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ABSTRACT

The present study aims at proposing an overview for Writing Education
Studies in the last ten years (2010-2020). Following this objective, 136
studies published in the last ten years in Reading and Writing, Reading
and Writing Quarterly, and Journal of Writing Research journals, which
publish effective works on writing education, were analyzed within
specified categories. Bibliometric analysis and content analysis were
employed for data analysis. According to the findings, the country with
the highest number of publications is the USA; the most studied topic is
the effect of the intervention on writing, and the most frequently studied
group is middle school. Accordingly, the methodology was not defined
in the majority of the studies. Quantitative methods were the most
frequent methods. To the studies, the data was mainly collected through
student texts. And descriptive statistics was also the most frequent data
analysis method. Pedagogical implications are suggested based on the
results obtained.
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Introduction

Frequent studies have been conducted on writing skills. Scientific studies have
played a vital role in defining, realizing, and developing writing skill. Thus, Writing
Education Studies, which have progressed in parallel with the developments occurring in
the science of psychology, have enabled writing skills to be evaluated from multiple
perspectives over time.

Cognitive psychology emerged as an essential field of study in the 1950s as
behaviorist psychology’s theoretical and methodological limitations became more evident
(MacArthur & Graham, 2016). During this period, Miller’s (1956) article “The Magical
Number Seven, Plus or Minus Two: Some Limits on Our Capacity for Processing
Information” and the book “A Study in Thinking” by Bruner et al. (1956) have a significant
impact on the evolution of writing models. Therefore, Miller’s (1956) article on memory
processing and Bruner, Goodnow and Austin’s (1956) study, which analyzed participants’
problem-solving processes by using the think-aloud method, are considered two significant
studies that shaped the writing model put forward by Hayes and Flower (1980) in the context
of cognitive theory (MacArthur & Graham, 2016). Within the cognitive writing model
proposed by Hayes and Flower (1980) to describe writing process, memory was stressed,
and thinking-aloud protocol was applied. Hayes and Flower’s model (1980) and many
subsequent cognitive models of writing (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987; Sharples, 1999)
described writing skills in terms of problem-solving process that takes place in the mind.
Cognitive writing models reveal the mental processes that take place during the writing
process; the order of these processes, and the writer’s responses to these processes. However,
over time, new models have been introduced for analyzing writing from a cognitive
perspective, in line with the developments in psychology. Such models are mostly socio-
cognitive and sociocultural models of writing.

Socio-cognitive models emphasize the social aspect of writing. Shaughnessy (1977)
defined writing as a “social act”. According to some revised models (Bridwell, 1980;
Sommers, 1980), the difference between the author’s text and the reader’s expectation has
an important impact on the revising process, and the social context of writing. Similarly, in
Nystrand’s (1989) socio-interactive model, the text is defined as a social construct formed
not only by the writer but also by both the writer and the reader, unlike the cognitive models
that describe writing from a cognitive perspective. In other words, the text has meaning to
the extent that the reader realizes potential meanings beyond the author’s presentation of the
author’s purpose. In such models, the interaction between the writer and the reader is
discussed, and the writing process's social aspect are emphasized. Therefore, it can be
concluded that socio-cognitive models discuss the writing process on a behavioral,
environmental, and emotional axis by excluding it from the cognitive theory delimits it to
the mind (Atasoy, 2021).

Sociocultural models, on the other hand, emphasize the cultural as well as the social
aspect of writing. Although the practice of writing to participate in social situations and
establish relationships with readers through writing emphasizes the social aspect of writing,
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the educational philosophy followed in the country, and the school’s creation of a writing
environment (Bazerman, 2016) emphasizes the cultural context of writing. Graham’s (2018)
model, which incorporates cognitive and sociocultural perspectives, is built on two basic
structures: the writing community, and writers with their collaborators. Hence, in this model,
writing society and its constituent elements are defined. Writing community in this context
refers to a group of people who share a basic set of goals and ideas and use writing to fulfill
their goals. The elements that constitute the writing society are collective history, social,
cultural, political, institutional, and historical forces. Writing skills of a society are shaped
by the collective history of that particular society. In other words, every society has shared
subconscious codes for writing. These subconscious codes shape how we perceive writing,
the value we place on writing, our motivation to write, and in short, the relationship we have
with writing.

Literature Review

It seems that the perspective on writing skills is in constant development and
transformation with the writing studies, based on the available literature. Therefore, it is
crucial to reveal such changes in order to comprehend the current status of Writing
Education Studies, and to gain a perspective on design of the future studies. In fact, there
have been many studies revealing the overview of Writing Education Studies (Coskun,
Balci, & Ozcakmak, 2013; Cremin & Oliver, 2017; Durst, 1990; Ekholm, Zumbrunn, &
DeBusk-Lane, 2018; Haswell, 2005; Juzwik et al., 2006; Kucirkova, Wells Rowe, Oliver,
& Piestrzynski, 2019; Sala Bubare & Castello, 2018). The present study, considers the Durst
(1990) and Juzwik et al.’s (2006) systematic review of Writing Education Studies.

Durst (1990) analyzed subject, sample, and results of experimental writing studies in
the five-year period, from 1984 to 1989. Juzwik et al. (2006), on the other hand, analyzed
the Writing Education Studies published in the six-year period, from 1999 to 2004 with the
focus on subject, sample, and method. The present study, in certain aspects, complements
both Durst (1990) and Juzwik et al. Durst (1990) analyzed the Writing Education Studies
prepared only with a certain method in the last five years of the 1980s regarding the context,
subject, and sample; on the other hand, Juzwik et al. (2006) analyzed Writing Education
Studies published in the first five years of the 2000s and analyzed them based on subject,
sample, and method of research. However, in the present study, Writing Education Studies
from 2010 to 2020 were analyzed with reference to the categories of purpose, sample/study
group, language, method, data collection tool, and data analysis method preceded by the
bibliometric data analysis. Therefore, not only does the study focus on an inclusive range of
studies in terms of revealing the overview in the last decade compared to the studies by Durst
(1990) and Juzwik et al. (2006), but also it aims at providing in-depth data by discussing
more factors and presents the current state of Writing Education Studies. Furthermore, the
present study also identifies the three journals with the highest impact factor publishing
studies on writing and aims to provide a holistic and international context regarding Writing
Education Studies. Hence, the study is expected to reveal the state of writing education
studies in the recent past and to provide insights for future studies. However, the present
study has some limitations. In the study, articles published in journals directly focusing on
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writing education were preferred since they were considered to have more publications
related to writing education. Although this enabled ease and depth in accessing publications
on writing education, it led the writings on education studies published in other journals to
be excluded from the present study. Consequently, the study is limited to articles published
in Reading and Writing, Reading and Writing Quarterly, and Journal of Writing Research.
The primary objective of the study is to reveal the overview of Writing Education Studies
published in the last decade. The sub-objectives determined based on this main objective are
as follows:

1. Determining the distribution of Writing Education Studies published in the last
decade in terms of journals, years, countries, and number of citations.

2. Determining the distribution of Writing Education Studies published in the last
decade in terms of purpose, sample/study group, language, method, data collection tools,
and data analysis methods.

Method

A journal-oriented approach was adopted in the present study. Therefore, in the data
collection phase, it was aimed to determine the journals that publish on writing education
and have the highest impact factor. In order to achieve this, data on the impact factor of
journals were obtained from different sources. In this regard, first of all, the five journals
with the highest article impact factor on writing education in the TUBITAK (Scientific and
Technological Research Council of Tirkiye) and UBYT (International Scientific
Publications Incentive) Journal list were detected. These journals and impact factor scores
are respectively as follows: Journal of Second Language Writing (1,213), Reading and
Writing (0,868), Assessing writing (0,579), and Reading and Writing Quarterly (0,391).
Since there was no fifth journal on writing education in the TUBITAK UBYT Journal list,
the number of journals under this category was determined as four. Subsequently, the
journals with the highest impact factor on writing education in SCOPUS were analyzed.
These journals and their citation scores are as follows: Journal of Second Language Writing
(5,0), Assessing writing (3,6), Reading and Writing (3,3), Journal of Writing Research (2,2)
and Reading and Writing Quarterly (1,8). Finally, the journals with the highest impact factor
in the Web of Science database were analyzed and it was determined that these journals were
the Journal of Second Language Writing (4.200), Reading and Writing (1.942), Assessing
writing (1.841) and Reading and Writing Quarterly (0.934), respectively.

Table 1. TUBITAK, SCOPUS, and Web of Science Scores of the Reviewed Journals

Journal Title TUBITAK SCOPUS WoS
1. Reading and Writing 0,868 3.3 1,942
2. Reading and Writing Quarterly 0,391 1.8 0,934
3. Journal of Writing Research - 2.2

The score of the Journal of Writing Research could not be found in the TUBITAK
UBYT journal list and Web of Science database. Although the Journal of Second Language
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Writing had the highest effectiveness of all the databases analyzed, it was excluded from the
study as its focus was on second language writing studies, which would result in bias when
creating the codes. Consequently, the journals to be analyzed were determined as shown in
Table 1.

Following the determination of the journals to be analyzed, the necessary limitations
were applied to the Web of Science database. The flow chart regarding the selection and
elimination process of the analyzed studies is presented in the table below.

Figure 1. Flow Chart on the Selection and Elimination Process of the Studies Analyzed in the Study

[ Identification of studies via databases ]
)
= Records excluded before
2 R ds identified fi WoS Soraoning;
< ecoras identiied trom Vvoo: > Between 2010-2020 and non-
!g (n=2011) document type articles were
< removed (n = 749)
=
N—
)
Records screened Records excluded
(n =1262) > (n = 1070)
o
o
|
§ Reports excluded:
@D Records assessed for eligibility R(,:ec:’r':&(&?f))
(n=192) Special education (n =1)
Measurement and evaluation
of writing (n=7)
Participants are younger than
the second grade of primary
school (n=8)
The subject is about primary
N’ reading and writing teaching
— (n=11)
°
e Studies included in review
T:’ (n =139)

The articles were limited to 2010-2020 in terms of publication year and articles
limited to the document. As a result, 749 articles belonging to three journals indexed in Web
of Science in the last decade were detected. Subsequently, the titles, keywords, abstracts,
and full texts of the articles were studied, and the relevant ones were selected. The articles
directly related to the fields of reading education, primary literacy education, pre-school
education, and special education were excluded. As a result of the considerations carried
out, 136 articles were included as the review material of the study.
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Data Analysis

In the present study, which aims to reveal the overview of the studies published in
the last decade (2010-2020) on writing education, two stages were followed while analyzing
the data. The first of these stages is the bibliometric analysis and the second is content
analysis. Descriptive statistics of the Web of Science database were utilized in the
bibliometric analysis. Six categories were identified for content analysis: objective,
sample/study group, language, method, data collection tool, and data analysis method. An
example coding table is presented below.

Table 2. Categories and examples identified in the studies analyzed within the scope of the study

Category Examples

Objective The effect of the intervention on writing skills
Sample/Study group Middle school

Language Native Language

Method Mixed

Data collection tool Questionnaire, interview

Data Analysis Method Descriptive analysis, thematic coding, ANOVA

During the content analysis, the researcher and a field expert analyzed 10 articles
independently in line with the categories they determined with a consensus. The researcher
and a field expert discussed the incompatible codes and continued coding until they reached
a consensus. When the codes were compatible, the researcher continued the coding
personally.

Among the studies analyzed within the scope of the study, those directly related to
the fields of reading education, primary literacy education, pre-school education, and special
education were excluded. However, the studies conducted with 1st and 2nd graders were
excluded from the analysis, whereas the studies including 3rd and 4th graders were included.
This is due to the fact that at the first and second grade levels, basic writing activities are
generally carried out, whereas, at the 3rd and 4th-grade levels, text composing activities are
performed. In the sample/study groups of the studies conducted with both students at a
specific grade level and their teachers, students’ grade levels and teachers were marked
together. Similarly, for example, the sample/study group of the studies conducted on
students in all grade levels from 4th to 10th grade are marked as primary, middle, and high
school.

