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According to process-based writing education, writing consists of sequential steps such
as planning, drafting, and revising. Although all stages in the process based writing
contribute raising the quality of writing the revision step is seen crucial. The aim of this
study was to investigate the effect of revision with feedback on the writing quality of
small moment stories written by elementary students who were educated using
process oriented writing approach. 29 students’ first and final drafts written in their
second and third year of schooling were analyzed in terms of ideas, organization,
voice, word choice, sentence fluency and conventions. The analysis indicated that there
were statistically significant differences in students’ pre and post-scores in both second
and third grade. The pre and post scores of students also indicated that students
showed significant progress in six-trait of writing. According to the results of this
study, effective use of evaluative feedback to improve students' written expression
skills is important. In addition, this process will provide students with the ability to
evaluate texts they have written at an early age. This will contribute to their success in
conveying their thoughts through text when they are at upper grades.
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Siireg temelli yazma egitimine gore yazma; planlama, taslak olusturma ve gdzden gecirme
gibi sirali adimlardan olusur. Basarili bir metin olusturmaya siire¢ igerisindeki tiim
asamalarm etkisi olmasina karsin gozden gegirme basamagi onemli bir degisken olarak
goriilmektedir. Bu calismanin amaci, siire¢ temelli yazma egitiminin gozden gegirme
basamaginda kullanin déniitiin 6grencilerin ykii yazma basarilarina etkisini arastirmaktir.
Siire¢ temelli yazma egitimi esaslarina gore planlanmis bir yazma programu ile dgretim
yapilan 29 &grencinin hem 2. siifta hem de 3. sinifta yazdiklar taslak ve bitmis dykiiler
fikir, organizasyon, ses, kelime se¢imi, ciimlelerin akicihigi ve dilbilgisi alanlarinda
istatistiksel yontemler kullanilarak degerlendirilmistir. Ogrencilerin hem 2. hem de 3.
smifta ilk yazdiklar1 taslak metinlerden ve degerlendirici doniit aldiktan sonra diizelttikleri
metinlerden aldiklar1 toplam puanlar arasinda anlamli farkliik bulgulanmigtir.
Ogrencilerin her bir kategoride de basari gosterdikleri belirlenmistir. Bu ¢ahsmanin
sonuglarma gore, degerlendirici déniitiin 6grencilerin yazili anlatim becerilerini gelistirmek
i¢in etkin kullanimi nemlidir. Ayrica, bu siireg erken yasta dgrencilere yazdiklar: metinleri
degerlendirebilme becerisi kazandiracaktir. Bu durum sonraki siniflarda metin araciligs ile
diistincelerini aktarma konusundaki basarilaria katkida bulunacaktir.
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Giris

Yazili {iriinii 6n plana ¢ikaran ve bir konu iizerine yazdirma-diizeltme yolu ile yazili anlatim
Ogretimi zaman icinde degisiklige ugramis, 70’li yillarin sonunda Ozellikle Graves'in (1983)
onciiliglinde siireci Onceleyen yazma egitimi Onem kazanmaya baslamistir (Willis, 2001).
Ogretmenlerin 6grencilerin yazilarimin {izerine aldiklar1 notlar ile yaptiklar1 degerlendirmelerin
Ogrencilerin yazili anlatim becerilerinin gelismesi icin ¢ok da faydali olmadifi vurgulanmistir
(Peterson, 2003). Siire¢ temelli yazma egitiminde Ogrencilerin yazilar1 hakkinda konusmalari,
Ogretmenleri ve arkadaslarinin goriislerini duymalari ve yazilarimi tekrar gozden gegirmeleri onlarin
iyi bir yazar olarak yetismesi i¢in ¢ok 6nemlidir. Bu asama ayni zamanda egitim ve 6gretim siirecinin
bir parcasi olan degerlendirme asamasidir. Ayrica dikkatlice planlanan ve bireysel 6grenme

ihtiyaglarini 6n plana ¢ikaran bir siire¢ olarak diistiniilmektedir (Atwell, 1998; Calkins, 1994).

Flower ve Hayes (1981) yazmanin bilissel siireglerini tanimlamislar ve yazma siireglerinin
nasil anlagilacagi ve analiz edecegini konusunda teorik bir cerceve sunmuslardir. Yazmanin (1)
planlama, (2) taslak olusturma (metinlestirme) ve (3) gézden gecirme olarak ii¢ temel siireci icerdigini
belirtmislerdir. Bu cercevede son asama olan gozden gecirme basamagi hatalar1 bulmak ve
degerlendirmek icin yazilan metinlerin okunmasi ve degisiklikleri uygulamak icin tekrar gozden

gecirilmesi gibi farkl alt siirecleri de icermektedir.

Graves (1983) ve Emig (1971) yazma egitimini sirali bazi adimlardan olusan bir siire¢ olarak
tanimlamigtir. Siireci 6n plana c¢ikaran yazma egitimini genel olarak bes asamadan olusan
uygulamalar olarak ifade etmislerdir (Tompkins, 2007; Gunning, 2012; Cunningham ve Cunningham,
2010). Bu asamalar yazma oncesi hazirlik, uygulama, gézden gecirme, diizenleme ve yayimlamadir
(Tompkins, 2007). Siire¢ temelli yazma egitiminde uygulanan basamaklarin her biri etkili bir yazma
calismasi igin gereklidir. Ama 0Ozellikle gozden gecirme ve diizenleme asamasi, yazma basarisina

katkis1 diisiiniildiigiinde, siireg icerisinde daha 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir (Keh, 1990).

Gozden gecirme basamag! yazilan metinlerin tekrar okundugu ve paylasildigi basamaktir.
Ogrenciler 6gretmen ve arkadaslarindan yazisi hakkinda fikir alir ve onerileri metinde kullanip
kullanamayacagini kestirmeye calisir. Ayni zamanda bigimsel hatalar1 da bu evrede tespit edilir
(yazim yanlisi, devrik ciimle, imla hatast vb). Metnin ilk hali ve Onerilerden sonraki son halini
tasarlayarak gerekli diizenlemeleri yapacag1 diizenleme basamagma geger (Tompkins, 2007;
Tompkins ve Collom, 2004). Diizenleme kisminda ana amag¢ metni okunabilecek en uygun hale
getirmektir (Smith, 1982). Bu amaca uygun olarak metin tekrar okunur ve okuduktan sonra gerekli
goriilen iceriksel ekleme ve ¢ikarma islemleri yapilir. Icerik kismi son hale getirildikten sonra metin

incelenir ve bigimsel hatalar diizeltilir (Tompkins, 2007; Tompkins ve Collom, 2004).

