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The aim of this study is to identify -by merging the results of a large number of studies

DOI: 10.14812/cuefd.292046 conducted in related literature review- at which level “writing as a process” approach

affects students’ writing success. Additionally, this paper investigates whether the
writing success level differentiates depending on certain study characteristic. Meta-
analysis has been preferred as research method in this study and among the studies
which are associated with process-based writing practice, only the results of 21
experimental/quasi experimental studies that are conducted in Turkey have been
synthesized which meet the inclusion criteria. In this regard, effect size measures
(Hedge g) of studies included into meta-analysis, heterogeneity, publication bias tests
and intervening variable analysis have been done with the use of Comprehensive Meta
Analysis v2.0 (CMA) software. In the results of study, Hedge g=0,983 has been

determined as the corrected effect size related to effect of process-based writing

Keywords: approach on students’ writing success levels. This value indicates that process-based
Process-based writing approach, writing approaches affect students’ writing success levels to a large extent. The results
Turkish language instruction, of this study reveal that —in spite of teaching levels- process based writing model,
Writing success, duration of practice, text type used in practice and publication type in which practice
Meta-analysis. has been reported do not make a statistically significant difference in effect sizes.

Siire¢ Odakh Yazma Yaklasimlarinin Yazma Basarisina Etkisi: Bir Meta
Analiz

Makale Bilgisi 0z

Bu arastirmanin amaci, alan yazinda yapilmis ¢alismalardan elde edilen sonuglarin

DOI: 10.14812/cuefd.292046 birlestirilmesi yoluyla slire¢ odakli yazma yaklasimlarinin 6grencilerin yazma basari

dizeylerini ne dizeyde etkiledigini belirlemektir. Bunun yaninda s6z konusu basari
diizeyinin belli ¢alisma karakteristiklerine gore farklilasip farklilasmadigini tespit
etmektir. Meta analiz yonteminin kullanildigi arastirmada, Turkiye'de stire¢ odakli
yazma uygulamasi kapsaminda degerlendirilebilecek ¢calismalardan uygunluk dlgitlerini
karsilayan 21 deneysel/yari deneysel galisma sonucu sentezlenmistir. Bu kapsamda
meta analize dahil edilen galismalarin etki buytklik degeri (Hedge g) hesaplamalari,
heterojenlik ve yayin yanliligi testleri ile ara degisken analizleri Comprehensive Meta
Analysis v2.0 (CMA) istatistik programi kullanilarak yapilmistir. Arastirmanin
sonucunda stire¢ odakli yazma yaklagimlarinin 6grencilerin yazma basari duzeyleri

Uzerindeki duzeltilmis etki buylklugu g=0.983 olarak belirlenmistir. Bu deger, slreg

Anahtar Kelimeler: odakl yazma yaklagimlarinin 6grencilerin yazma bagari duzeylerini genis diizeyde
Sire¢ odakli yazma yaklagimi, etkiledigini ortaya koymaktadir. Sonuglar, 6gretim duizeyleri arasinda farkhiliga ragmen
Turkge 6gretimi, etki biyiklik degerlerinin uygulamada kullanilan siire¢ odakli yazma modeline,
Yazma bagsarisi, uygulama siresine, uygulamada kullanilan metin tlrine ve uygulamanin
Meta analiz. raporlastirildigi yayinin tiirine gore anlamli diizeyde farkhlasmadigini géstermektedir.
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Introduction

Sustainability of personal and social development of individuals by expressing themselves within the
context of rights, duties and responsibilities is related with their competence level of using language in a
proper and effective way. Achieving this competence level is possible with systematic and planned
language instruction practices. It is the same when it comes to one of most important tools of
communication, namely writing which is a product of “act of thinking”. A skill which is based on both
individual and cooperative effort can be developed by a proper planning and suitable methods.
Developing writing skill is included among the learning objectives of secondary school Turkish Teaching
Curriculum.

The aims of this program include that students express their ideas and arguments about a subject as
well as their feelings, thoughts, imagination, scenario and impressions by using opportunities of
language properly in terms of written expression principles, then they adopt writing as their habit of
self-expressing and those with good writing skills develop this competence (Ministry of National
Education [MEB], 2015, p. 7). In accordance with this aim, “process-based writing model” has been
adopted in teaching how to write in mother tongue. Based on this model, writing-related learning
objectives have been designed as a process in which many interrelated competences are used
successively; the crucial thing in the process from preparation to sharing/releasing is to help students to
achieve competences related to stages of process-based writing (MEB, 2015, p. 7). In this context,
especially in recent years in Turkey, process-based writing approaches are adopted in native-language
instruction programs and in various instruction activities which aim to develop writing expression
competences.