Research Ethics

Throughout the process, from planning to execution, and from data collection to data
analysis, all the rules specified to be followed within the scope of the “Scientific Research
and Publication Ethics Directive of the Council of Higher Education” were strictly followed.
None of the actions specified under the second section of the Directive, “Actions Contrary
to Scientific Research and Publication Ethics”, have been performed.
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In the writing process of the present study, scientific, ethical, and citation rules were
observed; no falsification was made on the collected data and the study was not sent to any
other academic publication medium for evaluation.

Findings
The data obtained in the study are presented under two major headings. The first

heading is findings related to bibliometric data and the second part is related to content
analysis.

Bibliometric findings on the overview of Writing Education Studies in the last decade

Bibliometric findings on the overview of Writing Education Studies in the last
decade are discussed under the headings of findings on the number of publications by
journal, year, country, and the most cited publications.

Findings on the number of publications by journal

Findings on the number of publications by the journal are presented in Table 3. The
number of publications between 2010 and 2020 on the three journals analyzed in this context
is presented in the table below.

Table 3. The Distribution of Publications by Year

Number of Articles by Year
Journal Title 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Total

1. Reading and Writing 0 0 0 1 1 2 3 2 3 7 22 41

2. Reading and Writing 0 0 3 1 0 4 1 6 8 13 3 39
Quarterly

3. Journal of Writing 0 0 0 0 0 9 10 7 10 11 9 56
Research
Total 0 0 3 2 1 15 14 15 21 31 34 136

According to Table 3, 136 articles were detected in Reading and Writing, Reading
and Writing Quarterly, and Journal of Writing Research journals indexed in Web of Science
in the field of writing education between 2010 and 2020. Among these articles, 41 were
published in Reading and Writing, 39 in Reading and Writing Quarterly, and 56 in the
Journal of Writing Research. Furthermore, there were no articles on writing education in
Reading and Writing in 2010, 2011, and 2012. In 2013 and 2014, one article each, in 2015,
two, in 2016, three, in 2017, two, in 2018, three, in 2019, seven, and, in 2020, twenty-two
articles were published. There were no articles on writing education in Reading and Writing
Quarterly in 2010, 2011, and 2014. In 2012, three, in 2013, one, in 2015, four, in 2016, one,
in 2017, six, in 2018, eight, in 2019 thirteen, and in 2020, three articles were published. In
the Journal of Writing Research, the number of articles by year is as follows: No articles
were detected in 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, and 2014. In 2015, nine, in 2016, ten, in 2017,
seven, in 2018, ten, in 2019, eleven, and in 2020, nine articles were published.

© 2023 Journal of Language Education and Research, 9(1), 106-149



113
The last decade of writing...
Findings on the number of publications by year

The number of publications by year is presented in Figure 2. In general, it is possible
to state that there has been an upward trend from 2010 to 2020. The number of publications
has increased considerably compared to previous years, especially in 2015 onwards.

Figure 2. Number of publications by year

/\\/

No publications were detected in 2010 and 2011. Three articles were published in
2012, two in 2013, one in 2014, fifteen in 2015, fourteen in 2016, fifteen in 2017, twenty-
one in 2018, thirty-one in 2019, and thirty-four in 2020. It is noteworthy that there has been
an increase in the number of publications from 2010 to 2020.

Findings on the number of publications by country

The number of publications by country is presented in the figure below. The
distribution of publications analyzed in this manner is shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Number of Publications by Country
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According to Figure 3, researchers from 27 different countries have published in the
analyzed journals in the last decade. These countries are the USA (67), Netherlands (16),
China (13), Belgium (9), Spain (8), Canada (7), UK (6), Germany (5), Norway (5),
Switzerland (5), Iran (4), New Zealand (4), Australia (3), Portugal (3), Sweden (3), Taiwan
(3), Chile (2), Philippines (2), France (1), Italy (1), Japan (1), Pakistan (1), Russia (1), South
Korea (1), Syria (1), Thailand (1) and Tiirkiye (1). The country with the highest number of
publications is the USA (67). The countries with the fewest publications are Italy (1), Japan
(1), Pakistan (1), Russia (1), South Korea (1), Syria (1), Thailand (1), and Tiirkiye (1).

Findings on the most cited publications

In Table 4, the fifteen most cited articles among the 136 studies are presented with
year, journal, author, title and citation information.

Table 4. Most Cited Articles

Year Journal Author Title Citation

2016 RW Dockrell, J., E.; Marshall, C. Teachers’ reported practices for teaching 35
R. & W., Dominic writing in England

2015 JoWR  Martinez, 1., Mateos, M., Learning history by composing synthesis 31
Martin, E. & Rijlaarsdam, G. texts: Effects of an instructional program on
learning, reading and writing processes, and
text quality

© 2023 Journal of Language Education and Research, 9(1), 106-149
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2017 JoWR  Limpo, T. & Alves, R. A. Relating Beliefs in Writing Skill Malleability 26
to Writing Performance: The Mediating Role
of Achievement Goals and Self-Efficacy

2015 JoWR  Mangen, A., Anda, L. G., Handwriting versus Keyboard Writing: 22
Oxborough, G. H. & Effecton Word Recall
Bronnick, K.

2017 JoWR  Garcia, A. & Gaddes, A. Improving Writing in Primary Schools 20
through a Comprehensive Writing Program

2012 RWQ Medimorec, S. & Risko, E. Weaving Language and Culture: Latina 19
F. Adolescent Writers in an After-School
Writing Project

2017 RW Bai, B. & Guo, W. Pauses in written composition: on the 18
importance of where writers pause

2018 RWQ Kim, Y. G., Petscher, Y., Influences of Self-Regulated Learning 17
Wanzek, J. & Al Otaiba, S.  Strategy Use on Self-Efficacy in Primary
School Students” English Writing in Hong
Kong

2018 RW Crossley, S. H., & Relations between reading and writing: a 17
McNamara, D. S. longitudinal examination from grades 3 to 6

2016 JoOWR  Van Drie, J., Braaksma, M. Say more and be more coherent: How text 17
& Van Boxtel, C. elaboration and cohesion can increase
writing quality

2015 JoWR  Drijbooms, E., Groen, M. A.  Writing in History: Effects of writing 17
& Verhoeven, L. instruction on historical reasoning and text
quality

2017 RW Huang, Y. & Zhang, L. J. How executive functions predict 16
development in syntactic complexity of
narrative writing in the upper elementary
grades

2020 RWQ  Vandermeulen, N., Leijten, Does a Process-Genre Approach Help 15
M. & Van Waes, L. Improve Students’ Argumentative Writing in
English as a Foreign Language? Findings
From an Intervention Study

2020 JoWR  Schoonen, R. Reporting Writing Process Feedback in the 14
Classroom Using Keystroke Logging Data to
Reflect on Writing Processes

2019 RW Drijbooms, E. Groen, M. A. Are reading and writing building on the same 14
& Verhoeven, L. skills? The relationship between reading and
writing in L1 and EFL

According to Table 4, one of the most cited studies belongs to 2012, three to 2015,
two to 2016, four to 2017, two to 2018, one to 2019, and two to 2020. In addition, seven of
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the top fifteen most cited studies were published in the Journal of Writing Research, five in
Reading and Writing, and three in Reading and Writing Quarterly.

Content analysis findings on the overview of Writing Education Studies in the last
decade

The content analysis findings on the overview of Writing Education Studies in the
last decade are discussed under the headings of findings on the aims of the publications,
findings on the sample/study groups of the publications, findings on the language variable
of the publications, findings on the methods of the publications, findings on the data
collection tools of the publications, and findings on the data analysis methods of the
publications.

Findings on the objectives of publications

Under this heading, the findings on the objectives of the publications analyzed are
presented. In Table 5, the codes created for the objectives for which Writing Education
Studies are conducted are presented.

Table 5. The Distribution of publications by objective

Objective f
The effect of the intervention on writing 45
The role of different variables in writing 20
The evaluation of writing skills 18
The relationship between writing and other variables 12
Teachers’ writing practices 11
The evaluation of the writing process 8
The analysis of affective characteristics oriented to 8
writing

The analysis of a case of writing 6
The determination of perceptions on writing 5
The analysis of writing development 3
Total 136

In this context, 10 codes were specified. Among the analyzed studies, forty-five
studies were conducted to identify the effect of the intervention on writing, twenty studies
on the role of different variables in writing, eighteen studies on the evaluation of writing
skills, twelve studies on the relationship between writing and other variables, eleven studies
on teachers’ writing practices, eight studies on the evaluation of the writing process, eight
studies on the analysis of sensory characteristics oriented to writing, six studies on the
analysis of an example of writing, five studies on the determination of views on writing, and
three studies on the analysis of writing progress.
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Findings on the sample/study groups of the publications

Under this heading, the findings on the sample/study groups of the publications
analyzed are presented. In Table 6, the types and frequencies of the sample/study group are
presented.

Table 6. The Distribution of Publications by Sample/Study Group

Study Group f
Middle school 44
Undergraduate 40
Primary school 28
High School 27
Teacher 23
Postgraduate 8
Academician 4
Mixed 3
Author 1
Not specified 5
Total 183

Ten codes regarding the sample/study group were specified. Among the studies
analyzed, forty-four were conducted with secondary school students, forty with
undergraduate students, and twenty-eight with primary school students. In addition, twenty-
three of the studies were conducted with teachers, eight with graduate students, four with
academics, three with mixed groups, and one with authors. The sample/study group of five
evaluated studies was not clearly determined.

Findings on the language variable of the publications

Under this heading, the findings on the language variable of the analyzed
publications are presented. In Table 7, the types and frequencies of language elements in
the studies are presented.

Table 7. The Distribution of Publications by Language Variable

Language f

Not Specified 45
L1 43
L2 24
Mixed 24
Total 136

Four codes were identified for the language element. These are native language (L1),
second language (L2), mixed, and not specified. According to Table 7, forty-three of the
analyzed studies used the native language, twenty-four used the second language, and the
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remaining twenty-four used mixed language. In 45 of the 136 studies evaluated, there was
no specification for the language variable.

Findings on the methods of the publications

Under this heading, the findings on the designs of the analyzed publications are
presented. In Table 8, information about the designs is presented.

Table 8. The Distribution of Publications by Method

Method f
Not specified 67
Quantitative 44
Experimental 40
Relational 2
Survey 2
Qualitative 15
Case 10
Exploratory 2
Not specified 3
Mixed 10
Embedded design 2
Not specified 8
Total 136

Regarding the designs specified in the publications, 4 codes were identified as
quantitative, qualitative, mixed, and not specified. Studies conducted with experimental,
relational, and survey designs were categorized as quantitative; studies with case and
exploratory designs were categorized as qualitative, and studies conducted with embedded
designs were categorized as mixed methods studies. Not specified code was used for studies
that did not include any information about the study design. The quantitative method was
used in 44, the qualitative method in 15, and the mixed method in 10 of the studies analyzed
in this manner. In 67 of the studies, no information about the research design was provided.

Findings on the data collection tools of the publications

Under this heading, the findings on the data collection tools of the publications are
presented. In Table 9, the types and frequencies of data collection tools are presented.

Table 9. The Distribution of Publications by Data Collection Tools

Data Collection Tool f

Student texts 98
Questionnaire 31
Test 27
Interview 24
Scale 23
Task 19
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Observation

Open-ended questions
Document

Video recordings

Diary

Rubric

Voice recordings

Portfolio

Evaluation form

Field notes

Personal Information Form
Other

Total 278

W NDNDNDNDDNDNDDNDNWWPRAOOWO O O

Regarding the specified data collection tools, 18 different codes were identified in
136 articles analyzed. Student texts were used in ninety-eight of the analyzed studies,
questionnaires in thirty-one, tests in twenty-seven, scales in twenty-three, interviews in
twenty-four, tasks in nineteen, observations in nine, open-ended questions in nine, and
documents in nine. The other data collection tools used in the studies were eight video
recordings, four diaries, three rubrics, three audio recordings, two portfolios, two evaluation
forms, two field notes, two personal information forms, and six others.

