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Oz

Bu c¢alismanin amaci Tiirkge 6gretmeni adaylarinin metin degistirimi baglaminda yeniden yazma
becerilerini  degerlendirmektir. Arastirmanin  katilimecilarini, bir devlet iniversitesinin Egitim
Fakiiltesi Tiirk¢e ve Sosyal Bilimler Egitimi Boliimii Tiirkge Egitimi Ana Bilim Dalinda 1, 2, 3 ve 4.
sinif diizeylerinde 6grenim gormekte olan 223 6gretmen adayi olusturmaktadir. Adaylardan “Metin
17 (zayif) ve “Metin 2” (iyi) olmak iizere iki farkli nitelikteki metni yeniden yazmalar1 istenmistir.
Ogrenci metinlerinden elde edilen veriler analiz edilmistir. Bu baglamda hangi yeniden yazma
tekniginin ne kadar ve ne diizeyde kullanildigini belirlemek i¢in arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilen
2 farkli form; yeniden yazilan metinlerin niteligini ve kelime, ciimle, paragraf, metin diizeylerinde
hangi degisikliklerin yapildigini tespit etmek amaciyla da yine arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilen 2
farkli dereceli puanlama anahtar1 kullanilmistir. Arastirmadan elde edilen bazi sonuglara gore Tiirkce
dgretmeni adaylar1 Metin 1 {izerinde daha gok degisiklik yapmislardir. Ogrenciler Metin 1°i yeniden
yazdiklarinda Dogruluk, Aciklik, Tutarlilik ve Planlilik boyutlarinin tiimiinde genellikle (1), (2) ve
(3) puan; Metin 2’yi yeniden yazdiklarinda ise genellikle (4) ve (5) puan almuslardir. Bu durum,
ogrencilerin yeniden yazdiklari metinlerde, orijinal metinlere g¢ok biiyiilk oranda bagl kaldiklart

seklinde yorumlanmustir.
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Giris
Giintimiize kadar gelmis sanat yapitlarina bakildiginda bu yapitlarin kendilerinden once
ortaya konmus tirlinlerden bagimsiz olmadiklart goriiliir. Cilinkii bilim ve sanat gibi insana
ait etkinlikler birikimli olarak ilerler. Sonraki ile 6nceki arasindaki baglilik iliskisi bazen
eklemleme, bazen etkilenme, bazen elestirme bazen de daha baska sekillerde olabilir.
Iliskinin yénii ne olursa olsun en son iiretileni kendisinden &ncekilerin bir yeniden iiretimi
olarak gérmek miimkiindiir. Hz. Isa’nin ¢armiha gerilmeden &nce havarileri ile yedigi son
aksam yemegi, bircok ressam tarafindan resmedilmistir. Bunlardan en bilineni Leonardo Da
Vinci’nin Milano’da Santa Maria delle Grazie Kilisesinin duvarina resmettigi Son Aksam
Yemegi isimli fresktir. Bu konuyu Leonardo’dan once Domenico Ghirlandajo, Giotto,
Duccio di Buoninsegna gibi ressamlar da islemislerdir. Yine ilk olarak 1939 yilinda
Detective Comics’in 27. sayisinda ¢izgi roman karakteri olarak ortaya ¢ikan Batman, 1943
yilinda yonetmenligini Lambert Hillyer’in yaptigi The Batman adiyla sinemaya uyarlanmus,
sonraki yillarda Spencer Gordon Bennet, Leslie H. Martinson, Tim Burton, Joel
Schumacher, Christopher Nolan gibi pek ¢ok yonetmen tarafindan yeniden perdeye

aktarilmistir. Tiim bu 6rnekler, yeniden tiretim seklinde ele alinabilir.

Yazma baglaminda diisliniildiiglinde yeniden yazma farkli sekillerde tanimlanmugtir.
Aktulum’a (2000b: 236) gore yeniden yazma genel olarak, hangi tiirden olursa olsun, onceki
bir metnin onu taklit eden, doniistiiren, agik ya da kapali bir bi¢imde ona génderen bir baska
metinde yinelenmesidir. Aktulum (2007) baska bir ifadesinde yeniden yazmayi bir yazarin
bagka bir yazara ait bir metni, bir gonderge metnini, bir alt-metni (hypotexte) yeniden
yazmasi, onu yeni bir durumda, yeni bir baglamda, yeni bir okur Kkitlesi i¢in yeni islevlerle,
yeni ereklerle doniistiirmesi olarak tanimlar. Bu tanimlardan hareketle yazma ile yeniden
yazmanin i¢ i¢ce oldugu sOylenebilir. Ciinkii aslinda ortaya konan her metin, daha onceki
eserlerin en az birkac kez yazilip degistirilerek ya da kendisinden 6nce yazilmis pek ¢ok
kaynagin tekrar doniistiiriilerek sunulmasidir. Murray’a gore de yazmak, yeniden yazmaktir.
Yeniden yazma amator ile profesyonel, yayimlanmis ile yayimlanmamis arasindaki farktir
(Murray, 1978: 75). Oxford Sozliigiinde yeniden yazmanin tanimi verilirken amaglarina da
deginilir. Buna gore yeniden yazma, bir seyi degistirmek ya da gelistirmek igin tekrar
yazmaktir (en.oxforddictionaries.com). Yani yeniden yazmanin amaglar;, Aktulum’un
(2000a) da bahsettigi tizere diizeltmek, derinlestirmek, vb. amaglara benzer bir sekilde
degistirmek ve gelistirmek olarak ifade edilir.
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Yeniden yazma becerisi bu ¢alismada ti¢ baslik altinda ele alinmistir. Bunlar sirasiyla

acimlama, diizenleme ve edebi doniistirme seklindedir. Yeniden yazma becerisine
kaynaklik eden ilk kavram agimlamadir. A¢imlama genel olarak bir metnin anlamini
koruyup sozciik ve s6z dizim unsurlarini degistirmektir (Bhagat ve Hovy, 2013; Campbell,
1998; Fisk ve Hurst, 2003; McCarthy, Guess ve McNamara, 2009). Yazma becerisi
acisindan bakildiginda agimlama ile ilgili ¢alismalarin genellikle 6zet yazma (Brown ve
Day, 1983; Choy ve Lee, 2012; Comeau-Kirschner, 2013; John ve Mayes, 1990; Keck,
2006; Ko, 2009; Winograd, 1983), akademik yazma (Campbell, 1987; Choi, 2012; Hirvela
ve Du, 2013; Keck, 2014; Setoodeh, 2015) ve intihal (Keck, 2010; Pecorari, 2003; Roig,
1999; Roig, 2001; Yamada, 2003) baglaminda ele alindigi goriiliir. A¢imlama kavrami
siklikla akademik yazma ile birlikte diistiniilmektedir. Bunun nedeni, agimlamanin akademik
yazmada yazarlarin ¢ogunlukla karsilastiklar1 bir problem olan intihale engel olusturan bir

unsur olmasidir.

Yeniden yazma becerisine kaynaklik eden ikinci kavram diizenlemedir. Bir metni
diizenlemek; revize etmek, yazili veya basili bir seyi incelemek, diizeltmek ya da
degistirmektir (en.oxforddictionaries.com). Alamargot ve Chanquoy’a (2001: 100) gére
diizenleme bigemi, igerigi gelistirmek gibi bir amaca ulagsmak i¢in heniiz yazilmis veya
heniiz yazilmamis bir metin iizerinde metnin taslak veya son hali ile olumlu, nétr veya
olumsuz bir etki olusturmak tizere ekleme, silme gibi islemlerle yapilan seydir. Bu anlamda
diizenleme ve yeniden yazma i¢ ice gecmis iki asama olarak ele alinabilir. Oyle ki bir metni
diizenlemek, 0 metni yeniden yazmaya; bir metni yeniden yazmak ise o metni tekrar
diizenlemeye imkan verir. Dolayisiyla diizenleme ve yeniden yazma dongiisel bir iglemi

takip eder.

Arastirmacilara gore diizenleme ile metin Kkalitesi arasinda bir iligki vardir (Ash,
1983; Bereiter ve Scardamalia, 1987; Bridwell, 1980; Fitzgerald ve Markham, 1987
Wallace ve Hayes, 1990). Ogrenciler metinlerini revize ederek daha iyi hale getirirler.
Arastirmacilar; iyi olan, deneyimli yazarlar (component) ile iyi olmayan, deneyimsiz (basic)
yazarlarin yazili metinlerinde diizenleme yapmalariyla ilgili bazi farkliliklarin olduguna
dikkat c¢ekmislerdir. Onlara gore iyi Yyazarlar, iyi olmayan yazarlara gore daha fazla
diizenleme yaparlar (Faigley ve Witte, 1981; Galbraith ve Torrance, 2004; Marion, 1983,
Monahan, 1982; Sengupta, 1998; Sharples, 1999; Stallard, 1974). Yine arastirmacilara gore,
daha iyi olan deneyimli yazarlar, daha ¢ok anlamla ve metin yapisiyla ilgili degisiklikler

yaparken, deneyimsiz olan yazarlar daha ¢ok yiizeysel degisiklikler yaparlar (Bridwell,
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1980; Faigley ve Witte, 1981; Flower, 1989; Harris, 1993; Perl, 1979; Hayes, Flower,

Schriver, Stratman ve Carey, 1987; Rooney, 1998; Sharples, 1999; Sommers, 1980; Stallard,
1974; Wallace ve Hayes, 1990). Bunlarla birlikte o6grencilerin siklikla ve ustalikla
diizenleme yapmadiklar1 ortaya konmustur (Fitzgerald ve Markham 1987; Hayes vd., 1987,
Murray, 1978; Myhill ve Jones, 2007; Scardamalia, 1981). Ogrencilerin ¢ok biiyiik bir
kismi, yazma dersi alanlar bile taslak metinler yazmakta, diizenleme yapmamaktadirlar
(Murray, 1978: 7). Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Programma (MEB: 2018) bakildiginda da bu

durumu destekleyen benzer bir tablo ile karsilasiimaktadir.

Tablo 1. Tiirkce Dersi Ogretim Programinda (2018) Diizenleme Becerisi ile Iigili Yer Alan

Kazamimlar

Nu Kazanim

T.1.4.10. Yazdiklarim gézden gegirir. Ogrencilerin yazdiklarini harf hatasi, harf ve hece
eksikligi, yazim ve noktalama kurallart agisindan goézden gecirmeleri ve
diizenlemeleri saglanir.

T.2.4.10. Yazdiklarm diizenler. Ogrencilerin yazdiklarmi harf hatasi, hece eksikligi ile
yazim ve noktalama kurallar1 agisindan gozden gecirmeleri ve diizenlemeleri
saglanir.

T.3.4.11. Yazdiklarim1 diizenler. Yapilacak diizenleme caligmasi simif diizeyine uygun
yazim ve noktalama kurallari ile smirli tutulur.

T.4.4.11. Yazdiklarin diizenler.

a) Ogrenciler yazdiklarmi dil bilgisi ve anlatim bozukluklar1 yéniinden kontrol
etmeye tesvik edilir.
b) Sinif diizeyine uygun yazim ve noktalama kurallar1 ile sinirl tutulur.

T.5.4.9. Yazdiklarimi diizenler. Sinif diizeyine uygun yazim ve noktalama kurallar ile
sturlt tutulur.

T.6.4.10. Yazdiklarin diizenler.

a) Anlam bitlinliigiinii bozan ifadelerin belirlenmesi ve diizeltilmesi saglanur,
kavramsal olarak anlatim bozuklugu konusuna deginilmez.
b) Metinde yer alan yazim ve noktalama kurallari ile sinirl tutulur.

T.7.4.16. Yazdiklarini diizenler.

a) Anlama dayali anlatim bozukluklar1 bakimindan yazdiklarini g6zden
gecirmesi ve diizeltmesi saglanir.
b) Metinde yer alan yazim ve noktalama kurallari ile sinirli tutulur.