Taslaklar ve gozden gecirilmis yazilar 6grencilerin yazili anlatim becerilerinin gelistirilmesi ve

bu gelisim siireglerinin takip edilmesi igin ¢ok &nemlidir. Ogrenciler yazilar1 hakkinda aldiklar:
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doniitler sayesinde yaptiklar: yazim hatalarini, imla hatalarini, fikir yanhghklarini ya da eksikliklerini
ve metnin organizasyonundaki hatalarin1 gérme imkani bulur. Bu imkan yazinin daha iyi bir hale
gelmesini saglar (Keh, 1990). Aslinda Ogrencilerin yazma calismalarinda gelisim gostermesini

saglayan ana neden budur (Tompkins, 2005).

Gozden gecirme basamaginda kullanilan degerlendirmeye yonelik doniit, gelistirici
degerlendirme tekniklerinden birisidir ve bir¢ok ¢alismanin meta analiz sonuglarina gore d6grencilerin
metin araciligiyla diisiincelerini ne kadar iyi aktarabildiklerinin 6nemli bir belirleyicisidir (Graham,
Harris ve Hebert, 2011; Koster, Tribushinina, de Jong ve van den Bergh, 2015). Ogrenciler
degerlendirici doniit sayesinde kendi gelisimlerini takip edebildikleri gibi daha iyi kendilerini nasil
gelistireceklerini de anlayabilmektedirler. Dolayisiyla yazma yeterliklerinin farkina varirlar (Andrade,
Wang, Du, ve Akawi, 2009). Ogrencilerin aldig1 doniitiin sikliginin (Rosenthall, 2006) ve gesitliliginin
ogrencilerin icerik organizasyonu ve teknik yazim kurallarimin kalitesini gelistirmede etkili oldugu
bulunmustur (Matsumura, Patthey-Chavez, Valdés ve Garnier, 2002). Belirsiz istikrarsiz ve
formaliteden yapilan yorum ve degerlendirmeler 6grencilerin yazma becerilerini beklenilen seviyeye

getirememistir (Smith, 1997; Straub, 1996).

Bazi calismalar doniitiin O6grencilerin genel yazma basarilar1 iizerinde etkili olmasimni
degerlendirmenin yapilis biciminden kaynaklandigini1 vurgulamislardir (Silver ve Lee, 2007). Yazma
calismalarinda etkili bir doniit belli bir noktaya, iyi tanimlanarak, yargilama gayesi giitmeden ve
cesitli yollarla verilmelidir. Bu doniitler 6grencinin kendini diizeltmesine yardimc olacak nitelikte
olmalidir (Macarthur, Graham ve Fitzgerald, 2006). Bu niteliklerde doniit verebilmek icin baz: ilkeleri
takip etmek gereklidir. Bu ilkelerden ilki yazma calismalarinda verilen doniitlerin sadece diizeltme
yapilacak yerlere degil, olumlu bulunan yerlere de yapilmasi konusundadir (Konold, Miller ve
Konold, 2004). Bir diger ilke doniitlerin net ve secilmis, kiiciik boliimlere verilmesidir. Uciincii ilke
doniit yaparken anlatimin zayif kaldig: yerler, anlatimin ya da imlanin yanlis oldugu yerler ile birlikte
giiclii oldugu yerlerin de belirtilmesidir. Doniit yapilirken bu noktalara dikkat edilmesi, doniitten

almacak verimliligi arttiracaktir (Stern ve Solomon, 2006).

Basarili bir metin yazmada siireg icerisindeki tiim asamalarin etkisi olmasina karsin gézden
gecirme basamag1 onemli bir degisken olarak goriilmektedir. Kaya ve Ates (2016) yapmis oldugu
calismada Ggrencilerin geriye yonelik izleme ve gerektiginde diizeltme ya da yeni diizenlemeler
yapma gibi {istbilissel becerileri kullanmanin 4. smnif &grencilerinin hikaye yazma becerilerini
gelistirdigini ortaya koymuslardir. Ayrica yazma siirecinde 6grencilere 6gretici geribildirim verilmesi,
dgrencilerin kendilerini gelistirmeleri bakimindan &nemli katki sagladigi belirtilmistir. Ulkemizde
siire¢ temelli yazma modelinin gozden gegirilen Tiirk¢e programinda (M.E.B, 2015) benimsenmesi ile
birlikte bu konuda yapilan c¢alismalar uygulanacak yazma O&gretiminin basarisina katkida

bulunacaktir. Ayrica sonuglar ve oneriler smnif 6gretmenleri icin de yol gosterici bir kaynak olabilir. Bu
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calismanin amaci gozden gecirme basamaginda kullamilan degerlendirmeye yonelik doniitiin
Ogrencilerin yazma basarilari {izerindeki etkisini ortaya koymaktir. Bu amaca ulasmak icin asagidaki

arastirma sorularina yanit aranmistir:

1. Gozden gecirme basamaginda kullanilan doniitiin 6grencilerin 6ykii yazma basarilar1 {iistiinde

etkisi var midir?
2. Ogrencilerin yazma basari diizeyleri 2. ve 3. sinifta olmalarina gore farklilasmakta midir?
Yontem

Bu c¢alismanin amaci degerlendirici doniitiin, ilkokul Ogrencilerinin yazdig1 Oykiiler
iizerindeki etkisini saptamaktir. Nicel arastirma yontemi kullanilmigtir. Bu calismada tek grup ontest-
sontest deseni kullanilmistir ve bu desen Creswell (2014) tarafindan deney-Oncesi desen olarak

adlandirilmigtr.
Katilimcilar

Calisma Antalya merkez ilgede bulunan bir okulda yiiriitiilmiistiir. Okul seciminde okulun
bir devlet okulu olmasina ve orta sosyoekonomik gelire sahip ailelerin bulundugu semtten
secilmesine dikkat edilmistir. Calisma grubunun segilmesinde smif 6gretmeninin goniilliiliigii esas
almmis ve rastgele secilmistir. Calisma grubuna 2. smifta siire¢ temelli yazma 6gretimini esas alan
yazma egitimi uygulanmaya baslanmis ve bu durum bir sonraki yil aymi 6grenciler 3. sinifta iken
devam etmistir. Siuf mevcudu 2. smufta 25 kisi olup 3. smifta nakil gelen 6grenciler ile 29 kisi
olmustur. 2. smifta 14 kiz 11 erkek O6grencisi olan smifa, 3. siifta 2 kiz ve 2 erkek 6grenci daha

