in the pre-test condition. Because
there is no variability in the data, the correlation and
P-value cannot be computed; the standard error of
the difference is zero for all participants. In practical

terms, this absolute uniformity indicates that, at
baseline, the two groups started from the same level
of measured performance. This gives the researchers
full confident that all participants have, if not
identical, a similar proficiency at the beginning of the
intervention.

Table 6: Paired Samples Test of both groups in post-test.

Paired Differences si
- ig.
95% Confidence Interval
Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error of the Difference t df ,(2-
Mean tailed)
Lower Upper
CG -EG -.40000- .51640 16330 -76941- -.03059- -2.449- 9 .037
Table 6 shows the results of a paired samples t-test performance, and led to better performance

that compared the post-test scores of the control
group and the experimental group after the
intervention. The p-value was less than 0.05, which
means that there is a statistically significant
difference between the performance of the control
group and the experimental group after the
intervention. The negative mean difference indicates
that the experimental group outperformed the
control group on the post-test assessment. These
responses indicate that the intervention—MAWP —
significantly improved EFL learners' writing

compared to the performance of the control group
chic used conventional instruction.

As indicated earlier, this study also aimed to
evaluate learners’ perceptions of motivation towards
writing as a result of the mobile-based aids. Table 7
below summarizes the findings as per the
questionnaire reverts. In all four factors were
included under motivation, viz., motivation to write,
writing performance, learning experience, and
attitude and satisfaction, responses to each are
analysed below.

Table 7: Motivation to Write.

No (Statement »
=} > w )
) S BT B
& (% g ® & g .
— ) = —
< ® N 3
g > 8
E. 0;{; a-
% s ®
o
o
1 Using mobile devices makes me more motivated to practice 0 0 11 8 21 1.27073 [3.975
writing in English. 0 0 27.50% {20.00% 52.50%
2 I enjoy writing assignments more when I can use mobile 2 5 5 8 20 0.84694 |4.275
technology. 5.00% |12.50% [12.50% |20.00% 50.00%
3 I find mobile writing tools helpful for correcting my mistakes. 0 1 7 12 20 1.31168 |3.85
0 2.50% |17.50% |30.00% 50.00%
4 Using mobile technology increases my interest in learning 0 0 7 19 14 0.85896 [4.325
English writing. 0 0 17.50% |47.50% 35.00%
5 The feedback I receive through mobile-assisted writing tools 5 0 7 12 16 0.99228 (4.3
helps improve my motivation. 12.50% |0 17.50% |30.00% 40.00%
6 I feel motivated to write more when technology supports my 0 1 7 10 22 1.00128 [4.15
learning. 0 2.50% |17.50% |25.00% 55.00%

Table 7 presents students” responses to MAWP.
Positive perceptions were reported across all items,
demonstrating  that mobile-assisted  writing
substantially enhances EFL learners’ motivation,
helping them feel more interested, supported, and
engaged in their writing development. These in turn

indicate a positive affective response to incorporating
mobile technologies in writing instruction,
supporting research showing that digital tools
promote writing motivation and learning autonomy
in EFL contexts.
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Table 8: Writing Performance.
N (Statement Strongly |Disagree |Neutra |Agree Strongly Std. Mean
o Disagree 1 Agree Deviation
1 [Mobile-assisted writing helps me organise 0 3 6 7 24 1.0012 4.425
my essays better. 0 7.50% 15.00% |17.50% 160.00%
2 |My vocabulary has expanded thanks to 0 3 8 9 20 0.8129 4.425
mobile-assisted tools and writing practice. 0 7.50% 20.00% [22.50% |50.00%
3 |Mobile-assisted tools help me produce 0 8 7 25 0.8770 4.5
longer and more detailed writing. 0 20.00% [17.50%  [62.50%
4  |Mobile-assisted writing tools practice makes |0 1 7 3 29 0.9577 4.425
me more aware of my writing errors. 0 2.50% 17.50% |7.50% 72.50%
5 |l have seen improvement in my writing test |0 2 7 3 28 0.9922 43
scores since using mobile-assisted tools. 0 5.00% 17.50% |7.50% 70.00%
6  |Mobile-assisted writing tools prepare me 0 2 9 4 25 0.9388 4125
better for academic writing tasks. 0 5.00% 22.50% ]10.00%  [62.50%
Table 8 shows agreement that mobile tools are can  boost content, organisation, fluency,
highly beneficial for organisation, vocabulary performance, engagement, autonomy, and

development, error and corrections, and academic
readiness. In other words, integrating digital tools

Table 9: Learning Experience.

metacognitive awareness, thereby almost improving
overall learning outcomes.