In the analyzed studies, three data collection tools that were not classified in these
categories were coded as “other”. These data collection tools include screenshots, word lists,
dictation texts, etc., which cannot be included in the specified categories.

Findings on the data analysis methods of the publications.

Under this heading, the findings on the data analysis methods of the analyzed
publications are presented. In Table 10, the methods used in the process of analyzing the
data in the studies are presented.

Table 10. The Distribution of Publications by Data Analysis Method

Type Data Analysis Techniques f
ANOVA 37
T-Test 10
ANCOVA 7
Comparison MANOVA 6
Mann-Whitney U Test 3
Kruskal Wallis Test 2
Wilcon Signed-Rank Test 2
Description Descriptive Statistics 70
Content analysis 34
Descriptive Analysis
Chi-Squared Test 9
Relation Regression 41
Correlation 38
Structural Equation Modeling 7
Factor Analysis 4
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Other 6
Total 285

According to Table 10, 16 different codes regarding data analysis methods were
identified in 136 studies. These codes were analyzed under the categories of comparison,
description, and relation. T-test, ANOVA, ANCOVA, MANOVA, Mann Whitney U Test,
Kruskal Wallis Test, and Wilcon Signed-Rank test were analyzed under the category of
comparison. Descriptive statistics, descriptive analysis, Chi-Squared Test and content
analysis were analyzed under the category of description. The codes in the relation category
are regression, correlation, factor analysis, and structural equation modeling.

The most frequently used data analysis methods were ANOVA in the comparison
category, descriptive statistics and content analysis in the description category, and
regression and correlation in the relation category.

In the studies analyzed, 6 data analysis methods were coded as “other”. These are
some data analysis methods such as multidimensional scaling analysis and semantic
analysis, which have only been used in one study each.

Conclusion and Discussion

The present study aimed at revealing the overview of Writing Education Studies in
the last decade (2010-2020). The data were analyzed through bibliometric analysis and
content analysis. The findings obtained as a result of bibliometric analyses showed that the
journal with the highest number of publications is JOWR (56), the year with the highest
number of publications is 2020 (34), the country with the highest number of publications is
the USA (67), and the most cited publication is ‘Teachers’ reported practices for teaching
writing in England’ (35).

One of the findings of the study is that the USA is the country with the highest
number of publications. Similar studies (Karagoéz & Seref, 2020; Sala Bubare & Castello,
2018) aiming to reveal the overview of writing education studies have also obtained the
same finding. The fact that the USA has the highest number of publications can be explained
through several factors. Firstly, there are many US-based researchers on the editorial boards
of the journals in the sample, especially Reading and Writing Quarterly and Reading and
Writing, which may have led to the development of a common scientific perspective among
the researchers. However, it would not be sufficient to explain the current situation in terms
of the number of publications only based on this specific factor. Writing studies in the USA
started at an early stage. Although Emig’s (1971) systematic study of students’ writing
processes is regarded as a significant benchmark in terms of writing studies (Nystrand,
2008), scientific research on writing actually dates back to 1912. So much so that by the
1980s, writing was acknowledged as a separate field of study thanks to the accumulated
knowledge of writing skills (Nystrand, 2008). Considering the objectives of graduate
education such as deepening, specializing, and gaining research experience in a field, the
high number of publications in the USA can also be associated with the fact that the country
has the highest number of doctoral graduates and is the most preferred country for
international students (Tollefson, 2018).
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Another finding of the study is that studies on writing education have increased
almost continuously from 2010 to 2020. In some other studies (Kemiksiz, 2021; Sala Bubare
& Castello, 2018; Sertoglu, 2020), it has been revealed that the number of Writing Education
Studies has increased in recent times. Although writing skills are used in learning
environments to analyze, synthesize and interpret information, it has been regarded as a
necessary skill not only for the classroom environment but also for social life, particularly
with the ways in which socio-cognitive and sociocultural theories define writing. We use
writing for different purposes such as persuasion, creating an imaginary world, having fun,
healing our mental problems, and performing many tasks at work (Graham, 2018). In the
Common Core State Standards (2010), writing skills are defined in terms of four core
practices. These are 1) creating different types of texts for different purposes, 2) producing
and sharing well-organized texts through writing processes (planning, editing, revising), 3)
constructing knowledge, and 4) facilitating learning in different disciplines (Graham &
Harris, 2013). Especially the purposes expressed in the third and fourth practices have
moved the boundaries of writing beyond language skills and made it a necessary skill for all
disciplines. Writing has been defined as a core competency by UNESCO with its increasing
importance (UNESCO, 2017), and in the text of the Turkish Qualifications Framework
(2015), which is in line with the European Qualifications Framework, it is specified as
written communication under the title of communication in the native language, one of the
eight key competencies. Furthermore, it can be argued that the Writing Across Curriculum
and Writing Enriched Curriculum movements, which emerged in the USA in the early 1970s
(Russell, 2002), have increased the significance and number of writing skills and writing
education, and thus the number and significance of writing studies.

In the content analysis, six categories were identified: purpose, sample/study group,
language, method, data collection tool, and data analysis method. According to the results
obtained, the most frequently identified writing purposes in the studies analyzed within the
scope of the present study were the effect of the intervention on writing (45), the role of
different variables in writing (20), and the evaluation of writing skills (18). Sala Bubare and
Castello (2018), in their study analyzing writing education studies conducted with the
experimental method in the last 20 years, explained the objectives of the analyzed studies
with three codes: “writing process, intervention, beliefs, and perceptions”. According to the
results of this study, the most frequently studied topics in writing education are social
context and writing practices, bilingualism or multilingualism, and writing instruction, while
the least frequently studied topics are writing technologies, measurement, assessment of
writing, and the relations between literacy methods. In Durst’s (1990) study, the five most
studied topics were writing education, writing process, text structure, writing environment,
and the evaluation of writing skills. It is evident that there are some common features
between the objectives of the Writing Education Studies analyzed in the present study and
the objectives of the aforementioned studies.

The finding obtained from the objective variable of the present study could also be
analyzed with the data of the method category. One of the significant findings of the study
is that the method was not defined in most of the studies (67). Among the methods described,
quantitative methods were the most common. Similar results have been found in some
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studies that reveal the overview of Writing Studies (Goksu, 2016; Karaoglu, 2021; Temizkan
& Erdevir, 2020). In this respect, it is observed that there is a relation between the selection
of objective and method in the studies examined. According to the study results of Juzwik
et al. (2006), the most frequently used methods in writing education studies were discourse
analysis, interpretive methods, experimental/semi-experimental, correlational, historical,
and single-subject research methods. Interpretative methods were interviews, focus or
discussion groups, observation, case study, ethnography, error analysis, content analysis,
thematic analysis, and meaning analysis. According to the results of the present study,
Writing Education Studies are still under the influence of quantitative methods. The reason
for this phenomenon might be the accumulation of quantitative methods in the field, which
have dominated educational studies for many years.

One of the noteworthy results regarding the method in the Writing Education Studies
analyzed is that while the design was specified in all of the studies conducted with
quantitative methods (44) and in 12 of the 15 studies conducted with qualitative methods,
the design was not specified in 8 of the 10 studies conducted with mixed methods. In some
of the studies analyzed (Guo & Barrot, 2019; Mason, Meadan, Hedin, & Cramer, 2012), the
mixed method is referred to as a combination of quantitative and qualitative study designs
rather than the method’s own designs. Nevertheless, it is acknowledged that the mixed study
method has its own designs such as convergent, exploratory, exploratory, nested,
transformative, and multi-stage (Creswell and Plano Clark; 2011). This phenomenon can be
explained by the change in the concept of mixed study methods over time. In fact, in the
past, the definition of mixed methods studies, which refers to the use of more than one
qualitative or more than one quantitative method together and is indicated by the concept of
multiple methods, does not comply with the current definition of mixed methods studies
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018 as cited in Toraman, 2021).

The most frequently studied groups in the analyzed Writing Education Studies were
middle school students (44), undergraduate students (40), and primary school students (28),
respectively. Similar studies have obtained data similar to this result (Coskun et al., 2013;
Durst, 1990; Juzwik et al., 2006; Kemiksiz, 2021; Tok & Potur, 2015). In Durst’s (1990)
study, for example, the most frequently studied sample groups were undergraduate, primary
school, and middle/high school students, respectively. In Coskun et al.’s (2013) study, the
most frequently studied group was primary and middle school students; in Juzwik et al.’s
(2006) study, the most frequently studied groups were undergraduate, adult and post-middle
school students and the least frequently studied group was pre-school students. The common
conclusion to be obtained from the aforementioned studies is that the most studied groups
are middle school, primary school, and undergraduate students. Writing is a skill acquired
with the schooling process. In the first two years of primary school, the focus is on the
acquisition of basic writing skills, while in the following years the emphasis is on basic text
composition. At the middle school level, writing activities are organized around different
genres and purposes. Therefore, it can be stated that writing is one of the most highly
emphasized skills along with reading at primary and middle school levels. The fact that
primary and middle school students were predominantly selected in the studies analyzed can
be attributed to this ground. Along with primary and middle school students, another group
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studied was undergraduate students. One reason might be that it is simpler to collect data
from undergraduate students; another reason might be that writing has become a core skill
in US colleges and universities through Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) and Writing
Enriched Programs (WEC). Combined with these two movements, the skill of writing was
regarded as an essential tool in the learning of other disciplines.

In the studies, student texts (98), questionnaires (31), tests (27), interview forms (24),
scales (23), and tasks (19) were mostly used as data collection tools. The result obtained in
the present study is in line with the objective and method selection identified in the analyzed
studies. The most frequently used data collection tools are quantitative data collection tools
such as questionnaires, tests, and scales. Additionally, interview forms, observations, open-
ended questions, and documents were used as data collection tools. It is possible to speculate
that these data collection tools are chosen particularly in qualitative and mixed studies. There
are three approaches to writing education: text-, writer-, and reader-oriented. In the text-
oriented approach, texts are treated independently of their contexts, authors, and readers,
whereas in the author-oriented approach, writing is handled in the context of the author’s
mental process. In the reader-centered approach, the writer creates his/her text to interact
with others and writing is an interactive process between the writer and the reader (Hyland,
2009). In this context, it can be argued that the writer-oriented approach is based on cognitive
theory in that it focuses on the writer’s mind in the writing process, whereas the reader-
oriented approach is based on sociocultural theory in that it draws attention to the
communication between the author and the reader. The fact that the most commonly used
data collection tool in the analyzed studies was texts can be interpreted in the context of the
product-oriented evaluation of writing skills. However, although not as much as student
texts, questionnaires, and scales, the fact that interview forms are also utilized as data
collection tools is an indication that writing skills are attempted to be explained with
cognitive and sociocultural perspectives but remain limited.

When data analysis methods are reviewed, it is evident that the collected data were
analyzed with methods such as descriptive statistics (70), regression (41), correlation (38),
ANOVA (37), and content analysis (34). This result can be interpreted along with the
dominant view of quantitative methods discussed under the headings of purpose, method,
and data collection tools. In studies where quantitative methods are frequently used in terms
of purpose, method, and data collection tools, data analysis methods are also quantitative.

Recommendations

Based on the results obtained from the present study and discussed above, the following
suggestions were provided to the researchers.

1. In the present study, a journal-oriented approach was adopted. In future studies, the
overview of Writing Education Studies can be revealed by performing scans around
certain key concepts.