Process-based Writing Approach

Process approaches are characterized with instruction strategies which aimed that students should
organize their thoughts before drawing up and revising their written texts. Emergence of this depends
on the approach Rohman presented in 1965. In the beginnings of 1970s, Emig criticized Rohman’s
writing model on the basis of her empirical study on 12" graders who spoke loudly while writing and
asserted that writing process is an iterative process not linear (Boscolo, 2009, p. 366). This assertion
underlies the main reference point of process-based understanding in writing instruction.

“Process-based writing approach is a writing instruction approach which views written expression
studies not as a product but as a process, and on basis of students’ written expression products, it
reveals what students think in writing process, what they do, what characteristics writing process do
have” (Kaldirim, 2014, p. 27). In process-based approaches, writing is regarded as being mainly related
to language ability such as planning and making draft, and less emphasis is put on linguistic knowledge
like grammar and text structure (Badger & White, 2000). This approach suggests that “students should
focus on thinking process, transfer knowledge, organize process in general and have cognitive
awareness related to each stage— shortly they should be active in real terms-. It also aims to help
students to achieve competences such as independent thinking, decision-making, problem-solving,
learning how to learn” (Karatay, 2015, p. 25). Moreover, in the process-based writing approach, social
aspects of writing are emphasized; by minimizing the verbal expression importance is paid to small-
group works in which it is focused on problem solving, concrete materials and students’ participation in
writing process. Besides, thanks to positive effects of this approach on increasing motivation, at least
primary school students are given freedom of choice to write in which topic they want. (Boscolo, 2009,
p. 366).

There are some differences between process-based writing and traditional product- based writing.
For instance, while the product-based writing approach is based on imitation, copying and teacher-
based models, process-based approach focuses on participation in steps of forming a piece of work.
While the principal aim of product-based writing is to create a coherent text purified from mistakes, the
process-based writing defends that there is no perfect text; however a writer can get closer towards the
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perfection if he/she carries out production, reflection, discussion and revision steps while planning a
text. According to Bayat (2014) this approach includes a structure which has the potential of solving
problems stemming from placing the product at the focus of revision.

In the process-based writing approach, teacher and student roles are also different from the
traditional product-based writing approach. In the process-based approach, teachers primarily facilitate
the students’ writing activities and help them reveal their potential (Badger and White, 2000). In this
approach, writing is regarded as a motivational, individual and reflective activity in which teachers
provide counselling with students, give them constructive feedback and provide the most suitable
circumstances to write (Boscolo, 2009, p. 367). Besides, teachers do not have an evaluator position but
an observer position who give feedback during the written expression. Suitably with this position,
writing teachers help their students reformulate their ideas by answering their questions that help them
plan their writings, and they show the students how to write (Boscolo, 2009, p. 366).

Most teachers and researchers assert that process-based writing approach encourages a flexible
class structure which lets interactive learning activities between teacher-student and student-student.
In this approach, the teacher has a profile suitable with the following roles: as a supporter in organizing
teaching-learning activities, as a collaborator of learner, as an educator and constructive reviewer.
Rather than an authoritative figure in the classroom, a teacher becomes a part of the learner group
while the students change from the position of a receiver of knowledge into a position of an explorer of
knowledge. This approach gives the students freedom to choose the content, interpret, evaluate and
analyze the knowledge they get from various sources. Ideas are examined critically before they are
regarded as persuading by the students (Dukpa, 1997, p. 20). In the process-based writing approach, it is
aimed that students develop their writing competences at a quality which they can transfer into
different courses and various writing situations. In this sense, it is easier for students to transfer their
skills and practical knowledge to the new contexts (Guy, 2009).

Additionally, writing is an activity which requires basically cognitive competence, participation and
reflection, secondly it is an analytic process that requires revision and problem solving and thirdly it is a
synthetic and production-based process. In this sense, analysis and synthesis are not opposites of each
other but they are parts of the productive text design circle (Sharples, 1998, p. 6). These statements
towards writing also reflect the features of process-based writing. Process-based writing is an approach
in which cognitive readiness and collaborative work are emphasized, multi-evaluations and
improvement of higher order thinking skills such as analysis and synthesis are intended and writing
process is regarded as important as product.