katilmigtir.
Uygulama Siireci

Yazma atolyeleri olarak adlandirilan uygulamalarda yazmanin iletisim araci olarak
kullanilmas1 6n plana gikarilirken farkh tiirlerde metin yazma denemeleri yapilmaktadir. Yazma
atolyelerinde zamanin Onemli bir kismi yazma igin ayrilmakta, 6gretmen dersin anlatimini kisa
dersler olarak planlamaktadir. Siire¢ yazma konularin biriktirme, se¢me ve gelistirme, taslak haline
getirme, gozden gecirme/danismanlik, editorlitk ve yayimlama/paylasma olarak devam etmekte ve
her bir yazili anlatim ¢alismasi i¢in yaklasik bir aylik zaman dilimi ayrilmaktadir. Gozden gegirme ve
danismanlik kisminda 6grenciler bazen tiim sinif bazen de grup arkadaslari ile yazilarii paylasmakta
ve doniit almaktadir. Aymi zamanda Ogrenciyi tiim yazi c¢alismalari boyunca izleyen Ogretmen,
Ogrenci ile birebir goriisme yapip yazisi hakkinda konusmaktadir. Yazisina son halini veren &grenci
smif editorleri ile yazisini paylasip son bir gozden gecirme talep etmekte ve gelen goriisler
dogrultusunda yazisini gozden gecirmektedir. Bu ¢alismada 6grencilerin siireg icerisinde yazdiklari
ilkyazilar olan kisisel kisa Oykii yazma c¢alismalar1 degerlendirilmistir. Kisisel kisa Oykii yazma

calismalari siireg temelli 6gretim esasina dayali olarak gelistirilmis yazma atolyeleri uygulamalarina
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baslamak i¢in 6nerilen bir ¢alismadir ve farkli metin tiirlerinde yazma denemelerine 6nce kisisel kisa
Oykii yazarak baslamalarinin uygun olacagi belirtilmistir (Calkins, 2011). Kisisel Oykii yazma
calismalar1 2 yilda toplam 10 hafta siirmiistiir. Bu calismanin en az 3 haftas1 gozden gegirmeye
ayrilmistir. Uygulama her hafta en az 2 ders saati siirmiistiir. Uygulama siireci ayn1 zamanda simf

Ogretmeni tarafindan takip edilmis hafta i¢inde ihtiya¢ duyulan konuda 6grencilere destek verilmistir.
Veri Toplama Araci

Ogrenciler uygulama siiresinde en az ii¢ kisisel kisa 6ykii yazmig ve daha sonra yayimlamak
ve paylasmak istedigi yazilar1 gozden gecirmek {izere se¢mislerdir. Bu ¢alismada gozden gegirmek
lizere segilen yazilar (taslak) ve bitmis olmak iizere toplam 108 kisisel 6ykii degerlendirilmistir.
Yazilan yazilarin uzunlugu 2. smifta ortalama 2000 kelime iken 3. simifta bu ortalama 2500 olarak
belirlenmistir. Ayrica 6grencilerin taslaklar1 ve bitmis yazilar1 yaklasik olarak 2. smifta 300, 3. sinifta

500 kelime artmuistir.
Veri Analiz Yontemi

Degerlendirme igin 6+1 Yazma Modeli (6+1 Trait Writing Model) (Smith, 2003; Spandel, 1996)
kullanilmistir. Bu modele gore metinler fikir, organizasyon, anlatim (ses), kelime se¢imi, ciimle akis:
ve yazim bic¢imi alanlarinda derecelendirme anahtar1 kullanilarak degerlendirilmistir (Tablo 1). 1
baslangig diizeyi, 3 gelisim diizeyi ve 5 yeterli diizey olarak belirlenmistir. Baglangi¢ ve gelisim diizeyi

arasindaki yazilara 2, gelisim ve yeterli diizey arasindaki yazilara 4 puan verilmistir.
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Tablo 1. 6+1 yazma modeli derecelendirme anahtar:

Alt boyut Igerik

5 Oykii de kiigiik bir ana odaklanilmis. Oykii de i¢-dis detaylar ve diyaloglar

mevcut. Yazar énemli bir an hakkinda yazmuis.

3 Oykii de kismen kiigiik bir ana odaklanilmis. Oykii de kismen i¢-dig detaylar ve
Fikir diyaloglar mevcut. Yazar kismen 6nemli bir an hakkinda yazmus.

1 Oykii de ana odaklanilmamis. Oykii de simirli sayida ig-dis detaylar ve diyaloglar

mevcut. Yazar 6nemli bir an yazmamus.

5 Giiglii ve cezbedici bir rehberlik. Okuyucunun anlayabildigi etkileyici bir son.

Oykii de ardigiklik mevcut.

3 Kismen giiglii ve cezbedici bir rehberlik. Okuyucunun anlayabildigi bir son. Oykii
Organizasyon  de kismen ardisiklik mevcut.

1 Etkisiz bir rehberlik. Okuyucunun anlayamadig1 bir son. Oykii de ardigiklik

mevcut degil.

5 Okuyucu hem orjinal hem de dogal sdylemlere rastlar. Anlatim okuyucunun

ilgisini canli tutacak kadar etkileyici.

3 Okuyucu zaman zaman orjinal ve dogal séylemlere rastlar. Anlatim okuyucunun
Anlatim ilgisini zaman zaman canl tutabilecek kadar etkileyici.

1 Okuyucu orjinal ve dogal sdylemlere rastlamaz. Anlatim okuyucunun ilgisini

canli tutamayacak kadar etkisiz.

5 Giiglii bir canlandirma ya da duygu yogunlugu olusturacak kelimeler segilmis.

Yazar anlatimi gii¢lendirecek fiiller kullanmis. Yazar uygun ve dogru isimleri etkin

sekilde kullanmus.

3 Kismen giiclii bir canlandirma ve duygu yogunlugu olusturacak kelimeler

Kelime Secimi segvilmi.§.‘Yaza‘r kismen anlatimi gii¢glendirecek kelimeler kullanmis. Yazar uygun ve
dogru isimleri kullanmus.

1 Canlandirma ve duygu yogunlugu olusturacak kelimeler mevcut degil. Yazar

siradan ve anlatima katkis1 olmayan fiiller kullanmis. Yazar yalnizca yaygimn isimleri

kullanmus.

5 Yazar farkli ctimle tiirlerini kullanmis (durum, soru, iinlem vb). Ciimleler tam

yazilmis.

Ciimle Akist 3 Yazar kismen farkli ciimle tiirlerini kullanmis. Ciimlelerin ¢ogu tam yazilmus.
1 Yalnizca durum ciimleleri kullanilmis. Pek ¢ok ciimle yarim kalmas,

tamamlanamamis.

5 Kelimeleri dogru yazmis. Noktalama isaretleri dogru kullanmis. Diyalog

isaretlerini dogru kullanmis. Tanimlanabilir ve diizeltilebilir hatalar mevcut.

3 Kelimelerin biiyiik ¢ogunlugunu dogru yazmis. Cogu noktalama isaretlerini

Yazim Bicimi dogru kulla'n.rmg. D}yalo'g i§.a.retlerinin cogunu dogru kullanmus. Biiyiik oranda
tanumlanabilir ve diizeltilebilir hatalar mevcut.