T.8.4.16. Yazdiklarini diizenler.

a) Dil bilgisine dayali anlatim bozukluklar1 bakimindan yazdiklarini gézden
gecirmesi ve diizeltmesi saglanir.
b) Metinde yer alan yazim ve noktalama kurallari ile sinirli tutulur.

Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Programmda (MEB: 2018) 1’den 8’e¢ kadar tiim sinuf

seviyelerinde diizenleme ile ilgili kazanimlarin yer aldig1 goriilmektedir. Programda yer alan
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bu kazanimlarin, diizenlemenin yontem ve igerigiyle ilgili olmaktan ¢ok metnin yazim,

noktalama, gramer gibi aslinda diizeltme olarak ifade edilebilecek boyutlarindaki
degisikliklerle ilgili oldugu goriilmektedir. S6z konusu kazanimlar, metnin sekilsel ve
yiizeysel olarak diizeltilmesine olanak tanimaktadir. Metnin biiyiik ve st yapistyla ilgili
degisiklikleri, doniistimleri ele almamaktadir. Bununla birlikte diizenleme, bir metni yeniden
yazmaya olanak saglayan bir siire¢ becerisidir. Programda yer alan diizenleme ile ilgili

kazanimlarda diizenlemenin siire¢ boyutuna vurgu yapilmadig: goriilmektedir.

Arastirmacilar, diizenleme tiirlerine iliskin farkli siiflamalar yapmuslardir.
Diizenleme tiirleri genel olarak silme, ekleme, yerine koyma, yer degistirme (Allal, 1993;
Bridwell, 1980; Crawford, Lloyd ve Konoth, 2008; Dix, 2006a; Faigley ve Witte, 1981;
Karasu, 2014; Monahan, 1982; Scott, 1985, Sengupta, 1998; Sommers, 1980;), genisletme,
birlestirme (Crawford vd., 2008; Karasu, 2014; Sengupta, 1998), igine yerlestirme
(Bridwell, 1980; Monahan, 1982), agimlama (Sengupta, 1998), yazim-noktalama (Crawford,
vd., 2008; Dix, 2006a) olarak ele alinmigtir. Arastirmacilar, diizenlenen dil birimlerine gére
de bir smiflandirma yapmislardir. Bu smiflandirma genel olarak kelime, kelime grubu,
ciimle (Allal, 1993; Crawford vd., 2008; Monahan, 1982; Sengupta, 1998; Sommers, 1980),
paragraf (Crawford vd., 2008; Monahan, 1982; Sengupta, 1998) ve metin (Allal, 1993,
Scott, 1985) seklindedir.

Yeniden yazmanin en genis kavrami edebi doniistirmedir. Oyle ki Gariper ve
Kiigiikcoskun (2007) yeniden yazma ve edebi doniistiirme kavramlar: arasinda yakin bir bag
oldugunu fakat edebi doniistiirmenin yeniden yazmanin sinirlarini astigini ifade etmislerdir.
Edebi doniistiirim, mevcut bir metnin edebilik kistaslart gozetilerek yeniden bir edebi metin
haline getirilmesidir (Koktiirk, 2007: 271). Kaynak metin ile bu metin iizerinde yapilan bir
dizi dilbilimsel degisiklik sonucunda ortaya ¢ikan hedef metin arasindaki iligkiyi karsilayan
terimi Durmus (2013: 392), metin degistirim (text modification) olarak isimlendirmistir.
Cetin’e (2012: 215) gore metin doniistiirme, baska metinleri ya da metin pargalarini aynen
alip yapistirma degil, onlart degistirerek, doniistiirerek alip kullanma ve degerlendirme
yontemidir. Edeb1 doniistiirme ile gelenek arasinda dogrudan bir bag vardir. Yazin diinyasini
bilen, okuyan, takip eden yazarlarin edebi doniistirme gibi biiyiik 6lgekli degisiklikler
gerceklestirebildikleri sdylenebilir. Bu anlamda edebi doniistirme hem yazma hem de

okuma alaninda ciddi bir olgunluk gerektirir.

Yeniden yazma ile ilgili, var olan yazma modellerinden (Bereiter ve Scardamalia,
1987; Bridwell, 1980; Butterfield, Hacker ve Albertson, 1996; Chenoweth ve Hayes, 2001;
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Hayes ve Flower, 1981; Hayes vd., 1987; Hayes, 2012; Sharples, 1999) hareketle asagidaki

hususlar soylenebilir:

Yazma siireci, yazarin yazisina dair bir problemi tespit ve teshis etmesiyle birlikte
yeni bir yazma siirecini baslatabilir. Dolayisiyla yeniden yazma siirecini, yazarin metninde

tespit ettigi problemleri diizenlemeye yonelik kararinin baslattigi soylenebilir.

Yeniden yazma siirecinde genel olarak planlama, yaziya gecirme ve diizenleme

dongiisii takip edilir.
Yeniden yazma siirecini baglatan asama diizenlemedir.

Yazili iriinlerin hatasiz ve dilin biitin kurallarina uygun olmas: beklentisini

olusturan, yazma siirecindeki diizenleme asamasidir.

Diizenleme karsilastirma, iliski kurma, problem ¢6zme, yaratici ve elestirel diistinme

becerileriyle baglantilidir.

Ilgili literatiire bakildiginda, edebi doniistirme Kkavraminin daha c¢ok edebiyat
caligmalarina konu oldugu goriilmektedir. Tiirkge egitimi alanindaki c¢aligmalarda ise
acimlama ve diizenleme kavramlarinin yok denecek kadar az sayida calisilmis olmasi bu
calismay1 gerekli kilmaktadir. Bunlarla birlikte, yapilan bu arastirma 6grencilerin agimlama,
diizenleme ve edebi doniistirme becerilerine ayr1 ayri odaklanmamakta, bu ii¢ kavrami
sentezleyerek yeniden yazma becerisini tanimlamakta ve Glgiitlerini ortaya koymaktadir. Bu
sebeple, bu ¢alismanin 6grencilerin yazma becerilerinin degerlendirilmesine yeni bir boyut
getirmesi ve bundan sonraki yeniden yazma g¢aligmalarina 6nciilikk etmesi beklenmektedir.
Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Programlarinda yeniden yazma becerisine yonelik kazanimlarin
olmayisi, ders isleme siirecinde 6grencilerin yeniden yazma becerilerini gelistirmeye yonelik
etkinliklere yer verilmemesi demektir. Dolayisiyla bu g¢alisma ortaokul 6grencilerinin
konuya yabanci olacaklar1 distinilerek Tiirkce Ogretmeni adaylart iizerinde

gerceklestirilmistir.

Bu arastirmanin amaci, Tiirk¢e O6gretmeni adaylarmin yeniden yazma becerilerini
tespit etmektir. Bu temel amaca bagh olarak gergeklestirilen arastirmanin alt amaglari

asagidaki gibidir.

1. Tiirk¢e 6gretmeni adaylarinin yeniden yazdiklar1 metinlerde kullandiklar1 yeniden

yazma tekniklerini tespit etmek,
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2. Tiirkge 6gretmeni adaylarinin yeniden yazdiklari metinlerde kullandiklar1 yeniden

yazma tekniklerinin dil birimlerini tespit etmek,
3. Tiirkge 6gretmeni adaylarinin yeniden yazdiklart metinlerin niteligini tespit etmek,

4. Tirkge Ogretmeni adaylarmin yeniden yazdiklari metinlerde kelime, ciimle,
paragraf ve metin boyutlarinda hangi diizeyde degisiklikler yaptiklarini tespit etmek
seklindedir.

Yontem
Arastirmanim Modeli

Bu aragtirma betimsel bir ¢aligmadir. Betimsel arastirmalarda, var olan durum oldugu gibi
aciklanmaya ¢alisilir. Bu calismada metin degistirimi baglaminda Tiirkge o6gretmeni
adaylarmin yeniden yazma becerileri betimlenmistir. Veriler, dokiiman incelemesi yoluyla
incelenmistir. Dokiiman incelemesi, arastirilmasi hedeflenen olgu veya olgular hakkinda

bilgi igeren yazili materyallerin analizini kapsar (Yildirim ve Simsek, 2013).
Calisma Grubu

Calisma grubunu, bir devlet iniversitesinin Tiirkce Ogretmenligi Lisans Programia kayith
1, 2, 3 ve 4. siuf dgrencileri olusturmaktadir. Calismada yer alan 6grencilere iliskin bilgiler

asagidaki tabloda sunulmustur.

Tablo 2. Arastirmaya Katilan Ogrencilerin Simif Diizeylerine Gore Dagilimlar

Subeler
Sinif Diizeyleri A Subesi B Subesi Toplam
1. Simif 19 25 44
2. Sif 25 40 65
3. Smif 30 34 64
4. Sinif 23 27 50
Toplam 97 126 223

Buna gore arastirmaya katilan 6grencilerden 44°i 1. smif, 65’1 2. sinif, 64’1 3. smif
ve 50’si 4. sinifta 6grenim gormektedir. Bununla birlikte arastirmaya katilan dgrencilerden

97’si A subesinde 126’s1 ise B subesinde bulunmaktadir.
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Veri Toplama Siireci

Veriler toplanirken 6grencilere 2 farkli metin verilmistir. Bu metinlerden biri, daha onceki
yillarda Tiirkge Egitimi Ana Bilim Dalinda 6grenim gormiis olan 2. smif 6grencisinin
yazdig1 “Metin 1” digeri ise Montaigne’nin yazmis oldugu “Metin 2”dir. Metin 1’in toplam
kelime sayis1 170; farkli kelime sayisi 98’dir. Metnin ortalama ciimle uzunlugu (toplam
kelime sayis1 / toplam ciimle sayisi) 8,5’tir. Metin 1’de 4 temel diisiince, 3 farkli diisiinceyi
gelistirme teknigi bulunmaktadir. Metin 1’in disiik nitelikte kabul edilmesinin nedenleri,
metinde bigimsel, anlamsal ve mantiksal hatalarin bulunmasidir. Metin 2, toplam 344 kelime
ve 178 farkli kelimeden olusmaktadir. Metnin ortalama ciimle uzunlugu 10,75 (toplam
kelime sayisi / toplam climle sayisi) seklindedir. Metin 2’de 4 temel diisiince, 6 farkli
diistinceyi gelistirme teknigi kullanilmigtir. Metin 2°de bigimsel, anlamsal ve mantiksal
hatalar bulunmamaktadir. Ana diisiince belirgin olup drnek ve alintilarla zenginlestirilmistir.
Ogrencilerden kendilerine verilen metni yeniden yazmalar: istenirken, onlara yardimci
olmasi agisindan hangi degisiklikleri nasil yapabileceklerine iliskin bir yazma formu
verilmistir. Ogrencilerin kendilerine verilen metinleri yeniden yazarken sozliik, internet gibi
araglar1 kullanabilecekleri, kendilerine verilen formda belirtilen degisikliklerin disinda bagka
degisiklikler de yapabilecekleri, zaman sinirlamasinin olmadigi ifade edilmistir. Ogrenciler
smif ortaminda, yaklasik bir buguk saatlik bir zaman diliminde metinlerini

tamamlamisglardir.
Veri Toplama Araglar:

Bu baslik altinda arastirmada kullanilan veri toplama araglarina iliskin bilgiler yer

almaktadir.