2. In the present study, Writing Education Studies conducted chiefly in the field of
language education have been analyzed, but there are also some writing education
studies conducted in other disciplines. Studies in which writing skills are used only
as a learning tool in other disciplines can also be analyzed.
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3. It is clear that quantitative methods are dominant in Writing Education Studies,
whereas qualitative and mixed methods studies are more limited than quantitative
methods. Although writing skills are explained by socio-cognitive and sociocultural
models, it is recognized that there are many psychological and cultural factors that
influence writing skills. Such factors can be identified through qualitative and mixed
study methods. Therefore, ethnographic, phenomenological and narrative studies can
be conducted to provide methodological diversity in writing education studies.

4. In the studies analyzed, it was observed that the most studied groups were middle
school, undergraduate, and primary school students. More limited studies have been
conducted with graduate students, academics, and authors. Studies can be conducted
with people in this group, who are expected to make valuable contributions to the
understanding of writing skills and who may be more experienced in terms of writing
skills.

5. In the writing studies examined, it was noted that instruments such as texts,
questionnaires, tests, interview forms, and scales were used as data collection tools.
It is assumed that more frequent use of alternative tools such as diaries, student
product files, etc. in future studies will contribute to the multidimensional
explanation of writing skills. Hence, alternative process-oriented data collection
tools can be employed in the writing studies to be conducted.
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OZET

Bu arasgtirmanin amaci, yazma 6gretimi c¢aligmalarinin son on yildaki
(2010-2020) goriinimiinii ortaya koymaktir. Bu ama¢ dogrultusunda
yazma Ogretimi iizerine yayin yapan ve etki degerleri en yiiksek olan
Reading and Writing, Reading and Writing Quarterly ve Journal of
Writing Research dergilerinde son on yilda yayimlanmis olan 136
calisma Dbelirlenen kategoriler etrafinda incelenmistir. Analizler
bibliyometrik analiz ve igerik analizi yoluyla gergeklestirilmistir. Elde
edilen bulgulardan bazilari en fazla yayina sahip olan iilkenin ABD; en
¢ok calisilan konunun miidahalenin yazmaya etkisi; en sik g¢alisilan
grubun ortaokul oldugu seklindedir. Arastirmalarin biiytik bir kisminda
yontem tanimlanmamigtir. Tanimlanan yontemler icinde en sik olani
nicel yontemlerdir. Veriler en ¢ok dgrenci metinleri ile toplanmis ve en
sik kullanilan veri analiz yontemi betimsel istatistik olmustur. Ulasilan
sonuglar neticesinde bazi 6nerilerde bulunulmustur.

Bu ¢alisma bilimsel yayin etigine uygun olarak gergeklestirilmistir.
Bu aragtirmanin tiim asamalarin1 aragtirmacinin kendisi yliriitmiistiir.

Bu aragtirmada herhangi bir ¢ikar ¢catigmasi bulunmamaktadir.
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Giris
Giliniimiize degin yazma becerisine yonelik pek ¢ok arastirma yapilmistir. Yapilan
bilimsel arastirmalar yazma becerisinin tanimlanmasi, anlagilmasi ve gelistirilmesinde kritik
bir gérev iistlenmistir. Oyle ki psikoloji bilimindeki gelismelere paralel olarak ilerleyen
yazma Ogretimi arastirmalari, zaman iginde yazma becerisinin farkli bakis acilar ile
degerlendirilmesini saglamistir.

Davranig¢1 psikolojinin teorik ve yontemsel smirliliklarinin daha belirgin hale
gelmesiyle birlikte 1950’11 yillarda bilissel psikoloji, onemli bir arastirma alan1 olarak ortaya
cikmistir (MacArthur ve Graham, 2016). Bu donemde Miller’in (1956) “Sihirli Say1 Yedi:
Art1 veya Eksi iki (Bilgi Isleme Kapasitemizin Baz1 Sinirlar1)” isimli makalesi ile Bruner
Goodnow ve Austin’in (1956) “Diisiinme Uzerine Bir Calisma” adli kitaplari yazma
modellerinin gelisimi agisindan 6nemli bir yer teskil etmektedir. Oyle ki Miller’in (1956)
bellegin isleme siireglerini ele aldigi makalesi ile Bruner vd.’nin (1956) katilimcilarin
problem ¢dzme siireclerini sesli diisiinme yontemiyle analiz ettikleri arastirma, Hayes ve
Flower’1n (1980) biligsel teori baglaminda ortaya koyduklari yazma modelini sekillendiren
iki 6onemli calisma olarak diisiiniilmektedir (MacArthur ve Graham, 2016). Hayes ve
Flower’in (1980) yazma siirecini agiklamaya yoOnelik olarak ortaya koyduklar biligsel
yazma modelinde bellege vurgu yapilmis ve sesli diistinme yontemi (thinking aloud
protocol) uygulanmistir. Hayes ve Flower’in modeli (1980) ve sonrasinda ortaya konan pek
cok biligsel yazma modeli (Bereiter ve Scardamalia, 1987; Sharples, 1999), yazma becerisini
zihinde gerceklesen problem ¢ozme siireci cergevesinde aciklamistir. Biligsel yazma
modelleri, yazma siireci boyunca zihinde gergeklesen islemleri, bu islemlerin sirasini,
yazarin bu islemlere verdigi yanitlar1 ortaya koymustur. Fakat zaman i¢inde yazmay1 bilissel
perspektiften inceleyen modellere psikoloji bilimindeki gelismelere de bagl olarak yeni
modeller eklenmistir. Bunlar genel olarak sosyo biligsel ve sosyokiiltiirel yazma
modelleridir.

Sosyo biligsel modeller, yazmanm sosyal yoniinii vurgulamiglardir. Oyle ki
Shaughnessy (1977) yazmay1 dogrudan “sosyal bir eylem” olarak tanimlamistir. Ortaya
konan bazi diizenleme (revision) modellerinde (Bridwell, 1980; Sommers, 1980) yazarin
metni ile okurun beklentisi arasindaki farkin, diizenleme siirecindeki etkisine deginilerek
yazmanin sosyal baglamina dikkat ¢ekilmistir. Yine Nystrand’in (1989) sosyo-interaktif
modelinde metin, yazmay1 biligsel perspektiften agiklayan biligsel modellerdekinin aksine
sadece yazar tarafindan degil, yazar ve okur tarafindan olusturulan sosyal bir yap1 olarak
tanimlanmistir. Diger bir deyisle metin, yazarin amacini sunmasinin dtesinde okuyucunun
potansiyel anlamlar1 fark etmesi 6lgiisiinde bir anlama sahiptir. Bu modellerde yazar ile
okur arasindaki etkilesimden bahsedilerek yazma siirecinin sosyal boyutuna deginilmistir.
Dolayistyla sosyo biligsel modellerin yazma siirecini, onu zihnin i¢ine hapseden bilissel
teoriden ¢ikararak davranigsal, cevresel ve duygusal bir eksende tartistigi (Atasoy, 2021)
sOylenebilir.
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Sosyokiiltiirel modeller ise yazmanin sosyal yoniinii oldugu kadar kiiltiirel boyutunu
da vurgulamislardir. Yazmanin sosyal durumlara katilmak igin gercgeklestirilmesi, yazma
araciligtyla okuyucularla iliski kurulmasi yazmanin sosyal yoniine vurgu yaparken, lilkede
uygulanan egitim felsefesi, okulun yazma cevresi olusturmasi (Bazerman, 2016) gibi
durumlar onun kiiltiirel baglamini1 6ne ¢ikarir. Graham’in (2018) bilissel ve sosyokiiltiirel
bakis agilarini birlestirerek ortaya koydugu model, yazma toplumu (writing community) ile
yazarlar ve ortaklar1 (writers and their collaborators) olmak tizere iki temel yapi ilizerine insa
edilmistir. Yani bu modelde yazma toplumu ve bu toplumu olusturan égeler tanimlanmaistir.
Buradaki yazma toplumu, temel birtakim amag¢ ve diislinceleri paylasan ve yazmayi
amaglarii gerceklestirmek icin kullanan bir grup insani ifade eder. Yazma toplumunu
olusturan ogeler ise kolektif tarih (collective history), sosyal, kiiltiirel, politik, kurumsal ve
tarihsel giicler (social, cultural, political, institutional and historical forces) seklindedir. Bir
toplumda yazma becerisi, o toplumun ortak ge¢misi araciligi ile sekillenir. Yani bir bakima
her toplumun yazmaya yénelik ortak bilingalt1 kodlar1 vardir. Iste bu bilingalt1 kodlar
yazmay1 nasil algiladigimizi, yazmaya verdigimiz degeri, yazma motivasyonumuzu kisaca
yazma ile kurdugumuz iliskiyi belirler.

Literatiir Incelemesi

Yukarida bahsedilenlerden yola ¢ikarak yazma becerisine iligkin bakis agisinin
yapilan yazma arastirmalar1 ile stirekli bir gelisim ve doniisiim igerisinde oldugu
sOylenebilir. Dolayisiyla bu degisimleri ortaya koymak hem yazma G&gretimi
aragtirmalarinin  geldigi noktayr anlayabilmek hem de gelecekteki arastirmalarin
tasarlanmasina yénelik bir bakis agis1 kazanmak bakimindan &nemlidir. Oyle ki yazma
ogretimi aragtirmalarinin goriiniimiinii ortaya koyan pek c¢ok ¢alisma yapilmistir (Coskun,
Balc1 ve Ozgakmak, 2013; Cremin ve Oliver, 2017; Durst, 1990; Ekholm, Zumbrunn ve
DeBusk-Lane, 2018; Haswell, 2005; Juzwik vd., 2006; Kucirkova, Wells Rowe, Oliver ve
Piestrzynski, 2019; Sala Bubare ve Castello, 2018). Bu arastirma kapsaminda Durst (1990)
ve Juzwik vd.’nin (2006) yazma Ogretimi arastirmalarini sistematik derleme yoluyla
inceleyen ¢alismalar 6zellikle onemli goriilmektedir.

Durst (1990), 1984-1989 yillar arasindaki bes yillik donemde deneysel desenle
hazirlanmis yazma c¢aligsmalarini konu, 6rneklem ve sonuclarina gore degerlendirmistir.
Juzwik vd. (2006) ise 1999-2004 yillar1 arasindaki alt1 yillik dénemde yayimlanmis olan
yazma Ogretimi arastirmalarimi  konu, Orneklem ve yoOntem bagliklar1 altinda
degerlendirmislerdir. Bu aragtirmanin, hem Durst (1990) hem de Juzwik vd’nin (2006)
calismalarini tamamlayici1 bazi yonleri bulunmaktadir. Ornegin Durst (1990) 80’lerin son
bes yilina denk gelen donemde sadece belli bir yontemle hazirlanmis yazma &gretimi
caligmalarini konu ve 6rneklem baglaminda; Juzwik vd. (2006) 2000’lerin ilk bes yilinda
yayimlanmis yazma 6gretimi arastirmalarini konu, drneklem ve yontem bagliklar1 altinda
incelemiglerdir. Bu arastirmada ise 2010-2020 aralifindaki yazma 6gretimi arastirmalari
bibliyometrik verilerin 6tesinde amag, dérneklem/calisma grubu, dil, yontem, veri toplama
araci ve veri analiz yontemi kategorileri referans alinarak analiz edilmistir. Dolayisiyla bu
arastirma Durst (1990) ve Juzwik vd.’nin (2006) ¢alismalarina gére son on yillik donemdeki
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goriiniimii ortaya koymasi agisindan hem daha genis bir araliktaki calismalara odaklanmakta
hem daha fazla degiskeni referans alarak derinlemesine bir veri sunmay1 amaglamakta hem
de yazma Ogretimi aragtirmalarinin giincel durumunu sunmaktadir. Bunlarla birlikte bu
arastirmada yazma 6gretimi lizerine yayin yapan etki degeri en yiiksek ti¢ dergi belirlenerek
yazma 6gretimi ¢aligmalari biitiinciil ve uluslararasi bir baglamda ele alinmaya calisilmistir.
Dolayistyla bu aragtirmanin yazma 0gretimi arastirmalariin yakin gegmisteki durumunu
ortaya koymasi, gelecekte yapilacak galigmalar i¢in dngorii olusturmasi beklenmektedir.
Bununla birlikte bu aragtirmanin bazi sinirliliklar1 bulunmaktadir. Arastirmada, yazma
ogretimi ile ilgili daha fazla yayina sahip olacagi diisiincesiyle dogrudan yazma 6gretimine
odaklanan dergilerde yayimlanmis makalelere yonelinmistir. Bu durum yazma o6gretimi
iizerine yapilmis yayinlara ulasmada kolaylik ve derinlik saglarken diger yandan baska
dergilerde yayimlanmis olan yazma O&gretimi c¢alismalarinin  arastirmaya dahil
edilememesine neden olmustur. Dolayisiyla bu arastirma Reading and Writing, Reading and
Writing Quarterly ve Journal of Writing Research dergilerinde yayimlanmis olan
makalelerle sinirlidir. Bu arastirmanin temel amact son on yilda yayimlanmis olan yazma
Ogretimi arastirmalarinin goriinlimiinii tespit etmektedir. Bu temel amaca bagli olarak
belirlenen alt amaclar asagidaki gibidir:

1. Son on yilda yayimlanmis olan yazma 6gretimi ¢alismalarinin dergilere, yillara,
iilkelere ve atif sayilarina gore dagilimlarini tespit etmek,

2. Son on yilda yayimlanmig olan yazma Ogretimi c¢alismalarinin amag,
orneklem/calisma grubu, dil, yontem, veri toplama araclar1 ve veri analiz yontemlerine gore
dagilimlarini tespit etmek.