No |Statement Strongly Disagre |Neutral |Agree Strongly Std. Mean
Disagree e Agree Deviation

1 The mobile writing tool is easy to use 0 2 9 11 18 1.1206 4.025
for learning. 0 5.00% 22.50% |27.50% |45.00%

2 I find the mobile-assisted tasks 0 6 6 9 19 1.1668 3.85
interesting and enjoyable. 0 15.00%  |15.00% [22.50% |47.50%

3 Mobile writing practice fits well with 0 6 12 4 18 1.2184 3.55
my daily schedule. 0 15.00%  |30.00% [10.00% |45.00%

4 I prefer mobile-assisted learning over 1 9 9 9 12 0.8828 43
paper-based learning for writing. 2.50% 22.50%  [22.50% 22.50% |30.00%

5 I get immediate feedback through 0 2 5 12 21 1.0848 4.05
mobile tools, which helps my learning. |0 5.00% 12.50% |30.00% |52.50%

6 The interactive exercises on mobile 0 4 10 6 20 0.9054 4.275
apps keep me motivated. 0 10.00%  |25.00% [15.00%  [50.00%

7 Mobile tools reduce my anxiety when [0 2 6 11 21 0.9001 44
writing in English. 0 5.00% 15.00%  |27.50% |52.50%

Data in Table 9 shows that the students” perceptions

method

. The participants favoured mobile learning

of their learning experience using MAWP were
positive. As they reported that these tools are easy to
use, provide immediate feedback, and make learning
fun and interesting. The responses also revealed that
mobile learning environments were more pleasurable
and inspiring than the traditional pen-and-paper

over traditional methods, as they offered both
convenience and interactivity. It was also found that
mobile learning made students less anxious when
writing in English, indicating a more flexible digital
environment. Most participants found mobile writing
practice to fit their daily programs well.

Table 10: Attitude and Satisfaction.

No Statement Strongly  |[Disagree |[Neutral |Agree Strongly  [Std. Me
Disagree |Agree Deviation fan

it I am satisfied with the mobile-assisted writing 0 2 5 8 25 1.3577 B.95
practice provided by my instructor. 0 5.00% 12.50% [20.00%  [62.50%

2 Mobile-assisted instruction has changed my attitude |[1 9 4 B 23 0.8165 4.5
toward learning English writing positively. 2.50% 22.50% 10.00%  [7.50% 57.50%

3 [The mobile-assisted writing activities match my 0 L 5 7 R7 0.89299 415
learning needs. 0 2.50% 12.50% [17.50%  167.50%

‘4 I feel that my English writing skills will improve 0 B 4 17 16 0.93336 4.27
faster using mobile tools. 0 7.50% 10.00% 142.50%  140.00% 5

5 [The mobile writing platform encourages me to 0 B 4 12 21 1.09515 4.07
practice regularly. 0 7.50% 10.00% 30.00%  [52.50% 5

6 I appreciate the variety of writing tasks provided il 4 4 13 18 0.85896 4.32
through mobile technology. 2.50% 110.00% 10.00% [32.50%  145.00% 5
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According to the data in Table 10, the utilisation
of MAWP was found to provide students with
assistance in writing; the students' levels of
motivation, attitudes, and self-assurance in relation
to the improvement of their English writing abilities
were increased to a great extent. The vast majority of
participants expressed contentment with the writing
tasks and training that they received from the tools.
Students showed a greater interest in learning how to
write in English as a result of mobile-assisted
instruction, which made the process entertaining and
more accessible. In addition to this, MAWP
encouraged students to pursue autonomous
learning. To summarise, when students are taught to
write with the assistance of mobile devices, they
report higher levels of satisfaction, as well as
increased levels of motivation, positivism, and
confidence in their ability to improve their English
writing skills.

4. DISCUSSION

Results from the pre-test showed that the
participants in both groups were very poor at writing
in all five criteria. In both groups, grammar, spelling,
and cohesion were clearly weak, and students had a
limited vocabulary and ability to develop ideas.
These comparable initial levels validated that both
groups were equivalent prior to the intervention.

After the intervention period, despite that both
groups - as control group received traditional and
the experimental group received MAWP- saw clear
improvements in their post-test scores, but the
experimental group saw higher improvements, with
the majority of scores falling in the "good to very
good" range for the experimental group.