Bilgilendirici Tiirdeki Metinlerin Yeniden Yaziminin Degerlendirilmesinde Kullanilan

Genel Form

Bilgilendirici Tiirdeki Metinlerin Yeniden Yazimmin Degerlendirilmesinde Kullanilan
Genel Form ve Bilgilendirici Tiirdeki Metinlerin Yeniden Yazilan Dil Birimlerine Gore
Degerlendirilmesinde Kullanilan Genel Formun olusturulmasinda, yapilan pek ¢ok arastirma
(Ash, 1983; Bridwell, 1980; Crawford vd., 2008; Faigley ve Witte, 1981; Fitzgerald ve
Markham, 1987; Graham, MacArthur ve Schwartz, 1995; Graham, 1997; Humphris, 2010;
Marion, 1983; Monahan, 1982; Pagel, 2013; Perl, 1979; Rooney, 1998; Sengupta, 1998;
Wallace ve Hayes, 1990; Yagelski, 1995) incelenerek formun kapsam gegerligi saglanmaya

calisgtlmistir.  Bilgilendirici tiirdeki metinlerin yeniden yaziminin degerlendirilmesinde
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kullanilacak genel form ekleme, silme, yerine koyma, yer degistirme, birlestirme ve bolme

boyutlarindan olusmaktadir.

Tablo 3. Veri Toplama Araglart

Veri Toplama Araci Tiiri Kullanim Amaci
Bilgilendirici Tiirdeki Metinlerin Yeniden Nicel Ogrencilerin hangi yeniden yazma
Yazimimnin Degerlendirilmesinde Kullanilan tekniklerini ne kadar kullandiklarini
Genel Form belirlemek
Bilgilendirici Tiirdeki Metinlerin Yeniden Nicel Ogrencilerin hangi yeniden yazma
Yazilan Dil Birimlerine Gore tekniklerini hangi dil diizeyinde
Degerlendirilmesinde Kullanilan Genel Form kullandiklarini belirlemek
Bilgilendirici Tiirdeki Metinlerin Yeniden Nicel Ogrencilerin yeniden yazdiklar
Yaziminda Gergeklestirilen Degisiklikleri metinlerde kelime, climle, paragraf
Belirlemeye Iligkin Dereceli Puanlama ve metin boyutlarinda hangi
Anahtari diizeyde degisiklikler yaptiklarini
belirlemek

Bilgilendirici Tiirdeki Metinlerin Niteligini Nicel Ogrencilerin yeniden yazdiklari
Degerlendirmeye iliskin Dereceli Puanlama metinlerin niteligini belirlemek

Anahtan

Bilgilendirici  Tiirdeki Metinlerin  Yeniden Yazilan Dil Birimlerine Gore

Degerlendirilmesinde Kullanilan Genel Form

Bilgilendirici ~ Tiirdeki  Metinlerin ~ Yeniden Yazilan Dil Birimlerine  Goére
Degerlendirilmesinde Kullanilan Genel Form ekleme, silme, yerine koyma, yer degistirme,
birlestirme ve bolme boyutlarindan ve bu boyutlarin alt maddelerinden olusmaktadir. Alt

maddeler, boyutlara gore degiskenlik gosterebilmektedir.

Bilgilendirici Tiirdeki Metinlerin Yeniden Yaziminda Gergeklestirilen Degisiklikleri

Belirlemeye Iligkin Dereceli Puanlama Anahtari

Bilgilendirici Tiirdeki Metinlerin  Yeniden Yaziminda Gergeklestirilen Degisiklikleri
Belirlemeye Iliskin Dereceli Puanlama Anahtarinda kelime, ciimle, paragraf ve metin olmak
tizere dort boyut ve az (2), orta (4) ve ¢ok (6) olmak iizere li¢ kategori bulunmaktadir.
Puanlama Anahtarina gore 2 kategorisi yeniden yazilan metinde hi¢ degisiklik yapilmadigini

ya da c¢ok az degisiklik yapildigini, 4 kategorisi yeniden yazilan metinde degisiklik
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yapildigini fakat bu degisikliklerin orijinal metni tamamen degistirecek diizeyde olmadigini,

basgka bir ifadeyle kismen degisiklik yapildigini, 6 kategorisi ise yeniden yazilan metinde

orijinal metne gore biiyiik degisiklikler yapildigini ifade etmektedir.

Bilgilendirici Tiirdeki Metinlerin Niteligini Degerlendirmeye Iliskin Dereceli Puanlama

Anahtari

Bilgilendirici Tiirdeki Metinlerin Niteligini Degerlendirmeye iliskin Dereceli Puanlama
Anahtarinin giivenirligini saglamak i¢in arastirmaci oncelikle her sinif seviyesinden ve her
iki metinden rastgele 8’er adet metin belirlemistir. Boylelikle Metin 1’in yeniden yazildig:
32, Metin 2’nin yeniden yazildigi 32 metin olmak {izere toplamda 64 6grenci metni,
arastirmaci tarafindan 8 hafta arayla tekrar degerlendirilmistir. Arastirmacinin belli aralikla
yeniden degerlendirdigi metinler arasindaki uyumu belirlemek icin pearson korelasyon kat
sayisi hesaplanmistir. Buna gore Metin 1’in pearson korelasyon katsayilari dogruluk
boyutunda .86, agiklik boyutunda .74, tutarlilik boyutunda .73 ve planlilik boyutunda .83
seklindedir. Metin 2’nin pearson katsayilari ise dogruluk boyutunda .81, aciklik boyutunda
.75, tutarhilik boyutunda .74 ve planlilik boyutunda .76 seklindedir. Korelasyon Katsayisinin
0.70-0.99 arasinda olmas1 degiskenler arasinda yiiksek diizeyde bir iligki oldugunu
gostermektedir (Buytikoztiirk, Kilig Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz ve Demirel, 2014). Bu

sonuglar kullanilan puanlama anahtarinin giivenilir oldugunu ifade etmektedir.
Bulgular
Her iki Metinde Kullanilan Yeniden Yazma Tekniklerine iliskin Bulgular

Bu baglik altinda tim smif seviyelerindeki Ogrencilerin her iki metinde yaptiklart

degisikliklere iliskin bulgular yer almaktadir.

Tablo 4’e gore tiim sinif seviyelerinde yer alan 6grenciler Metin 1’de 3461 ve Metin
2’de 3369 adet degisiklik gergeklestirmislerdir. Ekleme boyutuna iliskin Metin 1°de 1352,
Metin 2’de 1024; silme boyutuna iligkin Metin 1’de 902, Metin 2’de 979, yerine koyma
boyutuna iliskin Metin 1’de 925, Metin 2°de 1034; yer degistirme boyutuna iliskin Metin
1’de 97, Metin 2’de 136; birlestirme boyutuna iliskin Metin 1°de 78, Metin 2’de 52; bélme
boyutuna iliskin Metin 1’de 107, Metin 2’de 144 degisiklik yapmislardir. Yeniden yazma
tekniklerine gore en ¢ok yapilan islem ekleme (%34,78), en az yapilan islem ise birlestirme
(%1,90) seklindedir.
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Tablo 4. Tiim Sinif Seviyelerindeki Ogrencilerin Her Iki Metinde Kullandiklar: Yeniden

Yazma Teknikleri

Metin 1 Metin 2 Toplam

f % f % f %
Ekleme 1352 56,90 1024 43,09 2376 34,78
Silme 902 47,95 979 52,04 1881 27,54
Yerine Koyma 925 47,21 1034 52,78 1959 28,68
Yer Degistirme 97 41,63 136 58,36 233 3,41
Birlestirme 78 60 52 40 130 1,90
Bolme 107 42,62 144 57,37 251 3,67
Toplam 3461 50,67 3369 49,32 6830 100

Her iki Metinde Kullanilan Yeniden Yazma Tekniklerinin Dil Birimlerine iliskin

Bulgular

Bu bagslik altinda tiim sinif seviyelerindeki 6grencilerin her iki metinde dil birimlerine gore

yaptiklar1 degisikliklere iliskin bulgular yer almaktadir.

Tablo 5. Tiim Sumif Seviyelerindeki Ogrencilerin Her Iki Metinde Kullandiklar: Yeniden

Yazma Tekniklerinin Dil Birimleri

Metin 1 Metin 2 Toplam

f % f % f %
Ekleme
Ek ekleme 63 4,65 115 11,23 178 7,49
Kelime ekleme 331 24,48 286 27,92 617 25,96
Kelime grubu ekleme 30 2,21 7 0,68 37 1,55
Cilimlecik ekleme 13 0,96 5 0,48 18 0,75
Ciimle ekleme 809 59,83 527 51,46 1336 56,22
Bolim ekleme 0 0 1 0,09 1 0,04
Paragraf ekleme 106 7,84 83 8,10 189 7,95
Metin ekleme 0 0 0 0 0 0
Toplam 1352 100 1024 100 2376 100
Silme
Ek silme 55 6,09 108 11,03 163 8,66
Kelime silme 151 16,74 300 30,64 451 23,97
Kelime grubu silme 0 0 4 0,40 4 0,21
Ciimlecik silme 6 0,66 0 0 6 0,31
Citimle silme 574 63,63 509 51,99 1083 57,57
Boliim silme 0 0 0 0 0 0
Paragraf silme 116 12,86 58 5,92 174 9,25
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Metin silme 0 0 0 0 0 0
Toplam 902 100 979 100 1881 100
Yerine Koyma

Ek koyma 90 9,72 136 13,15 226 11,53
Kelime koyma 193 20,86 296 28,62 489 24,96
Kelime grubu koyma 48 5,18 35 3,38 83 4,23
Ciimlecik koyma 17 1,83 9 0,87 26 1,32
Ciimle koyma 535 57,83 522 50,48 1057 53,95
Paragraf koyma 40 4,32 30 2,90 70 3,57
Metin koyma 2 0,21 6 0,58 8 0,40
Toplam 925 100 1034 100 1959 100
Yer Degistirme

Ekin yerini degistirme 3 3,09 0 0 3 1,28
Kelimenin yerini degistirme 52 53,60 63 45,98 115 49,14
Kelime grubunun yerini 7 7,21 5 3,64 12 5,12
degistirme

Ciimlecigin yerini degistirme 0 0 15 10,94 15 6,41
Ciimlenin yerini degistirme 34 35,05 49 35,76 83 35,47
Paragrafin yerini degistirme 1 1,03 5 3,64 6 2,56
Toplam 97 100 137 100 234 100
Birlestirme

Kelimeleri birlestirme 0 0 12 23,07 12 9,23
Ciimleleri birlestirme 62 79,48 36 69,23 98 75,38
Paragraflar1 birlestirme 16 20,51 4 7,69 20 15,38
Toplam 78 100 52 100 130 100
Bolme

Kelimeleri bolme 0 0 2 1,40 2 0,80
Cimleleri bolme 66 61,68 86 60,56 152 61,04
Paragraflar1 bolme 41 38,31 56 39,43 97 38,95
Toplam 107 100 142 100 249 100

Tablo 5’e gore tiim sinif seviyelerinde yer alan 6grenciler ekleme boyutuna iliskin
Metin 1°de en ¢ok climle ekleme (%59,83), en az ciimlecik ekleme (%0,96); Metin 2’de en
¢ok climle ekleme (%51,46), en az bolim ekleme (%0,09) yapmislardir. Silme boyutuna
iliskin Metin 1 (%63,63) ve Metin 2°de (%51,99) en ¢ok climle silme, Metin 1°de en az
ciimlecik silme (%0,66) ve Metin 2’de kelime grubu silme (%0,40) islemi
gerceklestirmiglerdir. Yerine koyma boyutunda Metin 1 (%57,83) ve Metin 2’de (%50,48)
en ¢ok bir ctimlenin yerine baska bir ciimle, Metin 1 (%0,21) ve Metin 2’de (%0,58) en az
bir metnin yerine baska bir metin koymuslardir. Yer degistirme boyutunda Metin 1
(%53,60) ve Metin 2’de (%45,98) en c¢ok kelimenin yerini degistirme, en az paragrafin
yerini degistirme (%1,03 ve %3,64) islemi gerceklestirmislerdir. Birlestirme boyutunda
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Metin 1 (%79,48) ve Metin 2’de (%69,23) en ¢ok ciimleleri, en az ise paragraflar1 (%20,51

ve %7,69) birlestirmislerdir. Bolme boyutunda Metin 1 (%61,68) ve Metin 2’de (%60,56) en
cok ciimleleri bolme, en az ise Metin 1’de paragraflart bolme (%38,31), Metin 2’de

kelimeleri bolme (%1,40) islemi yapmuislardir.