Yontem

Bu arastirmada dergi odakli bir yaklasim benimsenmistir. Dolayisiyla verilerin
toplanmasi agsamasinda yazma Ogretimi iizerine yayin yapan ve etki degeri en yiiksek olan
dergiler belirlenmeye ¢alisilmigtir. Bunun i¢in farkli kaynaklardan, dergilerin etkililiklerine
iliskin verilere ulasilmistir. Bu baglamda &ncelikle TUBITAK UBYT Programi dergi
listesinden yazma oOgretimi ile ilgili makale etki puant (MEP) en yiiksek bes dergi
saptanmistir. Bu dergiler ve MEP degerleri sirasiyla Journal of Second Language Writing
(1.213), Reading and Writing (0.868), Assessing Writing (0.579), Reading and Writing
Quarterly (0.391) seklindedir. TUBITAK UBYT Dergi listesinde yazma dgretimi ile ilgili
besinci bir dergiye rastlanmadigi i¢in bu kategorideki dergi sayis1 dort olarak belirlenmistir.
Ardindan SCOPUS’ta yazma Ogretimi ile ilgili en yiiksek etkililige sahip olan dergiler
incelenmistir. Bu dergiler ve atif puanlar sirastyla Journal of Second Language Writing
(5.0), Assessing Writing (3.6), Reading and Writing (3.3), Journal of Writing Research (2.2)
ve Reading and Writing Quarterly (1.8) seklindedir. Son olarak Web of Science veri
tabaninda etki faktorii en yliksek olan dergiler degerlendirilmis ve bu dergilerin sirasiyla
Journal of Second Language Writing (4.200), Reading and Writing (1.942), Assessing
Writing (1.841) ve Reading and Writing Quarterly (0.934) seklinde oldugu goriilmiistiir.

Tablo 1. Incelemeye Alinan Dergilerin TUBITAK, SCOPUS ve Web of Science Puanlari
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Dergi Ismi TUBITAK SCOPUS WoS
1. Reading and Writing 0.868 3.3 1.942
2. Reading and Writing Quarterly 0.391 1.8 0.934
3. Journal of Writing Research - 2.2 -

TUBITAK UBYT dergi listesinde ve Web of Science veri tabaninda Journal of
Writing Research dergisinin puanina ulagilamamaistir. Journal of Second Language Writing
dergisi taranan tiim veri tabanlarinda en yiiksek etkililige sahip olmasina ragmen, odagi
ikinci dildeki yazma caligmalar1 oldugu i¢in kodlar olusturulurken yanliliga neden olacagi
diisiincesiyle calismaya dahil edilmemistir. Sonug olarak taranacak dergilere Tablo 1’deki
gibi karar verilmistir.

Incelemeye alinacak dergilerin belirlenmesinin ardindan Web of Science veri
tabaninda gerekli smirlandirmalar yapilarak taramalar gergeklestirilmistir. Yapilan
taramalara, incelenen caligsmalarin se¢im ve eleme siirecine iliskin akis asagidaki tabloda
sunulmustur.

Sekil 1. Arastirma Kapsaminda incelenen Calismalarin Secim ve Eleme Siirecine iliskin Akis
Semasi

[ Veri tabanlan araciligiyla gcahismalarnn belirlenmesi ]
—
Taramadan 6nce gikarilan
@ , i kayitlar:
£ WoS’ta belirlenen kayitlar: 2010-2020 arahginin disinda
= (n =2011) ’ ve belge tiri makale
@ olmayan kayitlar
o (n =749)
N
ey
Taranan kayitlar: Cikarilan kayitlar:
_— =
(n = 1262) (n = 1070)
z !
£
o
o ikarilan galismalar:
— Uygunluk agisindan C Derlerg:we ($n =18)
degerlendirilen kayitlar: . » Korpus (n =7)
(n =192) Ozel egitim (n =1)
Olgek gelistirme (n=7)
Katilimcilarn ilkokul ikinci
siniftan daha kigiik (n=10)
Konusu dogrudan ilkokuma
ve yazma (n=13)
N
g Aragtirmaya dahil edilen
= calismalar:
— (n = 136)
=
«S
(=1
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Taramalar yayin y1l1 olarak 2010-2020 y1l aralifiyla, dokiiman tipi olarak makale ile
simirlandirilmistir.  Yapilan taramalar neticesinde son on yilda Web of Science’de
indekslenen ii¢ dergiye ait 749 makale tespit edilmistir. Ardindan makalelerin bagliklari,
anahtar kelimeleri, 6zet boliimleri ve tam metinleri okunarak eleme yoluna gidilmistir.
Yapilan elemelerde dogrudan okuma ogretimi, ilk okuma yazma 6gretimi, okul Oncesi
egitimi, Ozel egitim alanlar1 ile ilgili olan makaleler ¢ikarilmistir. Bu sekilde yapilan
degerlendirmeler sonucunda 136 makale aragtirmanin inceleme materyali olarak kabul
edilmistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Yazma 6gretimi ile ilgili son on yilda (2010-2020) yayimlanmis olan ¢alismalarin
goriinimiinii ortaya koymak amaciyla yapilan bu arastirmada veriler analiz edilirken iki
asama takip edilmistir. Bu agamalardan ilki incelenen caligmalarin bibliyometrik analizi,
ikincisi ise igerik analizidir. Bibliyometrik analizlerin yapilmasinda Web of Science veri
tabanmin betimsel istatistiklerinden faydalanilmustir. Icerik analizi igin amac,
orneklem/calisma grubu, dil, yontem, veri toplama araci ve veri analiz yontemi olmak {izere
alt1 kategori belirlenmistir. Asagida drnek kodlama tablosu sunulmustur.

Tablo 2. Arastirma Kapsaminda Incelenen Calismalarda Belirlenen Kategoriler ve Ornekleri

Kategori Ornek

Amag Miidahalenin yazma becerisine etkisi
Orneklem/calisma grubu Ortaokul

Dil Anadili

Yontem Karma

Veri toplama aract Anket, goriisme

Veri analiz araci Betimsel analiz, tematik kodlama, ANOVA

Icerik analizi gerceklestirilirken arastirmaci ve bir alan uzmani ortak goriisle
belirledikleri kategoriler dogrultusunda 10’ar adet makaleyi birbirlerinden bagimsiz olarak
degerlendirmislerdir. Uyumsuz olan kodlar hakkinda tartismiglar ve fikir birligine varana
dek kodlamalara devam etmislerdir. Uyum saglaninca arastirmacit kodlamalara kendisi
devam etmistir.

Arastirma kapsaminda incelenen ¢alismalardan dogrudan okuma &gretimi, ilk
okuma yazma Ogretimi, okul Oncesi egitimi, 6zel egitim alanlar1 ile ilgili olanlar
cikarilmistir. Bununla birlikte sadece 1 ve 2. siniflar ile yapilan ¢alismalar degerlendirme
dis1 birakilirken 3 ve 4. smiflarin dahil edildigi ¢calismalar degerlendirmeye dahil edilmistir.
Bunun nedeni, 1 ve 2. siif diizeyinde genellikle temel yazma calismalarinin yapilmasi, 3 ve
4. smif seviyelerinde ise artik metin olusturma ¢alismalarina baslanmasidir. Hem belli bir
siif seviyesinde yer alan Ogrenciler hem de Ogretmenleri ile yapilan c¢alismalarin
orneklemlerine/calisma gruplarma O6grencilerin siif seviyeleri ve Ogretmenleri birlikte
isaretlenmistir. Yine 6rnegin 4. smiftan 10. sinifa kadar tiim sinif kademelerinde yer alan
ogrenciler lizerinde yapilan ¢aligmalarin 6rneklemi/galisma grubu, ilkokul, ortaokul ve lise
olarak isaretlenmistir.
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Arastirma Etigi

Bu aragtirmanin planlanmasindan, uygulanmasina, verilerin toplanmasindan
verilerin analizine kadar olan tiim stiregte “Yiiksekogretim Kurumlar1 Bilimsel Aragtirma ve
Yaym Etigi Yonergesi” kapsaminda uyulmasi belirtilen tim kurallara uyulmustur.
Yonergenin ikinci bolimii olan “Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayimn Etigine Aykirt Eylemler”
baslig1 altinda belirtilen eylemlerden hicbiri gergeklestirilmemistir.

Bu calismanin yazim siirecinde bilimsel, etik ve alint1 kurallarina uyulmus; toplanan
veriler lizerinde herhangi bir tahrifat yapilmamis ve bu ¢alisma herhangi baska bir akademik
yayin ortamina degerlendirme i¢in gonderilmemistir.

Bulgular

Calismada elde edilen veriler iki ana baslik altinda sunulmustur. Bunlar sirasiyla
bibliyometrik verilere iliskin bulgular ve igerik analizine iliskin bulgular seklindedir.

Yazma Ogretimi Arastirmalarinin Son On Yildaki Gériiniimiine Iliskin Bibliyometrik
Bulgular

Yazma O6gretimi arastirmalarinin son on yildaki goériiniimiine iliskin bibliyometrik
bulgular dergilere gore yayin sayilarina iliskin bulgular, yillara gore yayin sayilarina iliskin
bulgular, tilkelere gore yayin sayilarina iliskin bulgular, en ¢ok atif alan yayinlara iliskin
bulgular basliklar1 altinda ele alinmstir.

Dergilere gore yayin sayilarina iliskin bulgular

Tablo 3’te dergilere gore yayimn sayilart sunulmustur. Buna gore incelenen ii¢
derginin 2010- 2020 y1llar1 arasindaki yayin sayilar1 asagidaki tabloda sunuldugu gibidir.