1 Cogu kelime yanlis yazilmis. Noktalama isaretlerini dogru kullanamamus.

Diyalog isaretlerini dogru kullanamamis. Cok az oranda tanimlanabilir ve

diizeltilebilir hatalar mevcut.

Degerlendirme iki ayr1 arastirmaci tarafindan yapilmis ve uyuma bakilmistir. Arastirmacilarin
degerlendirme puanlarindaki uyum (rs=95; p<.01) giivenirlik igin yeterli bulunmustur. Gruplarin
puanlarmin normal dagilim gosterip gostermedigine Shapiro-Wilk Normallik Testi ile bakilmis

normal dagilan gruplar igin iligkili 6rneklemler igin t-testi (Paired Samples t-test) normal dagilmayan
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gruplar icin Wilcoxon isaretli siralar testi kullanilmistir. Elde edilen sonuglar bulgular kisminda

verilmigtir.
Arastirmanin Etik izinleri

Yapilan bu calismada “Yiiksekogretim Kurumlari Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yaymn Etigi
Yonergesi” kapsaminda uyulmas: belirtilen tiim kurallara uyulmustur. Yonergenin ikinci boliimii
olan “Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yaymn Etigine Aykiri1 Eylemler” bashg: altinda belirtilen eylemlerden

higbiri gerceklestirilmemistir.
Etik kurul izin bilgileri

Etik degerlendirmeyi yapan kurul adi =Antalya 1 Milli Egitim Midiirliigii
Etik degerlendirme kararinin tarihi= 21/11/2012; 12/11/2013
Etik degerlendirme belgesi say1 numarasi=B.08.4.MEM.0.07.20.02-605.01/30557; 98057890/20/3319058

Bulgular

Bu arastirmanin bulgularina gore gozden gegirme basamaginda kullanilan dondiitiin
dgrencilerin yazma bagarilarini anlaml diizeyde etkiledigi bulgulanmistir. Ogrencilerin yazma
basarilar: fikir, organizasyon, ses, kelime se¢imi, cilimlelerin akiciligi ve dil bilgisi alanlarina gore

farklilasmamaktadir. Bu durum 6grencilerin 2. veya 3. sinifta olmalarina gore degismemistir.

Doniitiin 6grencilerin 2. siufta yazdiklari kisisel kisa Oykii yazma basarilarma etkisine
bakmak ic¢in once verilerin normal dagilip dagilmadigi bulunmustur. Deney ve kontrol grubu
Shapiro-Wilk normallik testi sonuglarindaki gore p degerlerine gore [(,334 ve ,178) p>.05] veriler
normal dagilmistir. Veriler normal dagildigindan degerlendirici dontitiin etkisini bulmak icin iliskili

Orneklemler t-testi (Paired Samples t-test) uygulanmstir. Test sonuglar: Tablo 2’de verilmistir.

Tablo 2. Yazma bagaris: degerlendirme sonuglar: (2. sinif)

Olciim N X S sd t p
Ontest 25 12,20 4,32

24 -3.12 .005*
Sontest 25 15,92 4,60
*p<.05

Tablo 2'ye gore 6grencilerin taslaklardan ve bitmis yazilarindan aldiklar1 toplam puanlar
arasinda anlamli bir artis oldugu bulunmustur [t(24)=-3.12, p<.05]. Ogrencilerin her bir kategoriden
aldiklar1 calisma Oncesi ve calisma sonrasi basart puanlar1 Kkarsilastirilmis ve oOgrencilerin bu
kategorilerdeki basarilarina bakilmistir. Deney ve kontrol grubu Shapiro-Wilk normallik testi
sonuglarina gore alt boyutlarin p degerleri sirasiyla: fikir (,002 ve ,005); organizasyon (,000 ve ,003);
anlatim (,000 ve ,002); kelime secimi (,000 ve ,004); ctimle akist (,000 ve ,002); yazim bigimi (,034 ve
,003) seklindedir. Sonuglar p<.05 anlamlhlik diizeyine gore incelendiginde veriler normal
dagilmamistir. Veriler normal dagilmadigindan iligkili dl¢timler i¢in Wilcoxon isaretli siralar testi

kullanilmigtir. Testin sonuglar1 Tablo 3’te verilmistir.
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Tablo 3. Yazma alt boyutlar icin yapilan Wilcoxon isaretli siralar testi sonuglart (2. sinif)

Boyut Sontest-Ontest n Sira Ortalamas:  Sira Toplami z p

Negatif Sira 0 .00 .00 3.31*  .001
Fikir Pozitif Sira 11 6.00 66.00

Esit 14

Negatif Sira 0 .00 .00 2.59* .009
Organizasyon Pozitif Sira 8 4.50 36.00

Esit 17

Negatif Sira 0 .00 .00 3.74* .000
Anlatim Pozitif Sira 14 7.50 105.00

Esit 11

Negatif Sira 0 .00 .00 3.20% .001
Kelime Se¢imi Pozitif Sira 11 6.00 66.00

Esit 14

Negatif Sira 0 .00 .00 3.00* .003
Cilimle Akist Pozitif Sira 9 5.00 45.00

Esit 16

Negatif Sira 0 .00 .00 4.04* .000
Yazim Bigimi Pozitif Sira 9 5.00 45.00

Esit 16
*p<.05

Tablo 3’e gore 6grencilerin derecelendirme anahtar: alt boyutlarindan deney éncesi ve sonrasi
aldiklar1 puanlar arasinda anlamli bir fark vardir. Fark puanlarinin sira ortalamas: ve toplamlari

dikkate alindiginda farkin sontest puani lehinde oldugu goriilmektedir.

Doniitiin 6grencilerin 3. siifta yazdiklar1 kisisel kisa Oykii yazma basarilarina etkisine
bakmak ig¢in Once verilerin normal dagilip dagilmadigi bulunmustur. Deney ve kontrol grubu
Shapiro-Wilk normallik testi sonuclarindaki gore p degerlerine gore [(,090 ve ,461) p>.05] veriler
normal dagilmistir. Veriler normal dagildigindan degerlendirici doniitiin etkisini bulmak icin iliskili

orneklemler t-testi (Paired Samples t-test) uygulanmistir. Test sonuglar: Tablo 4’te verilmistir.