Bilgilendirici Tiirdeki Metinlerin Yeniden Yaziminda Gergeklestirilen Degisiklikleri
Belirlemeye Iliskin Dereceli Puanlama Anahtarindan Elde Edilen Bulgular

Tablo 6. Tiim Simf Seviyelerindeki Ogrencilerin Bilgilendirici Tiirdeki Metinlerin Yeniden

Yaziminda — Gerceklestirilen —Degisiklikleri ~ Belirlemeye Iliskin  Dereceli Puanlama

Anahtarindan Aldikiari Puanlar

ks .
‘g g Metin 1
s} f %
Orijinal metindeki kelimelerin
biiylik bir kismi1 ayni1 sekilde 53 42,06
£ kullanilmustir
E Orijinal metindeki kelimelerin
% yarisina yakini ayni sekilde 65 51,58
E’ kullanilmistir
Orijinal metindeki kelimelerin az
© bir kism1 ayn1 sekilde kullanilmistir .34
E Orijinal metindeki anahtar
§ kelimelerin biiytlik bir kism1 ayni 100 79,36
> sekilde kullanilmistir
é Orijinal metindeki anahtar
E kelimelerin yarisina yakini ayni 26 20,63
f__E sekilde kullanilmistir
£ Orijinal metindeki anahtar
kelimelerin az bir kism1 ayni 0 0
sekilde kullanilmistir
Orijinal metindeki ciimle yapilari
i'é é genellikle korunmustur .07
©C Orijinal metindeki ctimle 63 50

Toplam

%

43,49

49,77

6,72

86,09

13,90

20,62

50,67



Paragraf

Metin

Diisiinceler

Diisiinceyi Gelistirme Yollari

Ana Diisiince

Bakis Agisi

yapilarinin bir kismi degistirilmistir
Orijinal metindeki climle yapilar
oldukca degistirilmistir

Orijinal metindeki diistinceler
genellikle degisiklik yapilmadan
aktarilmistir

Orijinal metindeki diisiincelerde
bazi degisiklikler yapilmistir
Genellikle konuyla ilgili farkli
diisiincelere, yeni diiglincelere
(yazar kendi tespit ve gozlemlerine)
yer verilmistir

Orijinal metindeki diislinceyi
gelistirme yollar1 genellikle
korunmustur

Orijinal metindeki diisiinceyi
gelistirme yollarinda bazi
degisiklikler yapilmistir

Orijinal metne gore farkli
diistinceyi gelistirme yollari
kullanilmistir

Orijinal metindeki ana diistince
sekil ve anlam olarak korunmustur
Orijinal metindeki ana diistince
sekil olarak degistirilse de anlam
olarak korunmustur

Orijinal metindeki ana diisiinceden
farkl1 bir ana diisiince
olusturulmustur

Orijinal metindeki bakis agisini
ortaya koyan ifadeler genellikle
korunmustur

Orijinal metindeki bakis acisini

44

72

50

81

44

58

67

57

69

34,92

57,14

39,68

3,17

64,28

34,92

0,79

46,03

53,17

0,79

45,23

54,76

20

52

43

45

52

87

45

50

20,61

53,60

44,32

2,06

46,39

53,60

89,69

4,12

6,18

46,39

51,54
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64

124

93

126

96

145

71

102

119

319

28,69

55,60

41,70

2,69

56,50

43,04

0,44

65,02

31,83

3,13

45,73

53,36
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ortaya koyan ifadeler degistirilmis
ancak bakis acis1 korunmustur
Orijinal metindeki bakis agisindan
farkl1 bir bakis agis1
olusturulmustur

Orijinal metindeki baslik
kullanilmistir

Orijinal metindeki basliga benzer
bir baslik olusturulmustur
Orijinal metindeki basliktan farkli
bir baslik olusturulmustur

Metnin tiirii korunmustur

Icerikle ilgili diizenlemeler vardir
ancak bunlar metnin tliriini
degistirmemistir

Farkl1 bir metin tiirii
olusturulmustur

Orijinal metindeki dil ve anlatim
ozellikleri (devrik ciimle, eksiltili
climleler, konusma tislubu vb)
genellikle kullanilmigtir

Orijinal metindeki ifade tarzina
yakin bir ifade tarzi kullanilmistir
Yazar kendi ifade tarzini

olusturmustur

52

67

125

77

43

0 2
41,26 45
53,17 45
595 7
99,20 97

0 0
0,79 0
61,11 46
34,12 48
476 3

2,06

46,39

46,39

7,21

100

47,42

49,48

3,09

2 0,89
97 43,49
112 50,22
14 6,27
222 99,55
0 0

1 0,44
123 55,15
91 40,80
9 4,03

Kelime boyutunun toplam kelime ve anahtar kelime olarak iki alt boyutu

bulunmaktadir. Ogrenciler toplam kelime alt boyutunda Metin 1 (%51,58) ve Metin 2’de
(%47,42) en ¢ok orta diizeyde; anahtar kelime alt boyutunda Metin 1 (%79,36) ve Metin

2’de (%94,84) en cok alt diizeyde degisiklikler gergeklestirmislerdir. Climle boyutu, ciimle

yapilar1 olmak iizere tek alt boyuttan olugsmaktadir. Ciimle yapilar alt boyutunda Metin 1

(%50) ve Metin 2’de (%51,54) en ¢ok alt diizeyde degisiklikler yapilmistir. Paragraf

boyutunun diisiinceler ve diisiinceyi gelistirmek yollar1 olarak iki alt boyutu vardir.

Diisiinceler alt boyutunda Metin 1 (%57,14) ve Metin 2’de (%53,60) en ¢ok alt diizeyde;
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diistinceyi gelistirme yollar1 alt boyutunda Metin 1°de (%64,28) en ¢ok alt diizeyde, Metin

2’de (%53,60) en ¢ok orta diizeyde degisiklikler gergeklestirmislerdir. Metin boyutu ana
diisiince, bakis acisi, baglik, tir, dil ve anlatim 0&zellikleri seklinde bes alt boyuttan
olusmaktadir. Ana diisiince alt boyutunda Metin 1°de (%53,17) en ¢ok orta, Metin 2’de
(%89,69) en ¢ok alt diizeyde; bakis ac¢is1 alt boyutunda Metin 1 (%54,76) ve Metin 2’de
(%51,54) en ¢ok orta diizeyde, baslik alt boyutunda Metin 1°de (%53,17) orta, Metin 2’de
(%46,39) alt ve orta diizeyde; tiir alt boyutunda Metin 1 (%99,20) ve Metin 2’de (%100) en
cok alt diizeyde; dil ve anlatim ozellikleri alt boyutunda ise Metin 1’de (%61,11) alt
diizeyde, Metin 2’de (%49,48) orta diizeyde degisiklikler yapilmustir.

Bilgilendirici Tiirdeki Metinlerin Niteligini Degerlendirmeye iliskin Dereceli Puanlama
Anahtarindan Elde Edilen Bulgular

Bu baglik altinda tim smf seviyelerindeki Ogrencilerin her iki metinde bilgilendirici
metinleri degerlendirme puanlama anahtarina gére aldiklar1 puanlara iligkin bulgular yer

almaktadir.

Tablo 7. Tiim Sumif Seviyelerindeki Ogrencilerin Bilgilendirici Tiirdeki Metinlerin Niteligini
Degerlendirmeye Iliskin Dereceli Puanlama Anahtarindan Aldiklar: Puanlar

Alt Derecelendirme Metinl Metin2 Toplam
Boyut

f % f % f %

Metinde oldukca fazla yazim, noktalama ve
1507 7 7,21 26 11,65
gramer hatalar1 vardir (1)

Metinde siklikla yazim, noktalama ve
21 1666 8 824 29 13
gramer hatalar1 vardir (2)

Metnin bir kisminda yazim, noktalama ve
35 27,77 24 24,74 59 26,45

Dogruluk

gramer hatalar1 vardir (3)

Metinde olduk¢a az yazim, noktalama ve
41 32,53 39 40,20 80 35,87
gramer hatalar1 vardir (4)

Metinde higbir yazim, noktalama ve gramer

10 7,93 19 1958 29 13
hatas1 yoktur (5)

Metin birka¢ kez okunmasina ragmen metin
1 103 1 044
anlagilmamaktadir (1)

Acikhik
o
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Metin birkag¢ kez okunmakla ancak
13 10,31 1 1,03 14 6,27
anlagilmaktadir (2)
Bazi ciimlelerde anlam bulaniklig1 vardir.
Metinde yer yer gereksiz diistince 78 61,90 15 1546 93 41,70
tekrarlarina rastlanmaktadir (3)
Gereksiz diisiince tekrarlar1 ve anlam
30 23,80 24 24,74 54 24,21
bulaniklig1 yok denecek kadar azdir (4)
Metin gereksiz diisiince tekrarlar1 ve anlam
5 396 56 57,73 61 27,35
bulanikligindan arindirilmistir (5)
Ciimleler arasinda mantik ve anlam
baglantilar1 kurulmamistir. Metinde
o ) ) 1 079 1 103 2 0,89
paragraflar belirsizdir ve metnin genelinde
anlam ve mantik celiskileri yaygindir (1)
Metinde paragraf olmakla birlikte bunlar
arasinda anlam ve mantik baglantilari gok
zayiftir. Cimleler birbirini tamamlamaktan 17 1349 1 1,03 18 8,07
uzaktir. Metin anlamli ve tutarl bir
biitiinliik gostermemektedir (2)
Ciimleler arasindaki anlam ve mantik
baglantilarinin yer yer zayifladigi
goriilmektedir. Paragraflar arasinda bazi

_ 82 65,07 15 1546 97 43,49
baglanti hatalar1 bulunmaktadir. Metnin

Tutarhhk

genelinde anlamli ve mantikl bir biitiinliik

eksikligi gbze ¢arpmaktadir (3)

Ciimle ve paragraflar arasindaki anam ve 25 19,84 24 24,74 49 21,97
mantik baglantilarinda ¢ok az eksiklik

vardir. Metin, genellikle anlaml1 ve mantikli

bir biitlinliik gostermektedir (4)

Ciimleler arasinda anlam ve mantik

baglantilar1 saglam bir sekilde kurulmustur.

Paragraflar birbirini anlam ve mantik 1 0,79 56 57,73 57 2556
acisindan tamamlamaktadir. Metnin geneli

anlamli ve mantikli bir biitiinlik
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gostermektedir (5)

Metinde paragraf yapilmamistir. Herhangi

bir planlama diisiincesi sezilmemektedir.

Metnin giris, gelisme, sonug boliimleri Lo L 1033 1
secilememektedir (1)

Metinde paragraflar secilmektedir ancak bu

paragraflarda diisiince birligi

bulunmamaktadir. Giris, gelisme, sonug 15 1190 O 0 15 6,72
boliimleri islevlerine uygun

olusturulmamastir (2)

Metnin bdliimleri kismen islevine uygun

kullanilmistir. Paragraflarda diisiince birligi

72 57,14 16 16,49 88 39,46
kismen saglanmistir. Paragraflar arasinda

Planhhk

bazi siralama eksiklikleri bulunmaktadir (3)

Metnin boliimleri islevlerine uygun olarak

kullanilmistir. Paragraflar arasinda nadiren

diizenlemeye ihtiya¢ vardir. Genellikle > 2nIT 29 2989 64 2869
diislince birligi saglanmistir (4)

Metnin boliimleri islevine uygun olarak

kullanilmistir. Paragraflarda diisiince birligi

saglanmistir. Paragraflar ve diisiinceler 2 158 51 5257 53 23,76

arasinda mantikl: bir siralama s6z

konusudur (5)

Tablo 11’e yer alan dereceli puanlama anahtari dogruluk, agiklik, tutarlilik ve
planlilik olmak tizere dort alt boyuttan olusmaktadir. Dogruluk alt boyutunda Metin 1
(%32,53) ve Metin 2’de (%40,20) en ¢ok 4 diizeyinde; agiklik, tutarlilik ve planlilik alt
boyutlarinda ise sirasiyla Metin 1°de (%61,90), (%65,07), (%57,14) en ¢ok 3, Metin 2’de
(%57,73), (%57,73), (%52,57) 5 diizeyinde degisiklikler gerceklestirilmistir.