This enhancement in their performance indicates
that though focused traditional instruction is
effective, resulting in content development,
organisation, and mechanical precision, mobile-
assisted writing assistance is far superior in terms of
learning outcomes.

The paired samples t-test result indicated that the
experimental group significantly outperformed the
control group on the post-test, with a p-value of
0.037. These evidence indicate that EFL learenrs
stand to gain in writing from the application of
mobile technology.

Data indicates that MAWP led to positive
perceptions and real gains for the learners in terms of
motivation sicne their writing proficiency was
enhanced whiel writing as a task was not seen as
tedious and un-doable but enjoyable, not a threat to
their limited abilites but a real tool that helped them
organize their materials, bulid the vocabulary and

write cohesively and coherently. Ina ddition,
autonomy in terms of self correction was seen as
empowering because now they could use instant
feedback. These findings echo those of Rebills (2025)
and Zare et al. (2025), who reported metacognitive
gains and better learner engagement in the
collaborative, individual paced feedback
mechanisms afforded by mobile tools.

The learners also reported emotionally assured
and found the intervention effective as it was easy to
use, was enjoyable, and did not criticize their
shortcomings, thus boosting their confidence to
write. In other words, mobile technologies greatly
reduce learning anxiety, create welcoming,
comfortable learning environments, and help boost
learner autonomy. This finding echoes Li (2024),
which also established the efficacy of interactive
mobile learning in EFL writing.

The learners in the study reported a sense of
satisfaction which again shows that the role of mobile
technologies in the language classroom supports
pedagogy as much as individual needs, When
learning is enjoyable, higher motivation is also an
outcome. Learners were positive that MAWP was
enjoyable and enhanced the pace of learning. Similar
gains were reported by Ozer and Kilig (2018),
positive correlations exist between technology
acceptance and learning in addition to cognitively
balanced, positive learning environments.

5. CONCLUSION

The foregoing sections establish the high efficacy of
MAWP in enhancing EFL learners’ writing
performance and motivation to write. The
intervention caused building of positive attitudes and
learning satisfaction in writing. The study used a pre-
post test and survey to collate data, triangulation of
these indicated that learenrs preferred the MAWP to
traditional approaches as they added to their anxiety
and demotivated them. The flexibility and individual
pace that these afforded were also reported to be
highly appreciated features of these tools as much as
immediate feedback and complete handholding that
they assured.

Our understanding of MAWP also expands to the
other gains such as learner autonomy and enhanced
metacognition as learners become active participants
in the learning process, writing and correcting
themselves leading to a positive loop of independent
learning. Further, it was seen that gender did not
affect the perceptions of the learners as they
unanimously reported enhanced motivation and
learning satisfaction thus making a case for mobile
technologies in the EFL classrooms.
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5.1. Recommendations tools to reduce technophobia and enable them to

The findings of this study elicit the following guide their students effectively.

recommendations: 5.2. Limitations and Future Research

EFL teachers should contemplate integrating
MAWP in their writing classes, as MAWP was found
to be effective for promoting accuracy and building
learner confidence.

Curriculum designers should design writing
activities that pull the strengths of mobile
technology, emphasising process writing, drafting,
and self-editing. The role of the teacher can then shift
from teacher-centred to learner-centred.

Professional development programs should train
teachers on the pedagogical applications of these

Though a unique contribution to the Saudi EFL
context, this study has a few limitations. The sample
was homogeneous in terms of L1 and proficiency
level, limiting generalizability. The short-term nature
(6 weeks) of the intervention raises questions about
long-term retention of benefits.