There are some models that can be evaluated within the process-based writing approach. The scope
of this study includes 4 +1 Planned Writing and Evaluation Model, 6+1 Analytical Writing and Evaluation
Model and Creative Writing Model.

4+1 Planned Writing and Evaluation Model: Planned Writing and Evaluation Model is a writing model
which aims that students maintain writing activity by planning a topic and evaluating it within certain
stages and the students become aware of writing process and writing product they have produced
(Karatay, 2015, p. 28). In this model, stages of writing process are listed as preparation, planning,
drafting, proofreading and sharing. However, these stages are not always one-direction. When a need
arises, it is possible to resort to previous stages or a stage can be repeated for a few times (MEB, 2012,
p. 30). This model enables written texts to be graded analytically in terms of such features as planning,
language and expression, spelling & punctuation and form (paper layout); then it enables students to
focus on thinking process, to have cognitive awareness about every stage and to produce qualified
writing products (Karatay, 2015. p, 38).

6+1 Analytical Writing and Evaluation Model: 6+1 Analytical Writing and Evaluation Model is a
process-based writing model (Culham, 2003; Delarnette, 2008; Karatay, 2015). This model is a design
developed for purpose of answering the critical question “what does a good writing look like
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irrespective of what type it is”. According to this design, writing program comprises of six dimensions
listed as ideas, organization, spelling and punctuation, word choice, sentence fluency and form of
expression (Culham, 2003, p. 10). 6+1 dimensional writing model helps students reflect their style and
gain depth in their writings, it also helps them focus on different dimensions of writing and feel
themselves as a writer. Using a rubric in order to evaluate writing within the scope of the model
provides an objective point of view about writing and it also contributes to the improvement of the
students’ critical thinking and self-assessment skills (DeJarnette, 2008, p. 22).

Creative Writing: Creative writing is writing down feelings and ideas of an individual about an issue
freely by using his/her imagination (Oral, 2008, p. 8). Writing as a creative process and as a way of
expression means comprehending the message obtained from the understanding process, separating
the opinions, reforming them and transferring the message as a whole. Literary creativity means
actualization of the process that is the main understanding of creative studies; self-knowledge, decision-
making after thinking, planning & performing decisions by putting into practices (Sever as cited in
Erdogan, 2012, p. 36). Accordingly, it can be asserted that process-based writing approach and creative
writing are closely related concepts. Pre-writing stage that is quite important in process-based writing
approach is also present in creative writing model. At this stage, students are made to carry out some
activities which prepare them for writing and they get ready for writing topics thanks to these activities
(Erdogan, 2012, p. 46). In addition, Oztiirk (2007) also points out that a writing should have such aspects
as opinions, organization, form of expression, word choice, sentence fluency and mechanics in order to
be creative. Creative writing is considered within the same roof of the process-based writing approaches
because these aspects are also sub-components of 6+1 analytic writing and evaluation model - one of
the process-based writing approaches.