Tartisma ve Sonug¢

Tiirkge 6gretmeni adaylarinin yeniden yazma becerilerini degerlendirmeyi amaglayan bu
aragtirmada, Ogretmen adaylarmin yeniden yazdiklari metinlerde kullandiklari yeniden

yazma teknikleri; yeniden yazma tekniklerinin dil birimleri; metinlerin niteligi ve kelime,
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climle, paragraf ve metin boyutlarinda hangi diizeyde degisiklikler yapildig1 tespit edilmeye

calisilmistir. Bu dogrultuda bazi sonuglar elde edilmistir.

Genel olarak bakildiginda ekleme, silme, yerine koyma, yer degistirme, birlestirme
ve bolme alt boyutlarinda yapilan degisikliklerin en ¢ok kelime ve ciimle diizeyinde, en az
ise ciimlecik ve paragraf diizeyinde oldugu gériilmektedir. Ogrenciler daha ¢ok kiiciik dil
birimleri tizerinde degisiklikler gerceklestirmekte, biiyiik dil birimleri ilizerinde ¢ok az
degisiklikler yapmaktadirlar. Yapilan arastirmalarda da (Bridwell, 1980; Dix, 2006a; Dix,
2006b; Faigley ve Witte, 1981; Fitzgerald ve Markham 1987; Humphris, 2010; MacArthur,
Graham ve Schwartz, 1991; Scott, 1985; Stallard, 1974; Pagel, 2013; Yagelski, 1995) genel
olarak Ogrencilerin diizenlemelerinin daha ¢ok bigimsel unsurlarda ve kelime diizeyinde
oldugu saptanmistir. Kii¢iik dil birimlerinde yapilan degisiklikler genellikle metnin kiigiik
yapisinda degisimler meydana getirirken paragraf gibi daha biiylik dil birimleri tizerinde
gergeklestirilen degisiklikler metnin biiyiik yapisinda degisimler yaratir. Metnin biiyiik
yapisinda degisiklikler yapmak, kiigiik yapisinda yapilacak degisikliklere gore daha
karmasik islemler gerektirir. Dolayisiyla 6grencilerin genellikle kelime ve climle diizeyinde
degisiklikler — gerceklestirmelerini  onlarin  yazma  becerileriyle iliskilendirebiliriz.
Ogrencilerin yazma becerileri ile diizenleme becerileri arasinda iliski kuran calismalar
mevcuttur. Bu arastirmalara gore (Bridwell, 1980; Faigley ve Witte, 1981; Flower, 1989;
Harris, 1993; Hayes vd., Marion, 1983; 1987; Perl, 1979; Rooney, 1998; Sharples, 1999;
Sommers, 1980; Stallard, 1974; Wallace ve Hayes, 1990) daha iyi olan deneyimli yazarlar,
daha ¢ok anlamla ve metin yapisiyla ilgili degisiklikler yaparken, deneyimsiz olan yazarlar
daha ¢ok yiizeysel degisiklikler yapmaktadirlar. Van Gelderen de (1997), 5. ve 6. simf
diizeyinde bulunan 32 ogrencinin diizenleme becerilerini degerlendirmistir. Calismada,
metinde var olan problemler kii¢iik (micro), orta (meso) ve biiyiik (macro) olmak {izere 3
gruba ayrilmistir. Arastirmadan elde edilen sonuglara gore Ogrenciler daha g¢ok kiiglik
diizeydeki problemleri gidermislerdir. Yazma becerisi agisindan iyi olan 6grenciler, yazma
becerisi ag¢isindan iyi olmayan Ogrencilere gore metinde yer alan orta ve buyiik olcekli
problemleri gidermede anlamli derecede daha basarili olmuslardir. MacArthur, Graham ve
Schwartz (1991) yaptiklar1 arastirmada 7. ve 8. sinif seviyesindeki dgrencilerin yaptiklari
diizenlemelerin %75’inin bigimsel unsurlarda ve kelime diizeyinde oldugunu tespit
etmiglerdir. Allal’m (2004), 6. ve 2. smf O&grencilerinin diizenleme becerilerini
karsilastirdig1 arastirmasinin sonuglarina gore de 6. siif 6grencileri 2. siif 6grencilerine

gore daha az yazim hatas1 yapmislardir ve olusturduklar taslak metinler daha uzundur. Yine
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6. smif dgrencileri 2. simif dgrencilerine gére metnin organizasyonunda ve anlaminda daha

fazla doniisiim gergeklestirmislerdir. Bu durum, &grencilerin yazma deneyimleri etrafinda

aciklanabilir.

Metin 1 yeniden yazilirken tiim simif seviyelerinde yer alan 6grencilerin en ¢ok
yaptiklar1 degisiklik sirasiyla ekleme, yerine Koyma, silme, yer degistirme, boélme ve
birlestirmedir. Dil birimlerine gore degerlendirildiginde ise en ¢ok yapilan degisiklik, ciimle
ekleme, ciimlenin yerine ciimle koyma, climle silme, ciimleleri bolme, ctimleleri birlestirme
ve kelimenin yerini degistirme seklindedir. Yapilan bazi arastirmalarda da 6grencilerin en
¢ok yaptiklart degisikligin yerine koyma oldugu sonucuna ulasiimistir (Ash, 1983; Crawford
vd., 2008; Sengupta, 1998; Teruggi ve Gutierrez Caceres, 2016). Bu arastirmalardan
bazilarina gore (Ash, 1983; Crawford vd., 2008; Sengupta, 1998) en ¢ok degistirilen dil

birimi ciimle ve kelimedir.

Yeniden yazilan metinlerdeki degisiklikleri belirleme 6l¢egine gore yeniden yazilan
metinlerdeki degisiklikler alt (2), orta (4) ve iist (6) seklinde kategorize edilmistir. Buna gore
ogrenciler yeniden yazdiklar1 metinlerde kelime, paragraf ve metin boyutlarinda orijinal
metne ¢ok biiyiik bir oranda bagl kalmislardir. Bu durum yine 6grencilerin yazma becerileri
ile ilisgkilendirilebilir. Yazma becerisi iyi diizeyde olan O6grenciler yeniden yazdiklari
metinlerde orijinal metne daha az baghh kalarak kendi kelimelerine, ifadelerine,
diisiincelerine yer verebilmektedirler. Diisiik diizeyde yazma becerisine sahip olan 6grenciler
ise orijinal metne daha fazla bagli kalarak yeniden yazdiklari metni orijinal metindeki
kelime, ciimle ve disiincelerle yazmaktadirlar. Bir anlamda orijinal metni, yeniden
yazdiklar1 metne kopyalamaktadirlar. Arastirmacilara gére dil deneyimi olmayan yazarlar,
dil deneyimi olan yazarlara kiyasla, kaynak metne benzer agimlamalar yapmaktadirlar
(Keck, 2006; Keck, 2014; Shi, 2004). Yapilan bazi arastirmalarda da kaynak metni
kopyalama ve kaynak metne benzer agimlamalar yapmanin, daha komplike acimlamalar
yapmanin ilk asamasi oldugu ortaya konmustur (Brown ve Day, 1983; Campbell, 1987;
Pecorari, 2003). Keck (2014), Ingilizceyi ana dili ve yabanci dil olarak dgrenen dgrencilerin
ozetleme becerilerini karsilastirdig1 arastirmasinda, Ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak 6grenen
ogrencilerin, Ingilizceyi ana dili olarak 6grenen Ogrencilere gore daha fazla kopyalama
yaptiklarmni ortaya koymustur. Bununla birlikte arastirmada, Ingilizceyi ana dili ve yabanci
dil olarak 6grenen iki grupta da deneyimsiz yazarlarin, deneyimli yazarlara goére daha fazla

alint1 yapma egiliminde olduklari sonucuna ulagiimistir.
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Yeniden yazilan her iki metin agisindan bakildiginda, bilgilendirici metinleri

degerlendirme puanlama anahtarindan elde edilen sonuglarin yeniden yazilan metinlerdeki
degisiklikleri belirleme 6l¢eginden elde edilen sonuglarla tutarhilik gosterdigi sdylenebilir.
Bu 6l¢ege gore 6grencilerin ¢ok biiyiik bir kism1 metni yeniden yazarken kopyalama islemi
yapmustir. Dolayisiyla ogrenciler dogruluk, agiklik, tutarlilik ve planlilik agisindan iyi
diizeyde olmayan Metin 1’i yeniden yazarken onun niteligini de yeniden yazdiklar
metinlere tasimislardir. Burada beklenen durum, metin kalitesi agisindan iyi diizeyde
olmayan Metin 1’in bazi degisim ve doniisiim islemleri ile iyi bir diizeye tasinmasidir. Oyle
Ki yapilan arastirmalarda diizenleme ile metin kalitesi arasinda bir iliski oldugu sonucuna
ulagilmistir (Ash, 1983; Bereiter ve Scardamalia 1987; Bridwell, 1980; Fitzgerald ve
Markham, 1987; Wallace ve Hayes, 1990). Ogrenciler metinlerini revize ederek daha iyi
hale getirirler. Wallace ve Hayes (1990) da ¢alismalarinda biiylik yapida degisiklik yapan
ogrencilerin metin kalitelerinin daha yiiksek oldugu sonucuna ulagmislardir. Bununla
birlikte arastirmalardan elde edilen farkli sonuglar da bulunmaktadir. Van Gelderen (1997)
5. ve 6. smif diizeyinde bulunan 32 o6grencinin diizenleme becerilerini degerlendirdigi
calismasinda degistirilen metnin, yapilan diizenlemeler sonucunda daha iyi bir hale
gelmedigi sonucuna ulagsmistir. Bereiter ve Scardamalia ise (1987) yaptiklar1 aragtirmada 8.
smmif Ogrencilerinin  yaptiklar1 diizenlemelerin metni olumsuz yonde degistirdigini

bulmuglardir.

Arastirmadan elde edilen sonuglardan yola ¢ikilarak asagida bazi oOneriler

sunulmustur.

Metin degistirimi baglaminda Tiirkge Ogretmeni adaylarinin yeniden yazma
becerilerini degerlendirmeyi amaglayan bu ¢alismada 6gretmen adaylarinin yeniden yazma
becerileri betimlenmistir. Calismanin 6rneklemi degistirilerek ortaokul diizeyinde yer alan

ogrencilerin yeniden yazma becerileri degerlendirilebilir.

Calismanin  yontemi degistirilerek Ogrencilerin  yeniden yazma becerilerinin
arkasindaki durumlar ortaya ¢ikarilmaya ¢alisilabilir. Yeniden yazma beceri diizeyleri diisiik
ve yiiksek olan Ogrencilerin yazma ge¢misleri ile yazma diizeyleri arasindaki baglantilar

sorgulanabilir.