Tablo 3. Yayinlarin Yillara Gore Dagilimlar

Yillara Gore Makale Sayilari

Dergi ismi 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Toplam
1. Reading and Writing 0 0 0 1 1 2 3 2 3 7 22 41
2. Reading and Writing 0 0 3 1 0 4 1 6 8 13 3 39
Quarterly
3. Journal of Writing 0 0 0 0 0 9 10 7 10 11 9 56
Research
Toplam 0 0 3 2 1 15 14 15 21 31 34 136

Tablo 3’e gore 2010 ile 2020 yillar1 arasinda yazma 6gretimi alaninda Web of
Science’de indekslenen Reading and Writing, Reading and Writing Quarterly ve Journal of
Writing Research dergilerinde 136 makale tespit edilmistir. Bu makalelerden 41’1 Reading
and Writing dergisinde, 39’u Reading and Writing Quarterly dergisinde ve 56’s1 Journal of
Writing Research dergisinde yayimlanmistir. Bunlarla birlikte yazma 6gretimi ile ilgili
Reading and Writing dergisinde 2010, 2011 ve 2012 yillarinda makale tespit edilememistir.
2013 ve 2014 yillarinda 1’er, 2015 yilinda 2, 2016 yilinda 3, 2017 yilinda 2, 2018 yilinda 3,
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2019 yilinda 7 ve 2020 yilinda 22 makale yayimlanmistir. Reading and Writing Quarterly
dergisinde 2010, 2011 ve 2014 yillarinda makaleye rastlanmamustir. 2012 yilinda 3, 2013
yilinda 1, 2015 yilinda 4, 2016 yilinda 1, 2017 yilinda 6, 2018 yilinda 8, 2019 yilinda 13 ve
2020 yilinda 3 makale yayimlanmistir. Journal of Writing Research dergisinde ise yillara
gore makale sayist su sekildedir. 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013 ve 2014 yillarinda makale tespit
edilememistir. 2015 yi1linda 9, 2016 yilinda 10, 2017 yilinda 7, 2018 yilinda 10, 2019 yilinda
11, 2020 yilinda ise 9 makale yayimlanmustir.

Yillara gore yayin sayilarina iliskin bulgular

Sekil 2°de yillara gore yayin sayilari sunulmustur. Genel olarak 2010°dan 2020’ye
dogru bir artisin oldugu ifade edilebilir. Ozellikle 2015 ve sonrasindaki yillarda, 6nceki
yillara gore yayin sayis1 onemli derecede artmistir.

Sekil 2. Yillara gore yayin sayilari

4

P

2010 ve 2011 yillarinda yayin tespit edilememistir. 2012 yilinda 3, 2013 yilinda 2,
2014 yilinda 1, 2015 yilinda 15, 2016 yilinda 14, 2017 yilinda 15, 2018 yilinda 21, 2019
yilinda 31 ve 2020 yilinda 34 makale yayimlanmistir. 2010°’dan 2020’ye dogru yayin
sayisinda bir artisin oldugu goze carpmaktadir.

Ulkelere gire yayin sayilarina iliskin bulgular

Asagidaki sekilde iilkelere gore yaymn sayilari sunulmustur. Buna gore incelenen
yayinlarin ilkelere gore dagilimlart Sekil 3’teki gibidir.
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Sekil 3. Ulkelere Gore Yayin Sayilari
Seril |
1 67
3

" ; Bing ile gl¢lendirilmistir
© Australian Bureau of Statistics, GeoNames, Microsoft, Navinfo, OpenStreetMap, TomTom, Wikipedia

Sekil 3’e gore son on yilda belirlenen dergilerde 27 farkli tilkeden arastirmaci yayin
yapmustir. Bu iilkeler ABD (67), Hollanda (16), Cin (13), Belgika (9), Ispanya (8), Kanada
(7), Ingiltere (6), Almanya (5), Norveg (5), Isvigre (5), Iran (4), Yeni Zelanda (4), Avustralya
(3), Portekiz (3), Isveg (3), Tayvan (3), Sili (2), Filipinler (2), Fransa (1), Italya (1), Japonya
(1), Pakistan (1), Rusya (1), Giiney Kore (1), Suriye (1), Tayland (1) ve Tiirkiye (1)
seklindedir. En ¢ok yayin sayisina sahip olan iilke ABD (67)’dir. En az yayina sahip olan
iilkeler ise Italya (1), Japonya (1), Pakistan (1), Rusya (1), Giiney Kore (1), Suriye (1),
Tayland (1) ve Tiirkiye (1) seklindedir.

En ¢ok atif alan yayinlara iligkin bulgular

Tablo 4’te, incelenen 136 arastirma igerisinde en ¢ok atif alan on bes makale yil,
yazar, isim ve atif bilgileriyle birlikte sunulmustur.

Tablo 4. En Cok Atif Alan Makaleler

Yl Dergi  Yazar Isim Say

2016 RW Dockrell, J., E.; Marshall, C. Teachers' reported practices for teaching 35
R.; W., Dominic writing in England
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2015 JoWR  Martinez, 1., Mateos, M., Learning history by composing synthesis 31
Martin, E. ve Rijlaarsdam, G. texts: Effects of an instructional programme on
learning, reading and writing processes, and
text quality

2017  JoWR  Limpo, T.ve Alves, R. A. Relating Beliefs in Writing Skill Malleability 26
to Writing Performance: The Mediating Role
of Achievement Goals and Self-Efficacy

2015 JoWR Mangen, A., Anda, L. G., Handwriting versus Keyboard Writing: Effect 22
Oxbhorough, G. H. ve Bronnick, on Word Recall
K.

2017 JOWR  Garcia, A. ve Gaddes, A. Improving Writing in  Primary Schools 20
through a Comprehensive Writing Program

2012 RWQ  Medimorec, S. ve Risko, E. F.  Weaving Language and Culture: Latina 19
Adolescent Writers in an After-School Writing
Project

2017 RW Bai, B. ve Guo, W. Pauses in written composition: on the 18
importance of where writers pause

2018 RWQ  Kim, Y. G., Petscher, Y., Influences of Self-Regulated Learning 17

Wanzek, J. ve Al Otaiba, S. Strategy Use on Self-Efficacy in Primary
School Students' English Writing in Hong
Kong

2018 RW Crossley, S. A. ve McNamara, Relations between reading and writing: a 17
D.S. longitudinal examination from grades 3 to 6

2016  JOWR  Van Drie, J., Braaksma, M. ve  Say more and be more coherent: How text 17

Van Boxtel, C. elaboration and cohesion can increase writing
quality
2015 JoWR  Drijhooms, E., Groen, M. A.ve Writing in History: Effects of writing 17
Verhoeven, L. instruction on historical reasoning and text
quality
2017 RW Huang, Y. ve Zhang, L. J. How executive functions predict development 16

in syntactic complexity of narrative writing in
the upper elementary grades

2020 RWQ  Vandermeulen, N., Leijten, M. Does a Process-Genre Approach Help 15
ve Van Waes, L. Improve Students' Argumentative Writing in
English as a Foreign Language? Findings
From an Intervention Study

2020 JoWR  Schoonen, R. Reporting Writing Process Feedback in the 14
Classroom Using Keystroke Logging Data to
Reflect on Writing Processes

2019 RW Drijbooms, E. Groen, M. A. ve Are reading and writing building on the same 14
Verhoeven, L. skills? The relationship between reading and
writing in L1 and EFL
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Tablo 4’e gore en ¢ok atif alan arastirmalarin 1’12012, 3’12015, 2’51 2016, 4’1 2017,
2512018, 1’12019 ve 2’°si 2020 yillarina aittir. Yine en ¢ok atif alan ilk on bes aragtirmadan
7’si Journal of Writing Research, 5’1 Reading and Writing ve 3’1 ise Reading and Writing
Qurterly dergilerinde yayimlanmustir.

Yazma Ogretimi Arastirmalariin Son On Yildaki Gériiniimiine iliskin Icerik Analizi
Bulgular

Yazma 6gretimi aragtirmalarinin son on yildaki goriiniimiine iliskin igerik analizi
bulgular1 yaymlarin amagclarina iliskin bulgular, yayinlarin 6rneklemlerine/galisma
gruplarina iligkin bulgular, yayinlarin dil degiskenine iliskin bulgular, yaymlarin
yontemlerine iligkin bulgular, yayimlarin veri toplama araclarina iliskin bulgular ve
yayinlarin veri analiz yontemlerine iliskin bulgular basliklar1 altinda ele alinmustir.

Yayinlarin Amaclarina Iliskin Bulgular

Bu bagslik altinda incelenen yayinlarin amagclarina iliskin bulgular yer almaktadir.
Tablo 5’te yazma Ogretimi arastirmalarinin  hangi amaclar  dogrultusunda
gerceklestirildigine iliskin olusturulan kodlar sunulmustur.

Tablo 5. Yayinlarin Amaglarina Gére Dagilimlar

Amag f
Miidahalenin yazmaya etkisi 45
Farkli degiskenlerin yazmadaki rolii 20
Yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesi 18
Yazmanin diger degiskenlerle iliskisi 12
Ogretmenlerin yazma uygulamalari 11

Yazma siirecinin degerlendirilmesi 8
Yazmaya yonelik duyussal 6zelliklerin incelenmesi 8
Yazmaya yonelik bir durumun incelenmesi 6
Yazmaya iligkin goriislerin tespit edilmesi 5
Yazma gelisiminin incelenmesi 3
Toplam 136

Bu baglamda 10 kod belirlenmistir. incelenen arastirmalarin 45°i miidahalenin
yazmaya etkisini, 20’si farkli degiskenlerin yazmadaki roliinli, 18’1 yazma becerisinin
degerlendirilmesini, 12’si yazmanin diger degiskenlerle iligkisini, 11’1 6gretmenlerin yazma
uygulamalarini, 8’1 yazma siirecinin degerlendirilmesini, 8’1 yazmaya yonelik duyussal
ozelliklerin incelenmesini, 6’s1 yazmaya yonelik bir durumun incelenmesini, 5’1 yazmaya
iliskin goriislerin tespit edilmesini ve 3’li yazma gelisiminin incelenmesini belirlemek
amaciyla gerceklestirilmistir.

Yayinlarin Orneklemlerine/Calisma Gruplarina Iliskin Bulgular
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Bu baslik altinda incelenen yayinlarin orneklemlerine/¢alisma gruplarina iligskin

bulgular yer almaktadir. Tablo 6’da Orneklem/¢alisma grubunun tiir ve sikliklar
sunulmustur.

Tablo 6. Yaymlarin Ornekleme/Calisma Grubuna Gore Dagilimlar

Orneklem/Calisma Grubu f
Ortaokul 44
Lisans 40
Ilkokul 28
Lise 27
Ogretmen 23
Lisansiistii 8
Akademisyen 4
Karma 3
Yazar 1
Belirtilmemis 5
Toplam 183

Orneklem/calisma grubuna iliskin 10 kod belirlenmistir. incelenen arastirmalarin
44°1inii ortaokul, 40’11 lisans, 28’ini ilkokul 6grencileri olusturmaktadir. Bunlarla birlikte
aragtirmalarin 23’1 0gretmenlerle, 8’1 lisansiistii 6grencilerle, 4’ii akademisyenlerle, 3’1
karma ozellikteki gruplarla, 1’1 ise yazarlarla gergeklestirilmistir. Degerlendirilen 5
aragtirmanin 6rneklem/¢alisma grubu acik bir bicimde belirtilmemistir.

Yayinlarin Dil Degiskenine Iliskin Bulgular

Bu baslik altinda incelenen yayinlarin dil degiskenine iliskin bulgular yer almaktadir.
Tablo 7’°de arastirmalardaki dil unsurunun tiir ve sikliklar1 sunulmustur.

Tablo 7. Yayinlarin Dil Degiskenine Gore Dagilimlar

Dil f

Belirtilmemis 45
D1 43
D2 24
Karma 24
Toplam 136

Dil unsuruna yonelik 4 kod belirlenmistir. Bunlar ana dili (D1), ikinci dil (D2), karma
ve belirtilmemis seklindedir. Tablo 7’ye gore incelenen arastirmalarin 43’linde ana dili,
24’tinde ikinci dil, diger 24’tinde ise karma 6zellikteki diller kullanilmistir. Degerlendirilen
136 ¢alismanin 45’inde dil degiskenine yonelik bir 6zellik belirtilmemistir.