Tablo 4. Yazma basaris: degerlendirme sonuclari (3. sinif)

Olglim N X S sd t p
Ontest 29 13,72 5,90

! 28 -5.60 .000*
Sontest 29 17,38 6,20
*p<.05

Tablo 4’e gore Ogrencilerin taslaklardan ve bitmis yazilarindan aldiklari toplam puanlar
arasinda anlamli bir artis oldugu bulunmustur [t(28)=-5.60, p<.05]. Ogrencilerin her bir kategoriden
aldiklar1 ¢alisma Oncesi ve calisma sonrasi basart puanlari karsilastirilmis ve Ogrencilerin bu
kategorilerdeki basarilarina bakilmistir. Deney ve kontrol grubu Shapiro-Wilk normallik testi
sonuglarina gore alt boyutlarin p degerleri sirasiyla: fikir (,009 ve ,001); organizasyon (,000 ve ,006);
anlatim (,000 ve ,020); kelime segimi (,001 ve ,012); climle akis1 (,004 ve ,025); yazim bicimi (,003 ve
,016) seklindedir. Sonuglar p<.05 anlamhilik diizeyine gore incelendiginde veriler normal
dagilmamistir. Veriler normal dagilmadigindan iligkili 6l¢iimler icin Wilcoxon isaretli siralar testi

kullanilmigtir. Testin sonuglar1 Tablo 5'te verilmistir.
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Tablo 5. Yazma alt boyutlart igin yapilan Wilcoxon isaretli siralar testi sonuclari (3. sinif)

Boyut Sontest-Ontest n Sira Ortalamas:  Sira Toplamu z p

Negatif Sira 0 .00 .00 2.81% .005
Fikir Pozitif Sira 9 5.00 45.00

Esit 16

Negatif Sira 0 .00 .00 3.05* .002
Organizasyon Pozitif Sira 10 5.50 55.00

Esit 15

Negatif Sira 0 .00 .00 3.27% .001
Anlatim Pozitif Sira 12 6.50 78.00

Esit 13

Negatif Sira 0 6.50 6.50 3.00% .003
Kelime Se¢imi Pozitif Sira 12 7.04 84.50

Esit 12

Negatif Sira 0 6.50 6.50 3.00% .003
Cilimle Akist Pozitif Sira 12 7.04 84.50

Esit 12

Negatif Sira 1 5.50 5.50 4.33* .001
Yazim Bigimi Pozitif Sira 15 8.70 130.50

Esit 10
*p<.05

Tablo 5’e gore 6grencilerin derecelendirme anahtari alt boyutlarindan deney 6ncesi ve sonrasi
aldiklar1 puanlar arasinda anlamli bir fark vardir. Fark puanlarinin sira ortalamas: ve toplamlar:

dikkate alindiginda farkin sontest puani lehinde oldugu goriilmektedir.
Tartisma ve Sonug

Bu arastirmanin bulgularina gore gozden gecirme basamaginda kullanilan degerlendirici
doniitiin  6grencilerin yazma basarilarim1 anlamli diizeyde etkiledigi bulgulanmistir. Bu durum
Ogrencilerin 2. veya 3. sinifta olmalarina gore degismemistir. Bu ¢alisma 2 siniftan 9. sinifa kadar
yapilmis olan ve doniitiin 6grencilerin yazma basarilarini tistiindeki etkisini incelemis 16 ¢alismanin
meta analiz sonuglar ile (Graham, Harris ve Hebert, 2011) 3. smif dgrencilerinin aldiklar1 doniitiin
sikhiginin 6grencilerin yazilariin igerik, organizasyon ve teknik yazim kurallarina gore yazma

boyutunda basarilarini arttirdig1 sonuglarini (Matsumura ve dig., 2002) desteklemektedir.

Peterson ve Portier (2014) 6gretmen ve Ogrenciden alman doniitiin 1. smif 6grencilerinin
yazma gelisimlerine etkisini incelemistir. Ogrencilerin %90 oraminda igerik ve teknik yazim kurallart
ile ilgili aldiklar1 doniitleri uyguladiklari bulunmustur. Bu durum, 1. smf Ogrencileri bile olsa,
degerlendirici doniitiin gozden gegirme stratejilerini Ogrenmelerine ve yazma becerilerinin
gelismesine katkida bulundugu seklinde yorumlanmistir. Bu ¢alisma Peterson ve Portier’in (2014)

yaptig1 calismanin bulgularini desteklemektedir.

Paquette (2009) 2. ve 4. sinuf dgrencilerinin yazdiklar taslaklar: ve kendilerinden daha biiyiik
ogrencilerden yazilar1 hakkinda doniit aldiktan sonra gozden gecirdikleri yazilarini 6+1 yazma
derecelendirme anahtarina gore degerlendirmistir. 4. sinifta istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark

bulmasina ragmen 2. smifta bu fark anlamli ¢tkmamuistir. Limpo, Alves ve Fidalgo (2014) 4-6 siniflarda
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yaptiklar1 arastirmada 6grencilerin planlama ve gozden gecirme becerilerinin yazma kalitesine olan
etkisine bakmuslardir. Erken yaslarda olan gozden gecirme becerilerinin yazma kalitesini
etkilemedigini bulmuglardir. Dolayisiyla bu ¢alisma Paquette (2009) ve Limpo, Alves ve Fidalgo'nun
(2014) erken yasta ogrencilerin yazilaria doniit verilmesi ve gozden gecirilmesinin onlarin yazilari

iistiinde etkisi olmadigini bulgulayan ¢alismalariin sonuglarini desteklememektedir.

Bu ¢alismada 2. ve 3. sinifta yazim big¢imi (teknik) ve anlatim (igerik) en ¢ok gelisme gosterilen
alanlar olmuslardir. Degerlendirici doniit 2. smifta daha ¢ok fikir boyutunda etkili olurken 3. smifta
organizasyon boyutunda etkili olmustur. Bu durum &grencilerin yaslar ilerledik¢e gozden gegirme
becerilerinin arttig1 fakat bu becerilerinin kullaniminin iist simiflara gegctikge icerik yerine teknik
boyutunun ve derin yerine yiizeysel boyutunun gelistirilmesi i¢in kullanildigini belirten c¢alisma

sonuglari ile agiklanabilir (Limpo, Alves ve Fidalgo, 2014).

Rosenthall (2006) haftada 3 kez yazilar1 hakkinda doniit alan 3. siif dgrencilerinin almayan
ogrencilere gore daha ¢ok yazdiklarimi fakat doniitiin teknik yazim basarilarini iistiinde etkisi
olmadigin1 bulmustur. Bu arastirmanin bulgular1 6grencilerin daha uzun yazdii konusundaki

bulgular desteklerken teknik yazim basarilarini etkilemedigi bulgusunu desteklememektedir.