Bu calismada bilgilendirici tiirdeki metinlerin yeniden yazimi tizerinde durulmustur.
Yapilacak baska calismalarda Oykiileyici tiirdeki ya da siir tiirlindeki metinlerin yeniden

yazimina odaklanilabilir.
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Introduction

Examining works of art survived until today, it can be seen that they are not independent of
the other works created prior to them. It is because human activities such as science and art
develope through the time. The relationship between subsequent and previous works of art
can be categorized as articulation, influence, and criticism. Regardless of the direction of a
relationship, it is possible to consider that the recent works are reproduction of the previous
ones. Many painters painted the last supper of Jesus with the apostles before he was
crucified. One of the most famous works is the fresco called The Last Supper by Leonardo
Da Vinci on the walls of Santa Maria delle Grazie Church. Before Leonardo, painters such
as Domenico Ghirlandajo, Giotto, and Duccio di Buoninsegna also considered this subject in
their works. Again, Batman, who appeared as a character for the first time in the 27th issue
of Detective Comics in 1939, was turned into a screenplay with the name “The Batman”,
directed by Lambert Hillyer, in 1943. And years later, it was adapted to the white screen by
the following directors: Spencer Gordon Bennet, Leslie H. Martinson, Tim Burton, Joel

Schumacher, and Christopher Nolan. All these examples can be considered reproduction.

Rewriting has been defined in different ways within the scope of writing. According
to Aktulum (2000), rewriting is the repetition of the previous text in an additional text that
reproduces, transforms, or refers to the text explicitly or implicitly regardless of the text
type. Rewriting is the rewriting of an author’s text, a reference text, or a hypotext by another
author and the conversion of a text with new functions and goals aimed at a new reader in a
unique situation and context (Aktulum, 2007). Based on these definitions, it can be said that
writing and rewriting are interrelated since every written text is a presentation of the
previous works and the previous sources by writing and changing them multiple times
through transformation. According to Murray (1978), writing is rewriting. Rewriting is the
difference between unprofessional and professional, published and unpublished texts. The
goals are also mentioned in the definition of rewriting in the Oxford Dictionary.
Accordingly, rewriting is defined as writing something again to change or improve it.
Aktulum (2000) stated that the goals of rewriting are changing and improving a text, similar

to what happens in correcting, deepening, etc.

In this study, rewriting skills were discussed in three areas: paraphrasing, revising,
and text transformation. The first concept that provides a resource for rewriting skill is
paraphrasing. In general, paraphrasing is defined as changing the words and syntax in a text
by preserving the meaning (Bhagat & Hovy, 2013; Campbell, 1998; Fisk & Hurst, 2003;
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McCarthy, Guess & McNamara, 2009). In terms of writing skills, it can be seen that studies

about paraphrasing are usually addressed in the context of summary writing (Brown & Day,
1983; Choy & Lee, 2012; Comeau-Kirschner, 2013; John & Mayes, 1990; Keck, 2006; Ko,
2009; Winograd, 1983), academic writing (Campbell, 1987; Choi, 2012; Hirvela & Du,
2013; Keck, 2014; Setoodeh, 2015), and plagiarism (Keck, 2010; Pecorari, 2003; Roig,
1999; Roig, 2001; Yamada, 2003). Since paraphrasing is an element that prevents
plagiarism, which is a common problem in academic writing for authors, the concept is

usually thought of together with academic writing.

The second concept that provides a resource for rewriting skills is revising. Revising
a text means adjusting, examining, correcting, or changing a written or printed text
(en.oxforddictionaries.com). According to Alamargot & Chanquoy (2001), revising style is
the procedure done with the processes such as addition and deletion of a text or a draft to
create a positive, neutral, or adverse effect with goals improving the content. In this regard,
revising and rewriting can be addressed as two interrelated phases. In fact, revising a text
allows rewriting a text, and rewriting makes revising possible. Therefore, revising and

rewriting follow a circular process.

According to researchers, there is a relationship between revising and text quality
(Ash, 1983; Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Bridwell, 1980; Fitzgerald & Markham, 1987;
Wallace & Hayes, 1990). Students make their texts better by revising. The research have
been focused on the point that there are differences in revising practices of written texts by
experienced (competent) authors and inexperienced (basic) authors. Accordingly, competent
authors revise a text more than basic authors (Faigley & Witte, 1981; Galbraith & Torrance,
2004; Marion, 1983; Monahan, 1982; Sengupta, 1998; Sharples, 1999; Stallard, 1974).
Similarly, experienced authors mostly make changes regarding the meaning and text
structure, but inexperienced authors usually make superficial changes to their writing
(Bridwell, 1980; Faigley & Witte, 1981; Flower, 1989; Harris, 1993; Perl, 1979; Rooney,
1998; Hayes, Flower, Schriver, Stratman & Carey, 1987; Sharples, 1999; Sommers, 1980;
Stallard, 1974; Wallace & Hayes, 1990). Furthermore, it was also suggested that the students
do not revise frequently or expertly (Fitzgerald & Markham 1987; Hayes et al., 1987;
Murray, 1978; Myhill & Jones, 2007; Scardamalia, 1981). Most students, even those
receiving writing courses, write drafts and do not revise them. (Murray, 1978: 7). This
supports the examined Turkish Lesson Curriculum presented in Table 1.
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Table 1. The Achievements in Turkish Lesson Curriculum (2018) Regarding Revising Skills

No Achievement

T.1.4.10. They review their writings. The students are ensured to check and revise their
writings in terms of typing errors, missing letters and syllables, misspellings, and
punctuation errors.

T.2.4.10. They revise their writings. The students are ensured to check and revise their
writings in terms of typing errors, missing syllables, spelling, and punctuation
rules.

T.3.4.11. They revise their writings. The revising practices are limited to suitable spelling
and punctuation rules according to the student’s level.

T.4.4.11. They revise their writings.

a) The students are encouraged to check their writings in terms of grammar and
ambiguity.
b) It is limited to suitable spelling and punctuation rules suitable for their level.

T.5.4.9. They revise their writings. It is limited to suitable spelling and punctuation rules
suitable for their level.

T.6.4.10. They revise their writings.

a) The determination and the correction of irrelevant phrases are ensured, and the
subject of ambiguity is not discussed conceptually.
b) It is limited to the spelling and punctuation rules in the text.

T.7.4.16. They revise their writings.

a) It is ensured that they review and edit their writings in terms of meaning-based
ambiguities.
b) It is limited to the spelling and punctuation rules in the text.

T.8.4.16. They revise their writings.

a) It is ensured that they review and edit their writings in terms of grammar-
based ambiguities.

b) It is limited to the spelling and punctuation rules in the text.

As seen, achievements regarding revising for all grades, from 1 to 8, are included in
the Turkish Lesson Curriculum (MoNE: 2018). It is seen that these achievements are about
the changes that can be expressed as editing, such as the changes in terms of spelling,
punctuation, and grammar, instead of method and content. The achievements in question

allow the texts to be corrected formally and superficially. They do not address significant
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changes, transformations, and changes in the structure. In addition, revising is a process skill

that allows rewriting a text. It can be observed in the achievements about revising that the
process aspect of revising is not emphasized.

Researchers classified revising types differently. In general, revising types are
classified as deletion, addition, substitution, and reordering (Allal, 1993; Bridwell, 1980;
Crawford, Lloyd & Konoth, 2008; Dix, 2006a; Faigley & Witte, 1981; Karasu, 2014,
Monahan, 1982; Scott, 1985, Sengupta, 1998; Sommers, 1980), expansion, consolidation
(Crawford et al., 2008; Karasu, 2014; Sengupta, 1998), placing inside (Bridwell, 1980;
Monahan, 1982), paraphrasing (Sengupta, 1998), and spelling-punctuation (Crawford et al.,
2008; Dix, 2006a). Researchers also made a classification according to language units. In
general, this classification is as follows; word, word group, sentence (Allal, 1993; Crawford
et al., 2008; Monahan, 1982; Sengupta, 1998; Sommers, 1980), paragraph (Crawford et al.,
2008; Monahan, 1982; Sengupta, 1998), and text (Allal, 1993; Scott, 1985).

Text transformation is a broader concept of rewriting. Gariper and Kiiglikcoskun
(2007) stated that there is a connection between rewriting and text transformation, but text
transformation go beyond the limits of rewriting. Text transformation transforms a text into
a literary text that preserves literary criteria (Koktiirk, 2007). Durmus (2013) named the term
defining the relationship between the source text and the target text that emerges as a result
of a series of linguistic changes in the source text as text modification. According to Cetin
(2012), text modification is not a method of copying and pasting other texts or passages
without changing anything but taking, using, and evaluating them through changes and
evaluation. There is a direct connection between text transformation and tradition. It can be
said that the authors who know, read and follow the literary world can make large-scale
changes such as text transformation. In this sense, text transformation requires profound

maturity in both writing and reading.

From the existing writing models (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Bridwell, 1980;
Butterfield, Hacker & Albertson, 1996; Chenoweth & Hayes, 2001; Hayes & Flower, 1981,
Hayes et al., 1987; Hayes, 2012; Sharples, 1999), the statements below can be made about

rewriting.

¢ The author can initiate a new writing process by detecting and identifying a problem
in their writing. Therefore, it can be said that the rewriting process is undertaken by

the author’s decision to fix the issues he detected in his text.
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e The rewriting process usually follows the cycle of planning, writing, and revising.

e The phase that initiates the rewriting process is revising.

e The revising phase in the writing process creates the expectation that the written

products are error-free and comply with all language rules.

¢ Revising is connected with comparing, relating, problem-solving, and creative and

critical thinking skills.

According to the available literature, text transformation is primarily the subject of
literary studies. The fact that studies on the concepts of paraphrasing and revising in Turkish
teaching are infrequent creates a need for conducting the present study. Furthermore, this
study does not separately focus on students’ paraphrasing, revising, and text transformation
skills; it defines the rewriting ability by synthesizing these three concepts and suggests the
criteria. Therefore, this study is expected to bring a new dimension to the evaluation of
students’ writing skills and to be a pioneer for studies on rewriting in the future. The absence
of achievements aimed at rewriting skills in Turkish Lesson Curricula means that the
activities to improve students’ rewriting skills are not included in the lesson teaching
process. Therefore, this study was conducted on Turkish teacher candidates considering that

middle school students would not be familiar with the subject.

This study aims at detecting the rewriting skills of Turkish teacher candidates. The

subgoals of the study are as follows:

1. To determine the rewriting techniques used by Turkish teacher candidates in the

texts they rewrote,

2. To determine the language units of the rewriting techniques used by the Turkish

teacher candidates in the texts they rewrote,
3. To determine the quality of the texts rewritten by the Turkish teacher candidates,

4. To determine the changes made by Turkish teacher candidates in the texts they

rewrote in the dimensions of words, sentences, paragraphs, and texts.
Method
The Research Model

The present investigation is a descriptive study. In descriptive studies, the existing situation

is explained. This study described Turkish teacher candidates’ rewriting skills within the text
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transformation scope. The data were examined through document review. Document review

includes the analysis of the written materials containing information on the fact(s) that are
aimed to be researched (Yildirim & Simsek, 2013).

Study Group

The study group consisted of the 1st, 2nd, 3rd, and 4th-year Turkish Education Degree
Program students in a public university. The information on the students who participated in
the study is given in the table below.

Table 2. The Distribution of the Students Participated in the Study According to Their

Grades
Sections

Grades Section A Section B Total
1st Year 19 25 44
2nd Year 25 40 65
3rd Year 30 34 64
4th Year 23 27 50

Total 97 126 223

Accordingly, 44 students were in the 1st year, 65 in the 2nd year, 64 in the 3rd year,
and 50 in the 4th year. In addition, 97 students were in Section A, and 126 were in Section
B.