Yayinlarin Yontemlerine Iliskin Bulgular
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Bu baglik altinda incelenen yayinlarin yiiriitiildiigli desenlere iliskin bulgular yer
almaktadir. Tablo 8’de desenlere iligkin bilgiler yer almaktadir.

Tablo 8. Yayinlarin Yontemlerine Gére Dagilimlari

Yontem f
Belirtilmemis 67
Nicel 44
Deneysel 40
Mliskisel 2
Tarama 2
Nitel 15
Durum 10
Kesfedici 2
Belirtilmemis 3
Karma 10
GOomiilii desen 2
Belirtilmemis 8
Toplam 136

Yayinlarda belirtilen desenlere iliskin nicel, nitel, karma ve belirtilmemis olmak
iizere 4 kod belirlenmistir. Deneysel, iligskisel ve tarama desenlerinde gerceklestirilen
arastirmalar nicel; durum, kesfedici desenlere sahip olan aragtirmalar nitel ve gomiilii
desenlerle yiiriitiilen aragtirmalar karma yontem arastirmalari olarak kategorize edilmistir.
Arastirma deseni ile ilgili bir bilginin yer almadigi ¢aligmalar i¢in belirtilmemis kodu
kullanilmigtir. Buna gore incelenen arastirmalarin 44’iinde nicel, 15’inde nitel, 10’unda
karma yonteme ait desenler kullanilmistir. 67 c¢aligmada ise arastirmanin desenine ait
herhangi bir bilgi sunulmamustir.

Yayinlarin Veri Toplama Araclarina Iliskin Bulgular

Bu baslik altinda incelenen yayinlarda kullanilan veri toplama araglarina iliskin
bulgular yer almaktadir. Tablo 9’da veri toplama araglarinin tiirii ve sikliklar1 sunulmusgtur.

Tablo 9. Yayinlarin Veri Toplama Araglarina Gore Dagilimlar

Veri Toplama Araci f
Ogrenci metinleri 98
Anket 31
Test 27
Gorlisme 24
Olcek 23
Task 19
Gozlem 9
Agik uglu sorular 9
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Dokiiman

Video kayd1

Giinliikk

Rubrik

Ses kaydi

Portfolyo
Degerlendirme formu
Alan notlari

Kisisel bilgi formu
Diger

Toplam 278
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Buna gore incelenen 136 makalede veri toplama araglarina yonelik 18 farkli kod
tespit edilmistir. Degerlendirilen aragtirmalarin 98’inde 6grenci metinleri, 31’inde anket,
27’sinde test, 23’linde O6lgek, 24’linde goriisme, 19°unda task, 9’unda gozlem, 9’unda agik
uclu sorular, 9’unda dokiiman kullanilmistir. Arastirmalarda kullanilan diger veri toplama
araglar1 ise 8 video kaydi, 4 giinliik, 3 rubrik, 3 ses kaydi, 2 portfolyo, 2 degerlendirme
formu, 2 alan notlart, 2 kisisel bilgi formu ve 6 diger seklindedir.

Incelenen arastirmalarda bu kategorilere dahil olmayan 3 veri toplama araci “diger”
seklinde kodlanmistir. Bu veri toplama araglar1 belirlenen kategorilere dahil edilemeyen
ekran gorintiileri, kelime listeleri, dikte metinleri gibi araglardir.

Yayinlarin Veri Analiz Yontemlerine Iliskin Bulgular

Bu baglik altinda incelenen yayinlarda kullanilan veri analiz yontemlerine iliskin
bulgular sunulmustur. Tablo 10°da arastirmalardaki verilerin analizi siirecinde hangi
yontemlerin kullanildigina yer verilmistir.

Tablo 10. Yaynlarin Veri Analiz Y&ntemine Gore Dagilimlar

Tiir Veri Analiz Yontemi f
ANOVA 37
T testi 10
ANCOVA 7
Karsilagtirma MANOVA 6
Mann Whitney U Testi 3
Kruskal Wallis Testi 2
Wilcon Isaretli Sira Testi 2
Betimleme Betimsel Istatistik 70
Icerik Analizi 34
Betimsel Analiz
Chi-Squared Testi 9
Mligki Regresyon 41
Korelasyon 38
Yapisal Esitlik Modellemesi 7
Faktor Analizi 4
Diger 6
Toplam 285
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Tablo 10’a gore, incelenen 136 arastirmada veri analiz yontemlerine iligskin 16 farkl
kod ortaya c¢ikmistir. Bu kodlar karsilastirma, betimleme ve iliski kategorileri altinda
degerlendirilmistir. T testi, ANOVA, ANCOVA, MANOVA, Mann Whitney U Testi,
Kruskal Wallis Testi, Wilcon Isaretli Siras1 testi karsilastirma; betimsel istatistik, betimsel
analiz, Chi-Squared Testi ve igerik analizi ise betimleme kategorisi altinda
degerlendirilmistir. Iliski kategorisinde yer alan kodlar ise regresyon, korelasyon, faktor
analizi ve yapisal esitlik modellemesidir.

En sik kullanilan veri analiz yontemleri karsilastirma kategorisinde, ANOVA;
betimleme kategorisinde betimsel istatistik ve igerik analizi, iliski kategorisinde ise
regresyon ve korelasyon seklindedir.

Incelenen arastirmalarda 6 veri analiz yontemi “diger” olarak kodlanmistir. Bunlar
cok boyutlu ol¢ekleme analizi, semantik analiz gibi birer ¢aligmada kullanilmis olan bazi
veri analiz yontemleridir.

Sonug ve Tartisma

Yazma Ogretimi arastirmalarinin son on yildaki (2010-2020) goriiniimiinii ortaya
koymay1 amaglayan bu g¢aligmada veriler bibliyometrik analiz ve icerik analizi yoluyla
coziimlenmistir. Bibliyometrik analizler neticesinde elde edilen bulgular genel olarak en ¢ok
yayina sahip olan derginin JoWR (56), en fazla yaymin oldugu yilin 2020 (34), en fazla
yayma sahip olan iilkenin ABD (67) ve en ¢ok atifi olan yaymin “Teachers' reported
practices for teaching writing in England” (35) oldugu seklindedir.

Arastirmada elde edilen bulgulardan biri, ABD’nin en fazla yayina sahip iilke
olmasidir. Yazma 0gretimi aragtirmalarinin gériiniimiinii ortaya koymay1 amaglayan benzer
caligmalarda da (Karagdz ve Seref, 2020; Sala Bubare ve Castello, 2018) ayn1 bulguya
ulasilmistir. En fazla yayma sahip olan iilkenin ABD olmasi, birkag diisiince etrafinda
aciklanabilir. Bunlardan ilki, 6rneklemdeki dergilerden 6zellikle Reading and Writing
Quarterly ve Reading and Writing dergilerinin editér kurullarinda ABD menseili ¢cok sayida
arastirmacinin yer almasi, bu durumun aragtirmacilar arasinda ortak bir bilimsel bakis agis1
gelistirmis oldugu diislincesi olabilir. Bununla birlikte yayin sayisindaki durumu sadece bu
diistince etrafinda agiklamak yeterli olmayacaktir. ABD’deki yazma aragtirmalar erken bir
donemde baglamigtir. Emig’in (1971) 6grencilerin yazma siireglerini sistematik olarak
inceleyen ¢alismasi yazma arastirmalar1 agisindan 6nemli bir esik olarak kabul edilse de
(Nystrand, 2008) yazma ile ilgili bilimsel arastirmalar 1912 yilma kadar dayandirilir. Oyle
ki yazma becerisine dair olusturulmus birikim sayesinde 1980’lere gelindiginde yazma ayr1
bir aragtirma alani olarak kabul edilmistir (Nystrand, 2008). Lisansiistii egitimin bir alanda
derinlesmek, uzmanlasmak ve arastirma deneyimi kazanmak gibi amaglar diisiiniildiigiinde
ABD’nin fazla yayin sayisina sahip olmasi, bu iilkenin en ¢cok doktora mezunu veren ve
uluslararas1 Ogrencilerin en ¢ok tercih ettigi iilke olmasi (Tollefson, 2018) ile de
iliskilendirilebilir.

Aragtirmada elde edilen bir diger bulgu, yazma 6gretimi aragtirmalarinin 2010’dan
2020’ye neredeyse stirekli bir bicimde artis gosterdigidir. Yapilan bazi arastirmalarda da
(Kemiksiz, 2021; Sala Bubare ve Castello, 2018; Sertoglu, 2020) yazma Ogretimi
arastirmalarinin  glinlimiize dogru gelindik¢e sayica arttigi ortaya konmustur. Yazma
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becerisi her ne kadar Ogrenme ortamlarinda bilgileri analiz etmek, sentezlemek,
yorumlamak amaciyla kullanilsa da zaman i¢inde 6zellikle sosyo biligsel ve sosyokiiltiirel
teorilerin de yazmay1 tanimlama bigimleri ile birlikte sadece sinif ortami i¢in degil sosyal
hayat i¢in de gerekli bir beceri olarak degerlendirilmistir. Yazmay1 ikna etmek, hayali bir
diinya yaratmak, eglenmek, ruhsal yaralarimizi iyilestirmek, i yerinde pek ¢ok gorevi yerine
getirmek (Graham, 2018) gibi farkli amagclarla kullaniriz. Ortak ¢ekirdek devlet
standartlarinda (2010) da (Common Core State Standards), yazma becerisi dort temel
uygulama etrafinda agiklanir. Bunlar 1) farkli amaclar i¢in farkli tlirlerde metinler
olusturmak, 2) yazma siireclerinden gecerek (planlama, diizenleme, diizeltme) iyi organize
edilmis metinler iiretmek ve bunlar paylagsmak, 3) bilgiyi insa etmek ve 4) farkh
disiplinlerdeki 6grenmeleri kolaylastirmak (Graham ve Harris, 2013) seklindedir. Ozellikle
ticiincii ve dordiincii maddelerde ifade edilen amaglar, yazmanin sinirlarini dil becerilerinin
Otesine tagiyarak tiim disiplinler i¢in gerekli bir beceri haline getirmistir. Yazma, artan
onemi ile birlikte UNESCO tarafindan temel yeterlik olarak tanimlanmis (UNESCO, 2017),
Avrupa Yeterlikler Cergevesi ile uyumlu olan Tiirkiye Yeterlikler Cercevesi metninde de
(2015) sekiz anahtar yetkinlikten biri olan ana dilde iletisim baglig1 altinda yazili iletisim
olarak vurgulanmistir. Bunlarla birlikte ABD’de 1970’lerin basinda ortaya konan (Russell,
2002) Miifredat Boyunca Yazma (Writing Across Curriculum) ve Yazmayla
Zenginlestirilmis Miifredat (Writing Enriched Curriculum) hareketlerinin yazma becerisinin
ve yazma Ogretiminin dolayisiyla yazma aragtirmalarinin énemini ve sayisini artirdigi
sOylenebilir.

Icerik analizinde amag, drneklem/¢alisma grubu, dil, yéntem, veri toplama arac1 ve
veri analiz yontemi olmak iizere alti kategori belirlenmistir. Elde edilen sonuglara gore
arastirma kapsaminda incelenen ¢alismalarda en sik belirlenen yazma amaglari miidahalenin
yazmaya etkisi (45), farkli degiskenlerin yazmadaki rolii (20) ve yazma becerisinin
degerlendirilmesi (18)’dir. Sala Bubare ve Castello (2018) son 20 yilda deneysel yontemle
yapilmis yazma Ogretimi arastirmalarin1  inceledikleri caligmalarinda incelenen
arastirmalarin amaglarini “yazma siireci, miidahale, inang ve algilar” olmak tizere {i¢ kod ile
aciklamislardir. Yine bu arastirmanin sonuglarina gore yazma 6gretiminde en sik calisilan
konular sosyal baglam ve yazma uygulamalari, iki ya da ¢ok dillilik ve yazma 6gretimi iken
en az caligilan konular yazma teknolojileri, yazmanin Ol¢iilmesi ve degerlendirilmesi,
okuryazarlik yontemleri arasindaki iligkilerdir. Durst’un (1990) arastirmasinda, en ¢ok
calisilan bes konu sirasiyla yazma 6gretimi, yazma siireci, metin yapisi, yazma ortami,
yazma becerisinin degerlendirilmesidir. Bu arastirmada incelenen yazma Ogretimi
caligmalarinin amaglan ile yukarida bahsedilen arastirmalarin amaglar1 aras1 bazi ortak
noktalar bulundugu goriilmektedir.