Olson (1990) 6grencilerin taslak yazilar1 hakkinda 6gretmenlerden aldig1 donditiin yazilar: son
haline getirilmesinde onemli bir etkiye sahip oldugunu, arkadas tarafindan verilen doniitiin icerik
iistiinde etkisi olmadigini ayrica teknik gozden gecirme konusunda doniitiin etkisinin olmadigini
bulmustur. Boscolo ve Ascorti (2004) ise 6grencilerin yazdiklar: 6ykiileyici metinleri arkadaslar ile
birlikte gozden gecirdiklerinde yazma becerilerinin gelistigi bulmustur. Bu calismada 6grenciler hem
Ogretmenlerinden hem de arkadaslarindan yazdiklar1 kisisel kisa Oykiileri hakkinda doniit
almiglardir. Ogretmen ya da arkadastan alinan doniitiin hangisinin daha etkili oldugu bu calismamn
arastirma konusu olmamakla birlikte Ogrencilerin gelisiminde her iki faktoriinde etkisi oldugu

sOylenebilir ¢iinkii yazilan metinler dykiileyici metinlerin 6zelliklerini tasimaktadar.

Degerlendirici doniitiin 6grencilerin kisisel kisa dykii yazma basarilarin: etkiledigi sonucuna
ulasan bu arastirmadan elde edilen bulgular bu iliskinin farkli metin tiirlerinde sinanmasi gerektigini
diisiindiirmektedir. Bu c¢alismanin iginde yer alan uygulamalar siire¢ temelli egitim asamalar
yiliriitiilerek planlandigi unutulmamalidir. Degerlendirici doniitiin etkisi onceki diger basamaklarin
ne kadar iyi ylirtitiildiigii ile ilgilidir. Bu nedenle iyi yapilandirilmamis siirecin ve iyi planlanmamis
siire¢ basamaklarinin (planlama, yazma ve gozden gecirme) 0grencinin yazili anlatim becerilerini

gelistiremeyecegi agiktir.

Yukarida belirtilen bazi ¢alismalarda donditiin kiigiik yaslarda 6grencilerin yazma basarilarina
etkisi olmadig1 sonucuna ulasilmistir. Bunun nedeni de doniitiin etkin bir bigimde kullanilamamasi
olarak belirtilmistir. Erken yasta Ogrencilere yazdiklari yazilar1 degerlendirebilme becerileri

kazandiracak caligmalara yer verilmesi gerektigini vurgulanmistir. Yazmada elde edilecek basari
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Ogrencilerin yazilarin1 nasil gozden gecirecekleri ve aldiklar1 doniitii nasil degerlendirecekleri
konusundaki becerilerinin gelistirilmesi ile miimkiindiir. Ogretmenlerin erken yaslarda 6grencilerinin
yazili anlatim becerilerini gelistirmede degerlendirici doniitii kullanmasi ve etkili bir doniit igin

ihtiya¢ duyulan planlamanin yapilmas: 6nerilmektedir (Bayraktar, 2012; Nickel, 2001).
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Introduction

The teaching of writing that emphasizes the written product and the practice of having
students write about pre-determined topics has changed over time. In the late 70's, writing education,
which prioritized the process, especially under the leadership of Graves (1983), gained importance
(Willis, 2001). It has been emphasized that the notes that the teachers take on the writing of the
students and the evaluations they make are not very beneficial for the development of the written

expression skills of the students (Peterson, 2003).

In the process writing approach, it is really important for students to talk about their writing,
hear the opinions of their teachers and peers, and review their writing again so that they can become
good writers. This stage, at the same time, is the evaluation stage, which is considered as a necessary
stage of teaching, and it needs to be carefully planned and carried into the learning environment while

considering the individual needs of each student (Atwell, 1998; Calkins, 1994).

Flower and Hayes (1981) defined the cognitive processes of writing and provided a theoretical
framework about how those writing processes need to be understood and analyzed. They stated that
writing has three basic stages, comprising planning, translating, and reviewing. In this framework, the
review stage includes different sub-processes, such as reading the written texts to evaluate them and

then reviewing them to implement changes and enhance writing quality.

Graves (1983) and Emig (1971) defined the teaching of writing as a process that consists of
some major components. These components comprise prewriting, drafting, revising, editing, and
publishing (Tompkins, 2007; Gunning, 2012; Cunningham & Cunningham, 2010). Although each of
these stages is recursive in nature and a necessary step in process-based writing instruction, the
revising and editing stages were emphasized for their significant role in developing the writing skills

of the students (Keh, 1990).

In the revision step, the written texts are reread and shared with peers. Students also get ideas
from their teachers and friends about their writing and try to predict whether they can use the

suggestions in the text. At the same time, formal errors are also detected at this stage (misspellings,
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punctuation, basic grammar errors, etc.). In the editing stage, students are expected to make the
necessary arrangements and design the final version in the light of suggestions (Tompkins, 2007;
Tompkins & Collom, 2004). In the editing part, the main purpose is to increase readability and
coherence (Smith, 1982).

Drafts and revised texts are very important for developing the written expression skills of the
students and following their developmental processes. Using the feedback that they received about
their writing, the students have the opportunity to see the misspellings, grammar mistakes,
misconceptions, or organizational inaccuracies within the text. This process increases the writing
achievement (Keh, 1990). In fact, this is the main reason why students improve in writing (Tompkins,

2005).

Feedback, which is used in the revising stage, is one of the assessment techniques used to
evaluate the written text quality of the students and is an important identifier of the writing skills of
the student with respect to the meta-analysis results of many studies (Graham, Harris, & Hebert,
2011). As students can track their own development, they understand how they can further improve
themselves. Therefore, they discover their writing competence (Andrade, Wang, Du, & Akawi, 2009).
It has been found that the frequency and variety of the feedback that students receive (Rosenthall,
2006) are effective in improving the quality of the content organization and technical writing rules that

the students have (Matsumura, Patthey-Chavez, Valdés, & Garnier, 2002).

Some studies have emphasized that the effect of feedback on the overall writing success of the
students stems from the way that the evaluation is made (Silver & Lee, 2007). Effective feedback in
writing activities should be given at a certain point, be well defined, be without judgment, and be
given in various ways. The feedback should help the students to correct themselves (Macarthur,
Graham, & Fitzgerald, 2006). It is necessary to follow some principles in order to give feedback in this
way. The first of these principles is that the feedback given in writing studies is not only about the
things to be corrected, but also about the things that are found to be positive (Konold, Miller, &
Konold, 2004). Another principle is to give clear feedback and select small sections to give feedback
on. The third principle is to specify the places where the narration is weak, as well as the places where
it is strong. Paying attention to these points while making feedback will increase the efficiency to be

taken from the feedback (Stern & Solomon, 2006).