Data Collection

For collecting the data, two texts were given to the students. The first text was “Text 1”
written by a 2nd-grade student who had previously received education in the Department of
Turkish Education, and the other text was “Text 2,” written by Montaigne. Text 1 consisted
of 170 words in total and 98 different words. In the first text, the average sentence length
was (total number of words/total number of sentences) 8,5. Text 1 contained four basic ideas
and three different techniques for developing ideas. The reason for accepting Text 1 as the
low quality was the formal, semantic, and logical errors in the text. Text 2 consisted of 344
words in total and 178 different words. In the second text, the average sentence length was
(total number of words/total number of sentences) 10,75. In Text 2, there were four basic
ideas and six different techniques for developing ideas. There were no formal, semantic, or

logical errors in Text 2. The central theme was obvious and enriched by examples and
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quotes. When the students were asked to rewrite the given text, a writing checklist regarding

the changes they could make and how to apply them was provided to help them. It was
stated to the students that they could use tools such as a dictionary and the internet when
rewriting the text. They could also make changes other than the ones stated in the checklist.
No time limitation was implemented. In the classroom environment, the students completed

their texts approximately in one hour and a half.
Data Collection Tools

The following provides the information regarding the data collection tools used in the

research.

Table 3. Data Collection Tools

Data Collection Tool Type Intended Use

The General Form Used to Evaluate  Quantitative ~ To determine which rewriting
the Rewriting of Informative Texts techniques are used by the students
and how much

The General Form Used to Evaluate  Quantitative ~ To determine which rewriting

the Rewriting of Informative Texts techniques are used by the students
According to Rewritten Language and in which language

Units

The Rubric to Determine the Quantitative ~ To determine the changes made by
Changes Made in Rewriting students in the texts they rewrote in
Informative Texts the dimensions of words, sentences,

paragraphs, and texts.
The Rubric to Determine the Quality Quantitative To determine the quality of the texts

of the Informative Texts rewritten by the students

The General Form Used to Evaluate the Rewriting of Informative Texts

The two data collection tools, the General Form used to evaluate the rewriting of
informative texts and the General Form Used to Evaluate the Rewriting of Informative Texts
According to Rewritten Language Units, were administered. Many studies mentioned the
content validity of the forms (Ash, 1983; Bridwell, 1980; Crawford et al., 2008; Faigley &
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Witte, 1981; Fitzgerald & Markham, 1987; Graham, MacArthur & Schwartz, 1995; Graham,

1997; Humphris, 2010; Marion, 1983; Monahan, 1982; Pagel, 2013; Perl, 1979; Rooney,
1998; Sengupta, 1998; Wallace & Hayes, 1990; Yagelski, 1995). The general form used to
evaluate the rewriting of informative texts was consisted of addition, deletion, substitution,

reordering, consolidation, and division dimensions.

The General Form Used to Evaluate the Rewriting of Informative Texts According to
Rewritten Language Units

The General Form was used to evaluate the rewriting of informative texts according to
rewritten language units consisting of addition, deletion, substitution, reordering, and

consolidation. Sub-articles can vary according to dimensions.
The Rubric to Determine the Changes Made in Rewriting Informative Texts

There were four dimensions; word, sentence, paragraph, and text, and three categories as
low (2), moderate (4), and high (6) in the rubric to determine the changes made in rewriting
informative texts. According to the rubric, category 2 means that the rewritten text was not
changed at all or changed slightly; 4 means that rewritten text was changed, but these
changes were not significant enough to change the original text, i.e., the text was partially
changed, and category 6 means that drastic changes were made in the rewritten text

compared with the original text.
The Rubric to Determine the Quality of the Informative Texts

In order to ensure the reliability of the Rubric to Determine the Quality of the Informative
Texts, the researcher determined eight random texts from each grade and both texts. Thus,
32 rewritten texts from Text 1, and 32 rewritten texts from Text 2, for a total of 64 texts
were evaluated by the researcher during the 8-week interval. Pearson correlation coefficient
was calculated to determine the consistency between the texts assessed by the researcher at
certain intervals. Pearson correlation coefficients of Text 1 in accuracy, clarity, consistency,
and planning dimensions were .86, .74, .73, and .83, respectively. And Pearson correlation
coefficients of Text 2 in accuracy, clarity, consistency, and planning dimensions were .81,
.75, .74, and .76, respectively. A correlation coefficient between 0.70 to 0.99 indicates a
strong relationship between the variables (Biiyiikoztiirk, Kilig Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz &

Demirel, 2014). These results indicated that the rubric was reliable.
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Results

Findings Regarding the Rewriting Techniques Used in Both Texts

The results of the changes made by the students of all grades in both texts are shown in the

following.

Table 4. The Rewriting Techniques Used by the Students of all Grades in Both Texts

Text 1 Text 2 Total

f % f % f %
Addition 1352 56,90 1024 43,09 2376 34,78
Deletion 902 47,95 979 52,04 1881 27,54
Substitution 925 47,21 1034 52,78 1959 28,68
Reordering 97 41,63 136 58,36 233 3,41
Consolidation 78 60 52 40 130 1,90
Division 107 42,62 144 57,37 251 3,67
Total 3461 50,67 3369 49,32 6830 100

According to Table 4, students of all grades made 3461 changes in Text 1 and 3369
changes in Text 2. Regarding the addition dimension, 1352 changes were made in Text 1
and 1024 changes in Text 2. Regarding the deletion dimension, there were 902 changes in
Text 1 and 979 changes in Text 2. In the substitution dimension, 925 changes were made in
Text 1 and 1034 changes in Text 2. About the reordering dimension, 97 changes were
implemented in Text 1 and 136 changes in Text 2. For the consolidation dimension, 78
changes were made in Text 1 and 52 changes in Text 2. Regarding the division dimension,
107 changes were made in Text 1 and 144 in Text 2. According to the rewriting techniques,
addition was the most frequently used process (34,78%), and consolidation (1,90%) was the

least frequent.
Findings Regarding the Language Units of Rewriting Techniques Used in Both Texts

Results regarding the changes made by the students of all grades in both texts according to

the language units are shown.
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Tablo 5. The Language Units of the Rewriting Techniques Used by the Students of all

grades in both Texts

Text 1 Text 2 Total

f % f % f %
Addition
Affix addition 63 4,65 115 11,23 178 7,49
Word addition 331 24,48 286 27,92 617 25,96
Word group addition 30 2,21 7 0,68 37 1,55
Clause addition 13 0,96 5 0,48 18 0,75
Sentence addition 809 59,83 527 51,46 1336 56,22
Chapter addition 0 0 1 0,09 1 0,04
Paragraph addition 106 7,84 83 8,10 189 7,95
Text addition 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 1352 100 1024 100 2376 100
Deletion
Affix deletion 55 6,09 108 11,03 163 8,66
Word deletion 151 16,74 300 30,64 451 23,97
Word group deletion 0 0 4 0,40 4 0,21
Clause deletion 6 0,66 0 0 6 0,31
Sentence deletion 574 63,63 509 51,99 1083 57,57
Chapter deletion 0 0 0 0 0 0
Paragraph deletion 116 12,86 58 5,92 174 9,25
Text deletion 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 902 100 979 100 1881 100
Substitution
Affix substitution 90 9,72 136 13,15 226 11,53
Word substitution 193 20,86 296 28,62 489 24,96
Word group substitution 48 5,18 35 3,38 83 4,23
Clause substitution 17 1,83 9 0,87 26 1,32
Sentence substitution 535 57,83 522 50,48 1057 53,95
Paragraph substitution 40 4,32 30 2,90 70 3,57
Text substitution 2 0,21 6 0,58 8 0,40
Total 925 100 1034 100 1959 100
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Reordering

Affix reordering 3 3,09 0 0 3 1,28

Word reordering 52 53,60 63 45,98 115 49,14
Word group reordering 7 7,21 5 3,64 12 5,12

Clause reordering 0 0 15 10,94 15 6,41

Sentence reordering 34 35,05 49 35,76 83 35,47
Paragraph reordering 1 1,03 5 3,64 6 2,56

Total 97 100 137 100 234 100

Consolidation

Word consolidation 0 0 12 23,07 12 9,23

Sentence consolidation 62 79,48 36 69,23 98 75,38
Paragraph consolidation 16 20,51 4 7,69 20 15,38
Total 78 100 52 100 130 100

Division

Word division 0 0 2 1,40 2 0,80

Sentence division 66 61,68 86 60,56 152 61,04
Paragraph division 41 38,31 56 39,43 97 38,95
Total 107 100 142 100 249 100

According to Table 5, contrary to sentence addition which was the most frequent
process by students of all years in Text 1 (59,83%), clause addition owned the least
percentage (0,96%). In Text 2, sentence addition was used as the most frequent (51,46%)
dimension, whereas chapter addition was the least (0,09%) dimension. In terms of deletion,
the most commonly used dimension was sentence deletion (63,63%) in Text 1, and the least
commonly used process was sentence deletion (51,99%) in Text 2. sentence deletion was
(0,66%) in Text 1, and word group deletion (0,40%) in Text 2. In terms of substitution
dimension, the most common transaction was sentence substitution (57,83%) in Text 1 and
(50,48%) in Text 2. And the least common transaction was text substitution (0,21%) in Text
1 and (58%) in Text 2. In terms of reordering, the students used the word reordering process
in (53,60%) Text 1, and (45,98%) in Text 2. For paragraph reordering process the least in
Text 1 and Text 2 were (1,03%) and (3,64%), respectively. In the consolidation dimension,
sentences were combined mostly (79,48%) in Text 1 and (69,23%) in Text 2, while the
paragraphs were combined the least (20,51%) and (7,69%), respectively. In terms of division

dimension, the most commonly used process was sentence division in Text 1 (61,68%) and
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(60,56%) in Text 2. The least commonly used process in Text 1 and Text 2 was paragraph

division (38,31%) and (1,40%), respectively.

The Results Obtained from the Rubric to Determine the Changes Made in Rewriting

the Informative Texts

Tablo 6. The Scores Gotten by the Students from All Years from the Rubric to Determine the

Changes Made in Rewriting Informative Texts

Text 1 Text 2 Total
f % f % f %

Dimensions

Most of the words in the original
o 53 42,06 44 4536 97 43,49
text are used similarly

Almost half of the words in the
o o 65 51,58 46 47,42 111 49,77
original texts are used similarly

Few of the words in the original
o 8 634 7 721 15 6,72
text are used similarly

Total Number of Words Subdimensi

Word

Most of the keywords in the
o o 100 79,36 92 94,84 192 86,09
original text are used similarly

Almost half of the keywords in the
. o 2063 5 515 31 13,90
original texts are used similarly

Keywords
N
(o]

Few of the keywords in the original
texts are used similarly
Sentence structures in the original
19 15,07 27 27,83 46 20,62

text are usually preserved
Some of the sentence structures in

o 63 50 50 5154 113 50,67
the original text are changed
The sentence structures in the
original text are 44 3492 20 2061 64 28,69

considerably changed

Sentences
Sentence Structure

The ideas in the original text are

usually transferred without any 72 57,14 52 53,60 124 55,60
change

Some changes are made to theideas 50 39,68 43 4432 93 41,70

Paragraph
Ideas



The Ways of Developing the Idea

Main Theme

Text

Perspective

Title
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in the original text

Different ideas and new ideas (the
determinations and observations of
the author) were usually included
The ways of developing the idea in
the original text are usually
preserved

Some changes are made to the ways
of developing the idea in the
original text

Different ways of developing the
idea are used compared to the
original text

The main theme in the original text
is preserved in terms of form and
meaning

The main theme in the original text
is changed in terms of form but
preserved in terms of meaning

A new main theme different from
the original text is created

The statements suggesting the
perspective in the original text are
usually preserved

The statements suggesting the
perspective in the original text are
changed but the perspective is
preserved

A new perspective different from
the perspective in the original text
is created

The title of the original text is used
A title similar to the title of the

4

81

44

58

67

57

69

52
67

3,17

64,28

34,92

0,79

46,03

53,17

0,79

45,23

54,76

41,26
53,17

45 46,39

52 53,60

87 89,69

319

2,69

56,50

43,04

0,44

65,02

31,83

3,13

45,73

53,36

0,89

43,49
50,22
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original text is created
A title different from the title of the
o _ 7 5655 7 7,21 14 6,27
original text is created
The text type is preserved 125 99,20 97 100 222 99,55