Bu aragtirmanin amag degiskeninden elde dilen bulgu, yontem kategorisinin verileri
ile birlikte de degerlendirilebilir. Arastirmanin dikkat ¢ekici bulgularindan biri incelenen
caligmalarin biiyiik bir kisminda (67) yontemin tanimlanmamis olmasidir. Tanimlanan
yontemler iginde ise en sik olani nicel yontemlerdir. Bu sonug, yazma arastirmalarinin
goriiniimiinii ortaya koyan bazi ¢alismalarda da tespit edilmistir (Goksu, 2016; Karaoglu,
2021; Temizkan ve Erdevir, 2020). Bu noktada, incelenen ¢aligmalarda amag¢ ve yontem
secimi arasinda bir baglantinin oldugu goriilmektedir. Juzwik vd.’nin (2006) arastirma
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sonuglarina gore yazma Ogretimi arastirmalarinda en sik kullanilan yontemler sirasiyla
soylem analizi, yorumlayici yontemler, deneysel/yar1 deneysel, korelasyonel, tarihi ve tek
denekli arastirma yoOntemleri seklindedir. Yorumlayici yontemler goriisme, odak veya
tartisma gruplari, gézlem, durum ¢alismasi, etnografya, hata analizi, igerik analizi, tematik
analiz, anlam analizi olarak belirlenmistir. Bu arastirmadan elde edilen sonuca gore yazma
Ogretimi arastirmalart hald nicel yontemlerin etkisi altindadir. Bunun nedeni, egitim
arastirmalarina uzun yillardir hakim olan nicel yontemlerin alanda var olan birikimi olabilir.

Incelenen yazma &gretimi galigmalarinda ydnteme iliskin dikkat ¢eken sonuglardan
biri de nicel yontemlerle gerceklestirilen ¢alismalarin tamaminda (44), nitel yontemlerle
gergeklestirilen 15 c¢alismadan da 12°sinde desen belirtilirken karma yontem ile
gerceklestirilen 10 ¢alismanm 8’inde desenin belirtilmemis olmasidir. Incelenen bazi
caligmalarda ise (Guo ve Barrot,2019; Mason, Meadan, Hedin ve Cramer, 2012) desen
olarak karma yoOntemin kendi desenleri degil, nicel ve nitel arastirma desenlerinin
birlestirilerek ifade edilmesi s6z konusudur. Oysa karma arastirma yonteminin yakinsayan,
acimlayici, kesfedici, i¢ ige, doniistiiriicli ve ¢ok asamali (Creswell ve Plano Clark; 2011)
gibi kendine ait desenleri oldugu bilinmektedir. Bu durum, karma arastirma yontemleri
kavraminin zaman i¢inde gecirdigi degisim ile agiklanabilir. Oyle ki ilk zamanlarda karma
yontemler arastirmasinin, birden fazla nitel veya birden fazla nicel yontemin bir arada
kullanildigini ifade eden ve ¢oklu yontem kavramu ile belirtilen tanimi giiniimiizdeki karma
yontem arastirmasi tanimi ile ortiismemektedir (Creswell ve Plano Clark, 2018’den akt.
Toraman, 2021).

Incelenen yazma 6gretimi calismalarinda en sik ¢alisilan gruplar sirastyla ortaokul
ogrencileri (44), lisans 6grencileri (40) ve ilkokul 6grencileri (28) seklinde olmustur. Benzer
aragtirmalarda bu sonuca yakin veriler elde edilmistir (Coskun vd., 2013; Durst, 1990;
Juzwik vd., 2006; Kemiksiz, 2021; Tok ve Potur, 2015). Ornegin Durst’un (1990)
arastirmasinda en ¢ok calisilan 6rneklem grubu sirasiyla tiniversite, ilkokul ve ortaokul/lise
ogrencileridir. Coskun vd.’nin (2013) aragtirmalarinda en sik c¢alisilan grup ilk ve ortaokul
ogrencileri; Juzwik vd.’nin (2006) arastirmalarinda ise en ¢ok calisilan gruplart lisans,
yetiskin ve orta dgretim sonrast grup; en az calisilan grubu ise okul dncesi Ogrencileri
olusturmuslardir. Bahsedilen arastirmalardan ¢ikarilacak ortak sonu¢ en cok calisilan
gruplarin ortaokul, ilkokul ve lisans seklinde oldugudur. Yazma, okullasma siireci ile
birlikte kazanilan bir beceridir. Ilkokulun ilk iki yilinda temel yazma becerilerinin
kazandirilmas1 amaglanirken sonraki yillarda temel metin olusturma calismalari {izerinde
durulur. Ortaokul kademesi ile birlikte farkli tiir ve amaclar etrafinda yazi olusturma
caligmalar1 planlanir. Dolayisiyla yazmanin ilk ve orta okul kademelerinde okuma ile
birlikte {izerinde en ¢ok durulan becerilerden biri oldugu sdylenebilir. Incelenen
arastirmalarda agirlikli olarak ilkokul ve ortaokul 6grencilerinin secilmis olmasi bu gerekge
ile agiklanabilir. ilkokul ve ortaokul dgrencileri ile birlikte {izerinde ¢aligilan bir diger grup
da lisans 0grencileridir. Bunun bir nedenti, lisans 6grencilerinden veri toplamanin daha kolay
olmast; bir diger nedeni ise ABD’deki kolej ve tiniversitelerde Miifredat Boyunca Yazma
(WAC) ve Yazma ile Zenginlestirilmis Programlar (WEC) araciligiyla yazma becerisinin
merkezi bir beceri haline gelmis olmasi olabilir. Bu iki hareketle birlikte yazma becerisi,
diger displinlerin 6grenilmesinde 6nemli bir arag¢ olarak diisiiniilmiistiir.
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Yapilan ¢alismalarda veri toplama araci olarak en ¢ok 6grenci metinleri (98), anket
(31), test (27), goriisme formlar1 (24), 6lcek (23) ve gorevler (19) (task) kullanilmistir.
Arastirmanin bu sonucu, incelenen g¢alismalarda belirlenen amag¢ ve yontem secimi ile
uyumludur. En sik kullanilan veri toplama araglarinin anket, test ve 6lgek gibi nicel veri
toplama araclar1 olduklar1 goriilmektedir. Bunlarla birlikte goriisme formlari, gozlemler,
acik uclu sorular ve dokiimanlar da veri toplama araglari olarak kullanilmstir. Ozellikle nitel
ve karma arastirmalarda bu veri toplama araclarinin secildigi disiiniilebilir. Yazma
ogretiminde metin, yazar ve okur odakli olmak iizere ii¢ yaklasimdan s6z edilebilir. Metin
odakl1 yaklasimda metinler baglamlarindan, yazarlarindan ve okurlarindan bagimsiz olarak
distintiliirken yazar odakli yaklasimda yazma, yazarin zihinsel stireci baglaminda ele alinir.
Okur odakl1 yaklasimda ise yazar metnini bagkalari ile etkilesime gegmek icin olusturur ve
yazma yazar ile okur arasinda gerceklesen interaktif bir siirectir (Hyland, 2009). Bu
baglamda yazar odakli yaklasimin, yazma siirecinde yazarin zihnine odaklanmasi yoniiyle
biligsel teoriye dayandigi, okur odakli yaklagimin ise yazar-okur arasindaki iletisime dikkat
cekmesi bakimindan sosyokiiltiirel teoriye dayandigi ifade edilebilir. Incelenen
aragtirmalarda en c¢ok kullanilan veri toplama aracinin metinler olmasi, yazma becerisinin
siklikla iiriin odakli degerlendirildigi baglaminda diisiiniilebilir. Bununla birlikte her ne
kadar 6grenci metinleri, anket ve 6l¢ekler kadar olmasa da veri toplama araci olarak goriisme
formlarmin da tercih edilmesi, yazma becerisinin bilissel ve sosyokiiltiirel perspektiflerle
aciklanmaya calisildiginin fakat yine de sinirli kaldiginin gostergesidir denebilir.

Veri analiz yontemlerine bakildiginda, toplanan verilerin betimsel istatistik (70),
regresyon (41), korelasyon (38), ANOVA (37) ve igerik analizi (34) gibi yontemlerle
coziimlendigi goriilmektedir. Bu sonu¢ amag, yontem ve veri toplama araglari basliklarinda
tartisilan nicel yontemlerin hakim goriiniimii ile birlikte yorumlanabilir. Amag, yontem ve
veri toplama araclari bakimindan siklikla nicel yontemlerin kullanildig1 calismalarda veri
analiz yontemleri de nicel agirlikhidir.

Oneriler

Arastirmadan elde edilen ve yukarida tartisilan sonuglara bagl olarak arastirmacilara su
onerilerde bulunulmustur.

1. Bu arasgtirmada dergi odakli bir yaklagim belirlenmistir. Bundan sonra yapilacak
arastirmalarda belli anahtar kavramlar etrafinda taramalar yapilarak yazma 6gretimi
arastirmalarinin goriiniimii ortaya konulabilir.

2. Buarastirmada, agirlikli olarak dil 6gretimi alaninda gerceklestirilen yazma 6gretimi
calismalar1 incelenmis olmakla birlikte, diger disiplinlerde gerceklestirilen bazi
yazma Ogretimi calismalari da bulunmaktadir. Yazma becerisinin sadece diger
disiplinlerde 6grenme araci olarak kullanildig1 ¢alismalar da incelenebilir.

3. Yazma Ogretimi arastirmalarinda nicel yontemlerin baskin oldugu, nitel ve karma
yontemlerle gerceklestirilen ¢alismalarin nicel yontemlere gére daha siirli kaldigt
goriilmektedir. Yazma becerisinin sosyo biligssel ve sosyokiiltiirel modellerle
aciklanmasiyla birlikte yazma becerisini etkileyen pek ¢ok psikolojik ve kiiltiirel
faktoriin oldugu bilinmektedir. Bu faktorler nitel ve karma arastirma yontemleriyle
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ortaya konabilir. Dolayistyla yazma 6gretimi arastirmalarinda yontemsel ¢esitlilik
saglayacak etnografik, fenomenolojik ve 0ykiisel arastirmalar gerceklestirilebilir.

4. Incelenen arastirmalarda en ¢ok calisilan gruplarin ortaokul, lisans, ilkokul
ogrencileri oldugu goriilmiistiir. Lisansiistli 6grenci, akademisyen ve yazarlarla daha
sinirl1  sayida calismalar gerceklestirilmistir. Yazma becerisinin anlasilmasi
noktasinda 6nemli katkilar sunacagi diisiiniilen ve yazma becerisi agisindan daha
deneyimli olabilecek bu gruptaki kisilerle aragtirmalar gerceklestirilebilir.

5. Incelenen yazma arastirmalarinda veri toplama araci olarak metin, anket, test,
goriisme formu ve Olgek gibi araglarin kullanildigi goriilmiistiir.  Yapilacak
calismalarda giinliik, 6grenci {iriin dosyasi, gibi alternatif araglarin daha sik
kullanilmasiin, yazma becerisinin ¢ok yonlii aciklanmasma katki sunacagi
diistiniilmektedir. Dolayistyla gergeklestirilecek yazma aragtirmalarinda siirece
yonelik alternatif veri toplama araglar1 kullanilabilir.
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