Although all of the stages in the writing process have an effect on successful text writing, the
revision is seen as an important variable. Kaya and Ates (2016) found that using metacognitive skills,
such as retrospective monitoring of students and making corrections or making new adjustments
when necessary, improved the story-writing skills of 4th-grade students. In addition, it was stated that
giving instructional feedback to the students during the writing process contributed significantly to

the self-development of the students. With the adoption of the process-based writing model in the

288



KEFAD Cilt 22, Say1 1, Nisan, 2021

revised Turkish program (M.E.B, 2015), studies on this subject will contribute to the success of the
writing education to be implemented. In addition, results and recommendations can be a guiding
resource for classroom teachers. In order to achieve this goal, the following research questions were

sought:

1. Does the feedback used in the review step have an effect on the success of the students in story

writing?
2. Do the writing success levels of the students differ depending on if they are in the 2nd or 3rd grade?
Method

The aim of this study was to investigate the effect of the revision stage on the writing quality
of small moment stories written by elementary students who were educated using a process-oriented
writing approach. The quantitative research method was used in this study and a one-group pretest

posttest design was applied.
The Participants

The students, who were in the 3rd grade, and had been taught based on process-based writing
instruction from the moment that they started the 2nd grade, comprised the sample group of this
study. There were 25 students in the 2nd-grade class; however, the number of students increased to 29
as a result of students who had been transferred into the 3rd-grade class in which this study was
conducted. There were 14 girls and 11 boys in the 2nd-grade class, and then the addition of 2 girls and

2 more boys into the 3rd-grade class.
Application Process

In the writing process approach, communication is emphasized and different types of text
writing are practiced. In writing workshops, a significant part of the time is spent on writing, and the
teacher plans short lessons for instruction. The process continues, and comprises collecting, selecting,
and developing writing topics, drafting, reviewing/consulting, and editing and publishing/sharing,
and approximately a 1-month period is allocated for each genre (story, fiction, poetry, informative
texts, etc.). In the review and counseling part, the students sometimes share their narratives with the
whole class and sometimes with their group of friends to receive feedback. At the same time, the
teacher, who watches the students throughout the writing practice, talks with the students one-on-one
about their writing. Students, who have finalized the written pieces, share them with the class editors
and request a final review. Then, they review the draft in line with the opinions received. In this
study, the studies of writing short stories, which are the primaries that the students wrote in the
process, were evaluated. Story writing is a recommended study to start workshops and appropriate
before writing different text types (Calkins, 2011). The activities took 10 weeks over a period of 2

years. At least 3 weeks of this study was reserved for revision. The intervention took at least 2 h each
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week. The process was also followed by the classroom teacher, and support was provided to the

students in the required subject during the week.
Data Collection

The students wrote at least 3 personal short stories during the implementation period and
then selected 1 of them to review and publish to share. In this study, 108 personal stories, including

drafts and final texts, were evaluated.

While the length of the articles written was 2000 words in the 2nd grade, this average was
increased to 2500 in the 3rd grade. In addition, the drafts and finished writing of the students

increased by approximately 300 words in the 2nd grade and 500 words in the 3rd grade.
Data Analysis Method

For the evaluation, the 6+1 Trait Writing Model was used. With respect to this model, the texts
were evaluated using a rating key in the fields of ideas, organization, voice, word choice, sentence
fluency, and conventions. This model identified 5 major levels of proficiency in 6 categories, in which
1 indicates the beginner level, 3 indicates the developing level, and 5 indicates the strong level. The
narratives between the beginner level and the developing level were given 2 points, and narratives

between the developing level and strong level were given 4 points (Table 1).
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Table 1. 6+1 Trait Writing Model

Sub-categories Content

5- The story is focused on a small moment. There are internal-external details and
dialogues in the story. The author has written about an important moment.

Ideas 3- The story is partly focused on a small moment. There are partly inside-outside details
and dialogues in the story. The author partially wrote about an important moment.

1- The story is not focused on the moment. There are a limited number of internal-external
details and dialogues in the story. The author did not write an important moment

5- Powerful and inviting guidance. A satisfying conclusion that the reader can understand.
Thoughtful transitions in the story.

3- Partly powerful inviting guidance. An ending that the reader can understand. There is a

Organization . .
partial sequence in the story.

1- Ineffective guidance. An ending that the reader cannot understand. There is no logical
sequencing in the story.

5- The reader comes across both original and natural discourses. The narrative is engaging
enough to keep the reader interested.

3- From time to time, the reader comes across original and natural discourses. The narrative

Voice is not fully engaging to keep the reader interested.

1- The reader does not come across original and natural statements. The narrative lacks the
ability to keep the reader interested.

5- Words that are powerful enough to create a strong stimulation or emotional intensity.
The author used lively verbs to strengthen the narration. The author used appropriate and
correct names effectively.

3- Some words were chosen to create a strong stimulation and emotional intensity. The
Word choice author used words that partially reinforced the narrative. The author used appropriate and
correct names.

1- There is limited vocabulary to stimulate and create emotional intensity. The author used
verbs that were ordinary and did not contribute to the narrative. The author used only
common nouns.

5- The sentences are well built with strong and varied structure. Writing has an easy follow
and cadence.

Sent i 3- The sentences are usually constructed correctly with limited use of different structures.
entence fluenc
y Writing is more mechanical than fluid.

1- Only status sentences are used. Many sentences are left unfinished and incomplete.
Phrasing does not sound natural.

5- Spelling is generally correct. Punctuation is accurate. Dialogue signs, capitalization, and
paragraphing are used correctly. There are minor and correctable errors.

3- Spelling is usually correct. Punctuation is usually correct. Most of the dialogue signs,
capitalization, and paragraphing correctly. There are a large number of definable and

Conventions
correctable errors.

1- Spelling errors are frequent. Punctuation is often missing or incorrect. The use of
dialogue signs, capitalization, and paragraphing are random. Errors are very noticeable
and frequent

Evaluation was performed two different researchers and consistency was checked. The
consistency between the evaluation points of the researchers (rs = 0.95; P < 0.01) was found to be
sufficient for reliability. At first, the data were analyzed with regards to whether the achievement
scores of the students were distributed normally or not. According to the results of the Shapiro-Wilk
normality t-test, either the paired samples t-test or Wilcoxon paired signed-rank test was used to

examine the difference between the draft and final writing scores of the students.
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The Ethical Permits of the Research

In this study, all of the rules stated in the Higher Education Institutions Scientific Research
and Publication Ethics Directive were followed. None of the actions stated under the second section of

the directive, entitled Actions Against Scientific Research and Publication Ethics, were performed.
Results

To be able to look at the effect of revision and feedback on the achievements of the students in
writing personal short stories in the 2nd grade, at first, the data were analyzed with regards to
whether the achievement scores of the students were distributed normally or not. The data was
distributed normally (0.334 and 0.178, P > 0.05) in the results of the experimental and control group
using the Shapiro-Wilk normality test. The paired samples t-test results showed a statistically
significant difference between the draft and final writing scores of the students (t(24) =-3.12, P < 0.05)

(Table 2).