There are some arrangements

§ regarding the content, but thesedid 0 0 0 0 0 0
|_

not change the text type

A new text type is created 1 0,79 0 0 1 0,44

The language and expression
features in the original text
(inverted sentence, elliptical clause, 77 61,11 46 47,42 123 55,15
manner of speaking) are usually
used
Wording similar to the wording in
_ 43 34,12 48 49,48 91 40,80
the text is used

The author created their own

Linguistic and Expressional

_ 6 476 3 3,09 9 4,03
wording

The word dimension has two subdimensions: the total number of words and the
keywords. In terms of the total number of words subdimension, students made the most
changes at the moderate level in Text 1 and Text 2 (51,58%) and (47,42%), respectively.
Regarding the keywords subdimension, students made the most changes at low-level in Text
1 and Text 2 (79,36%) and (94,84%), respectively. The sentence dimension consists of only
one subdimension: sentence structure. For sentence structure subdimension, the most
common changes were made at the low level (50%) in Text 1 and (51,54%) in Text 2. The
paragraph dimension had two subdimensions as ideas and the ways of developing them. In
terms of the ideas subdimension, the most changes were made in low-level in Text 1 and
Text 2 (57,14%) and (53,60%), respectively. In terms of ways of developing the idea
subdimension, the most changes were made at the low level (64,28%) in Text 1, and at the
moderate level (53,60%) in Text 2. The text dimension consisted of five subdimensions: the
main theme, perspective, title, type, and language and expression feature. Regarding the
main theme subdimension, most changes were made at the moderate level (53,17%) in Text
1 and the low level (89,69%) in Text 2. Concerning the perspective subdimension, most
changes were made at the moderate level (54,76%) in Text 1 and (53,17%) in Text 2. In
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terms of title subdimension, most changes were made at the moderate level (53,17%) in Text

1 and the low and moderate levels (46,39%) in Text 2. Regarding the type subdimension,
most changes were made at the low level in Text 1 (99,20%) and Text 2 (100%). About the
language and expression subdimension, most changes were made at the low level (61,11%)
in Text 1 and the moderate level (49,48%) in Text 2.

The Results Obtained from the Rubric to Determine the Quality of the Informative

Texts

The following shows students’ scores from all years obtained based on the rubric to evaluate

the informative texts for both texts.

Tablo 7. The Scores Gotten by The Students from All Years from Rubric to Evaluate the

Quality of the Informative Texts

Subdim  Rating Textl Text2 Total

ensions

f % f % f %
There are a lot of misspellings,
punctuation and grammar errors in the text 19 15,07 7 7,21 26 11,65
(1)
There are frequent misspellings,

punctuation and grammar errors in the text 21 16,66 8 8,24 29 13

>
S )
§ There are misspellings, punctuation and
D4 _ 35 27,77 24 24,74 59 26,45
grammar errors in some of the text (3)
There are very few misspellings,
punctuation and grammar errors in the text 41 32,53 39 40,20 80 35,87
(4)
There are no misspellings, punctuation or
_ 10 7,93 19 1958 29 13
grammar errors in the text (5)
The text cannot be understood despite
. L 0 0 1 103 1 044
. being read multiple times (1)
'E The text can be understood only by
5 13 10,31 1 103 14 6,27

reading it a few times (2)
There are ambiguities in some sentences. 78 61,90 15 1546 93 41,70
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Consistency

There are unnecessary idea repetitions in

the text (3)

There are scarcely any unnecessary idea

repetitions and ambiguities in the text (4) 0 2380 24 2474 54 zdel
The text is purified from unnecessary idea

repetitions and ambiguities (5) > 3% %0 5078 6L 2n3s
The logical and semantic connections

between the sentences are absent. The

paragraphs are unclear and logical and 1 079 1 103 2 0,89
semantic contradictions are common

throughout the text (1)

There are paragraphs in the text, however,

the logical and semantic connections

between them are very weak. The

sentences are far from completing each 11349 1 103 18 807
other. The text does not have meaningful

and consistent integrity (2).

It is seen that the logical and semantic

connections between the sentences are

locally weakened. There are some

connection mistakes between the 82 65,07 15 1546 97 43,49
paragraphs. A lack of meaningful and

reasonable integrity in the text can be seen

@)

There are very few deficiencies in the 25 19,84 24 24774 49 2197
semantic and logical connections between

the sentences and paragraphs. The text

usually has meaningful and consistent

integrity (4)

The logical and semantic connections

between the sentences are steadily

established. The paragraphs complete each L 079 50 5173 57 25,56

other in terms of logic and semantics.
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Most of the text has meaningful and

consistent integrity (5)

There are no paragraphs in the text. A

planning thought is not anticipated. The

introduction, body and conclusion R
paragraphs cannot be distinguished (1)

Paragraphs can be distinguished but there

IS no consensus within them. Introduction,

body, and conclusion parts are not 15 1190 O 0 15 6,72
constituted in accordance with their

functions (2)

Functions of the text parts are partially

used in accordance with their functions.

The consensus in the paragraphs is

72 57,14 16 16,49 88 39,46
partially achieved. There are some

Planning

arrangement deficiencies between

paragraphs (3)

Text parts are used in accordance with

their functions. There is rarely a need for

revising between the paragraphs. The > 2nIr 29 2989 64 2869
consensus is mostly achieved (4)

The text parts are used in accordance with

their functions. The consensus is mostly

achieved. There is a reasonable 2 158 51 5257 53 23,76

arrangement between paragraphs and ideas

()

The rubric given in Table 11 consists of four subdimensions as accuracy, clarity,
consistency, and planning. In the accuracy subdimension, the most changes were made in
the 4th level (32,53%) in Text 1 and (40,20%) in Text 2. In clarity, consistency, and
planning subdimensions, the most changes were made in the 3rd level in Text 1 (61,90%),
(65,07%), and (57,14%), respectively; and in Text 2, the most changes were made in the 5th
level (57,73%), (57,73%), and (52,57%), respectively.
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Discussion and Conclusion

The present study aimed at evaluating the Turkish teacher candidates’ rewriting skills. An
attempt was taken to determine the rewriting techniques used in rewritten texts by teacher
candidates; language units of rewriting techniques; text quality; changes in words, sentence,

paragraph levels, and text dimensions.

In general, it can be seen that the changes made in addition, deletion, substitution,
reordering, consolidation, and division subdimensions were mainly in favor of the word and
sentence levels, contrary to the clause and paragraph levels which owned the least. The
students made more changes in small language units and very few in big language units.
According to the studies (Bridwell, 1980; Dix, 2006a; Dix, 2006b; Faigley & Witte, 1981,
Fitzgerald & Markham 1987; Humphris, 2010; MacArthur, Graham & Schwartz, 1991;
Scott, 1985; Stallard, 1974; Pagel, 2013; Yagelski, 1995), it was found that the changes
made by the students were usually at stylistic elements and word level. While the changes
made in small language units cause changes in the small structures of text. The changes
made in bigger language units such as paragraphs cause changes in the more extensive
structure of the text. Making changes in the big structure of the text requires more complex
transactions compared with the changes in small structures. Therefore, we can link the
changes in word and sentence levels made by the students with their writing skills. There are
studies establishing a relationship between students’ writing and revising skills. According
to these studies (Bridwell, 1980; Faigley & Witte, 1981; Flower, 1989; Harris, 1993; Hayes
et al., Marion, 1983; 1987; Perl, 1979; Rooney, 1998; Sharples, 1999; Sommers, 1980;
Stallard, 1974; Wallace & Hayes, 1990), better and more experienced authors make more
semantic and structural changes, while inexperienced authors make more superficial
changes. Van Gelderen (1997) evaluated the revising skills of 32 students in 5th and 6th
grades. In his study, problems in the text were divided into 3 groups: micro, meso, and
macro. According to the results of the present study, students usually corrected micro
problems. Students with good writing skills were significantly more successful in correcting
meso and macro problems in the text compared with students without good writing skills. In
their study, MacArthur et al. (1991) found that 75% of the changes made by 7th and 8th-
grade students were in the formal elements and at the word level. According to the study by
Allal (2004), where the revising skills of 2nd and 6th-grade students were compared, the
6th-grade students misspelled less compared to 2nd-grade students, and the drafts they

created were longer. The 6th-grade students made more changes in the text regarding
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organization and meaning than the 2nd-grade students. The writing skills of the students can

explain this situation.

When Text 1 was being rewritten, the changes made by the students of all years
could be put into order from the most to the least: addition, substitution, deletion, reordering,
division, and consolidation. When the changes are evaluated according to language units,
they can be put into order from the most to the least: sentence addition, sentence
substitution, sentence deletion, sentence division, sentence consolidation, and sentence
reordering. Several studies found that the most common change made by the students was
substitution (Ash, 1983; Crawford et al., 2008; Sengupta, 1998; Teruggi & Gutierrez
Caceres, 2016). Bu arastirmalardan bazilarina gore (Ash, 1983; Crawford et al., 2008;
Sengupta, 1998), the most changed language units are sentences and words.

According to the rubric to determine the changes in rewritten texts, the changes made
in rewritten texts were categorized as: low (2), moderate (4), and high (6). According to this
categorization, when rewriting, the students remained faithful to the original text in word,
paragraph, and text dimensions. This situation can be linked to students’ writing skills.
Students with good writing skills can remain less faithful to the original texts and use their
words, phrases, and ideas in their rewritten texts. Students with poor writing skills remain
more faithful to the original text and rewrite it using its words, sentences, and ideas. In other
words, they copy the original text and past it to the rewritten text. According to the
researchers, the authors without language experience paraphrase similar to the source text
compared to the authors with language experience (Keck, 2006; Keck, 2014; Shi, 2004).
Some studies suggested that copying the source text and making similar paraphrases is the
first phase of making more complex paraphrases (Brown & Day, 1983; Campbell, 1987;
Pecorari, 2003). In her study comparing the summarization skills of the students learning
English as a native language and a foreign language, Keck (2014) suggested that students
learning English as a foreign language copy more than students learning English as a native
language. Furthermore, it was found in the study that in both groups learning English as a
native and a foreign language, inexperienced authors tended to quote more compared with

experienced authors.

In terms of both rewritten texts, it can be said that the results obtained from the rubric
to evaluate the informative texts for both texts were compatible with the results obtained
from the scale to determine the changes in the rewritten text. According to this scale, most

students copied when rewriting the text. Therefore, when students were rewriting Text 1,
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which was not good in terms of accuracy, clarity, consistency, and planning, they transferred

the quality to the rewrote texts. The situation expected here is to carry Text 1, which is not at
a good level in terms of text quality, to a better level with some change and conversion
processes. Some research found a relationship between revising and text quality (Ash, 1983,
Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Bridwell, 1980; Fitzgerald & Markham, 1987; Wallace &
Hayes, 1990). Students make their texts better by revising. In their study, Wallace & Hayes
(1990) also found that the quality of the texts written by students who make major structural
changes is higher. However, there are also different results obtained from the studies. In the
study of Van Gelderen (1997), where the revising skills of 32 students in 5th and 6th grades
were evaluated, it was found that the changed text did not improve after revising. Bereiter &
Scardamalia (1987) found that the revisions made by 8th-grade students negatively changed

the text in their study.

In the following, some suggestions were offered based on the results obtained from

the study.

In this study, the Turkish teacher candidates’ rewriting skills were examined within
the context of text transformation. By changing the sample group of the study, middle

school students’ rewriting abilities can be evaluated.

By changing the method of the study, the background of the students’ rewriting skills
can be investigated. The connection between the writing background of the students with

good and poor rewriting skills and their writing levels can be questioned.

In this study, rewriting of the informative texts was discussed. In other studies, it can

be focused on the rewriting of narrative texts or poems.
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