Future research should involve longer intervention
periods, participants of different proficiency levels and
L1 backgrounds, and a thorough investigation of which
specific features of the tools are most beneficial.
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Table 1: Pupil No Group Topic Date.
Score Level Criteria
knowledgeable; substantive; thorough development of thesis; relevant to assigned
A 30-27 Excellent to Very Good topic
o some knowledge of subject; adequate range; limited development of thesis; mostl
Z:] 26-22 Good to Average relevant to top;gc, but lac]ks detai? i i '
% 21-17 Fair to Poor limited knowledge of subject; little substance; inadequate development of topic
= 16-13 Verv Poor does not show knowledge of subject; non-substantive; not pertinent; not enough to
Y evaluate
ol 2018 Excellent to Very Good fluent expression; ideas clearly stated/supported; succinct; well-organized; logical
= sequencing; cohesive
;Q 1714 Good to Average somewhat choppy; loosely organized; main ideas stand out; limited support; logical
v Z 8 but incomplete sequencing
[; 1310 Fair to Poor non-fluent; ideas confused or disconnected; lacks logical sequencing and
3 development
C 9-7 Very Poor does not communicate; no organization; not enough to evaluate
20-18 Excellent to Very Good sophistic.ated rapge; effective word/idiom choice and usage; word form mastery;
< appropriate register
% 1714 Good to Average adequate range; occasional errors of word/idiom form, choice, usage; meaning not
g obscured
g 1310 Fair to Poor limited range; frequent errors of word/idiom form, choice, usage; meaning confused
> or obscured
3 9.7 Very Poor Essentially, translation; little knowledge of English vocabulary, idioms, word form,
not enough to evaluate
25.22 Excellent to Very Good effective complex constructions; few errors of agreement, tense, number, word
order/function, articles, pronouns, prepositions
; effective but simple constructions; minor problems in complex constructions; several
% 21-18 Good to Average errors of agreement, tense, number, word order/function, articles, pronouns,
c prepositions, but meaning seldom obscured
E major problems in simple/complex constructions; frequent errors of negation,
t 17-11 Fair to Poor agreement, tense, number, word order/function, articles, pronouns, prepositions,
é and/or fragments, run-ons, deletions; meaning confused or obscured
105 Very Poor virtually no mastery of sentence construction rules; dominated by errors; does not
communicate; not enough to evaluate
demonstrates mastery of conventions; few errors of spelling, punctuation,
> Excellent to Very Good capitalisation, and pa};agraphing i i
= occasional errors of spelling, punctuation, capitalisation, and paragraphing, but
B 4 Good to Average meaning not obscureg i i pAmsTIe
E 3 Fair to Poor frequent errors of spelling, punctuation, capitalisation, paragraphing; poor
Z handwriting; meaning confused or obscured
() no mastery of conventions; dominated by errors of spelling, punctuation,
2 Very Poor capitalisation, paragraphing; handwriting illegible; does not communicate; not
enough to evaluate

The questionnaire
Dear participants,

We are conducting a research on

The Impact of Mobile-Assisted Writing Practice on EFL Learners' Writing Motivation and Performance
. We would be very thankful if you would kindly answer this questionnaire honestly.
Your cooperation is highly appreciated.

Part (A) Demographic information

INAIME. .o (optional).

Gender:
Age:

Part (B)- The Questionnaire
Please put a (V) in the box that represents your opinion. Only one box should be ticked

Motivation Dimension
1.  Using mobile devices makes me more motivated to practice writing in English.

2. I enjoy writing assignments more when I can use mobile technology.

3.  Mobile-assisted writing practice helps me feel confident in my English writing skills. (Deleted)

Female
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© N oo

Writing on mobile devices feels more engaging than traditional methods.

I find mobile writing apps helpful for correcting my mistakes.

Using mobile technology increases my interest in learning English writing.

The feedback I receive through mobile-assisted writing helps improve my motivation.
I feel motivated to write more when technology supports my learning.

Wr1t1ng Performance Dimension

A

Mobile-assisted writing helps me organize my essays better.

My vocabulary has expanded thanks to mobile writing practice.

Mobile tools help me produce longer and more detailed writing.

Mobile writing practice makes me more aware of my writing errors.

I'have seen improvement in my writing test scores since using mobile-assisted tools.
Mobile-assisted writing prepares me better for academic writing tasks.

Learmng Experience Dimension

NSO PN

The mobile writing tool is easy to use for learning.

I find the mobile-assisted tasks interesting and enjoyable.

Mobile writing practice fits well with my daily schedule.

I prefer mobile-assisted learning over paper-based learning for writing.

I get immediate feedback through mobile tools, which helps my learning.
The interactive exercises on mobile apps keep me motivated.

Mobile tools reduce my anxiety when writing in English.

Attltude and Satisfaction Dimension

A

I am satisfied with the mobile-assisted writing practice provided by my instructor.
Mobile-assisted instruction has changed my attitude toward learning English writing positively.
The mobile-assisted writing activities match my learning needs.

I feel that my English writing skills will improve faster using mobile tools.

The mobile writing t encourages me to practice regularly.

I appreciate the variety of writing tasks provided through mobile technology.
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