Table 2. T-test results of writing achievement (2nd grade)

Factors N X Sd df t P-value
Pre-test 25 12.20 4.32

24 -3.12 0.005*
Post-test 25 15.92 4.60
*P <0.05

The achievement scores, which students gained from each category before and after the study,
were not distributed normally. According to the results of the Wilcoxon paired signed-rank test, there
was a significant difference between the achievement scores that the students gained from the 6+1
Trait Writing Rubric sub-dimensions before and after the study (ideas z = 3.31, organization z = 2.59,
voice z = 3.74, word choice z = 3.20, sentence fluency z = 3.00, conventions z = 4.04; p < 0.05). The

results are given in Table 3.
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Table 3. Results of the Wilcoxon paired signed-rank test for writing sub-dimensions (2nd grade)

Factors Pretest-post test n  Mean Rank Sum of mean ranks z P-value

Negative Rank 0 0.00 0.00 3.31* 0.001
Ideas Positive Rank 11 6.00 66.00

Ties 14

Negative Rank 0 0.00 0.00 2.59* 0.009
Organization  Positive Rank 8 4.50 36.00

Ties 17

Negative Rank 0 0.00 0.00 3.74* 0.000
Voice Positive Rank 14 7.50 105.00

Ties 11

Negative Rank 0 0.00 0.00 3.20* 0.001
Word Choice P?sitive Rank 11 6.00 66.00

Ties 14
Sentence Nega.tive Rank 0 0.00 0.00 3.00* 0.003
Fluency Positive Rank 9 5.00 45.00

Ties 16

Negative Rank 0 0.00 0.00 4.04% 0.000
Conventions Positive Rank 9 5.00 45.00

Ties 16
*P <0.05

To be able to look at the effect of the evaluative feedback on the achievements of the students
in writing personal short stories in the 3rd grade, at first, the data were analyzed with regards to
whether the achievement scores of the students were distributed normally or not. The data were
distributed normally (0.090 and 0.461, P > 0.05) in the results of the experimental and control group
using the Shapiro-Wilk normality test. The paired samples t-test test results showed a statistically
significant difference between the draft and final writing scores of the students (t(28) = -5.60, P < 0.05)

(Table 4).

Table 4. T-test results of writing achievement (3rd grade)

Factors N X Sd df t P-value
Pre-test 29 13.72 5.90

28 -5.60 0.000*
Post-test 29 17.38 6.20
*P <0.05

The achievement scores, which the students gained from each category before and after the
study, were not distributed normally. According to the results of the Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test,
there was a significant difference between the points that the students gained from the 6+1 Trait
Writing Rubric sub-dimensions before and after the study (ideas z = 2.81; organization z = 3.05, voice z

=2.27, word choice z = 3.00, sentence fluency z = 3.00, conventions z = 4.33; P < 0.05 (Table 5).
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Table 5. Results of the Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test for writing sub-dimensions (3rd grade)

Factors Pretest-post test n  MeanRank  Sum of mean ranks z P-value

Negative Rank 0 0.00 0.00 2.81* 0.005
Ideas Positive Rank 9 5.00 45.00

Ties 16

Negative Rank 0 0.00 0.00 3.05* 0.002
Organization  Positive Rank 10 5.50 55.00

Ties 15

Negative Rank 0 0.00 0.00 3.27* 0.001
Voice Positive Rank 12 6.50 78.00

Ties 13

Negative Rank 0 6.50 6.50 3.00% 0.003
Word Choice Positive Rank 12 7.04 84.50

Ties 12
Sentence Negative Rank 0 6.50 6.50 3.00* 0.003
Fluency Positive Rank 12 7.04 84.50

Ties 12

Negative Rank 1 5.50 5.50 4.33% 0.001
Conventions Positive Rank 15 8.70 130.50

Ties 10
*P <0.05

Conclusion and Discussion

According to the results of this research, it was found that the evaluative feedback used in the
revising stage affected the writing achievements of the students in a positive and statistically
significant way in terms of developing ideas, organization, voice, word choice, sentence fluency, and
conventions. This result did not change based on whether the students were in the 2nd or 3rd grade.
The results of this study supported the results of other studies, which found that the evaluative
feedback effected the development of the writing skills of the students (Graham, Harris, & Hebert,

2011; Matsumura et al., 2002; Peterson & Portier, 2014).

Peterson and Portier (2014) examined the effects of feedback received from teachers and
students on the writing development of 1st-grade students. It was found that 90% of the students
applied the feedback that they had received about content and technical writing rules. It was
interpreted that even for 1st-grade students, the evaluative feedback contributed to their learning of
review strategies and the development of their writing skills. The current study herein supported the

findings of the above mentioned study of Peterson and Portier (2014).

On the other hand, this study did not supported the results of other studies, which found that
giving feedback and revising the writing of students at an early age had no effect on their writing

skills (Limpo, Alves, & Fidalgo, 2014; Paquette, 2009).

In this study, conventions and voice were the most developed areas in the 2nd- and 3rd-grade
students. While evaluative feedback was more effective on the idea dimension in the 2nd-grade
students, it was effective on the organizational dimension in the 3rd-grade students. This situation can

be explained by the results of the study, in that the revision skills of the students increased as they got
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older, but these skills were used to improve the use of conventions rather than the content, which

meant that the improvement was superficial rather than deep (Limpo, Alves & Fidalgo, 2014).

Rosenthall (2006) found that 3rd-grade students who received feedback about their writing 3
times a week wrote more than students who had not received feedback, but that the feedback had no
effect on the use of standard writing conventions. The findings of this study supported the findings
that the students wrote longer, but did not support the finding that it did not affect the success of

using standard writing conventions.

Findings from this study, which concluded that evaluative feedback affected the success of the
students in writing personal short stories, suggested that this relationship should be tested in different
text types. It should not be forgotten that the practices included in this study were planned by
conducting process-based training stages. The effect of evaluative feedback is related to how well the
other previous steps are conducted. For this reason, it was clear that poorly structured and planned
process steps (planning, writing and reviewing) cannot improve the written expression skills of the

students.

In some of the studies mentioned above, it was concluded that the feedback did not affect the
writing success of young students. The reason for this was stated as the inability to use the feedback
effectively. It was emphasized that there should be studies that will give early students the skills to
evaluate their writing. Success in writing is possible by improving the skills that the students with
regards to how to review their writing and evaluate the feedback that they receive. It is recommended
that teachers use evaluative feedback to develop the written expression skills of their students at an

early age and make the necessary planning for effective feedback (Bayraktar, 2012; Nickel, 2001).

It is suggested that teachers should use evaluative feedback to develop the written narrative
skills of their students at early ages. According to the results of this study, the revision stage of the
process writing approach improved the students writing success in narrative texts. Further studies are
needed to look at the effect of revision on different types of texts. On the other hand, during the
instruction process, every stage of this approach was applied. Hence, the effect of evaluative feedback

is about how well the other stages have been conducted.
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