After adopting “writing as a process” approach in writing instruction area in Turkish Language
Teaching Curriculum, many studies have been done in order to identify the effect of practices conducted
based on this approach on students’ writing success. But there is not any meta-analysis study in Turkey
which analyzes the studies investigating the effect of various writing instruction methods on writing
achievement of students. Studies conducted in the field of writing instruction are generally those in
which thesis and dissertations are analyzed and classified in terms of target group, research method,
teaching method, assessment & evaluation and content (Coskun, Balci & Ozcakmak, 2013; Elbir & Yildiz,
2012; Tok & Potur, 2015; Uyar, 2016). In one of these studies, Uyar (2016) has analyzed thesis and
dissertations written between 1990-2015 in Turkey whose sample groups include primary, secondary
and high school students. Studies have been classified into four themes as “pre-practices for enriching
the content of written expression, instructional interventions for increasing the quality of written
expression, contribution of assessment & evaluation studies to written expression and use of technology
in improvement of written expression skills”. As a result of the analysis, it is found out that more studies
are conducted under two themes: instructional interventions for increasing the quality of written
expression and pre-practices made for enriching the content of written expression. In the study, it is
expressed that “Analytic Writing and Evaluation Model” practices which put emphasize on components
of text have become widespread in Turkey. Moreover, stages of writing process are claimed in the
study, and it is identified that there is no terminological unity among the studies conducted within the
context of process-based writing. In another study, Tok and Potur (2015) examined 126 theses, 38
dissertations and 127 articles written between 2010-2014 in Turkey about writing instruction in terms of
target group, related area, method and tendencies in writing instruction by using content analysis. As a
result of the research, it is concluded that most of the studies about writing instruction were conducted
at secondary school level, they generally focused on effectiveness of methods used in writing, writing
texts in different types and writing topics, quantitative methods were relatively used more than
qualitative methods. In another study conducted by Coskun, Balci and Ozgakmak (2013) evaluated 168
theses and dissertations written between 1981-2010 in Turkey about writing instruction by classifying
them in terms of publication year of the thesis, subject of the thesis, target group and university in
which the thesis is presented. As a result of their study, they reveal that the studies are mostly
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conducted with students studying at secondary school level. Moreover, they have also found out that
there are more studies looking for levels of the texts written by the students and evaluating the texts in
terms of incoherence, spelling, punctuation errors, grammar mistakes and legibility. Within this scope,
there is another study conducted by Elbir and Yildiz (2012). They evaluated 20 dissertations and theses
written between 2005-2010 in terms of structure and content, they claim that writing skills are more
studied in theses; however, writing techniques, attitudes towards writing and writing programs are also
among the topics discussed in theses. In the study, it is also concluded that writing instruction
depending on modern writing approaches is more effective than traditional writing instruction.

Unlike these studies in Turkey, there is a large number of meta-analysis studies about the effect of
writing instruction interventions on writing achievement of students that attracts attention across the
world (Bangert-Drowns, Hurley & Wilkinson, 2004; De Glopper, van Kruiningen & Hemmen, 2014;
Gillespie and Graham, 2014; Graham, McKeown, Kiuhara and Harris, 2012; Graham &Perin, 2007;
Graham & Sandmel, 2011; Hillocks, 1984, 1986; Koster, Tribushinina, De Jong & Van den Bergh, 2015;
Rogers & Graham, 2008). In this meta-analysis, Hillocks (1986) synthesized 69 experimental/semi-
experimental study results and studied four writing instruction methods and their effects on students’
writing qualities. According to this research, presentation-based instruction that includes lecturing and
teacher-centered discussions affects students’ writing quality positively at d=0.02 level; environmental
approach that meets writing targets and predicts students’ collaborative participations in a specific
writing process has effect at d=0.44; natural processes that predict students’ writing in what topic they
choose and reviewing their writings with positive feedbacks they take from their peers in upper level
interactions has effect at d=0.18 and individualistic writing that includes special education with the
programmed material has effect at d=0.17 levels. Another experimental intervention deals with focus of
the instruction. There are six content/activity types that are assumed to be developed via experimental
intervention. As a result, it is identified that grammar instruction has effect size d=-0.29; sentence
combination instruction has effect size d=0.35; analysis of good writing models and their simulation has
effect size d=0.22; evaluation of students based on a writing scale has effect size d=0.36; free writing has
effect size d=0.16 and activities based on questioning has effect size d=0.56.

In another study, Bangert-Drowns et al. (2004) synthesized the data of 48 scientific studies published
between 1926-1998. only one study was published before 1980 and %75 of them were published
between 1985-95 and sample groups included primary school, secondary school, high school and
university students and they compared school based writing with traditional instruction. This study
includes the effect size values respectively calculated depending on experimental operation, publication
year, source of study (thesis or another document), situation about whether study group is chosen
randomly or not, the place of comparison groups (in different or same schools), teachers of comparison
groups (different or same teachers) and the situation about whether researcher has participated in the
instruction or not. Besides, it has also been searched whether there is a significant difference between
effect size values according to following factors; the course in which experimental operation is carried
out, whether writing process is carried out in a classroom environment or another place, class level,
total duration of experimental operation, time allowed for classroom writing tasks, duration of
experimental operation in a week (hours), whether writing products are individual writings or not,
stimulation of meta cognitive reflection and giving students feedback. As a result of the research, it has
been concluded that there is a small positive effect (d=0.17) of writing for purpose of learning on school
success. Also, this effect on school success significantly differentiates depending on class level, time
(minutes) allowed for classroom writing tasks and stimulation of meta-cognitive reflection. Accordingly,
6-8th grade students’ success levels have been found statistically lower than the students at the other
grades. Moreover, it has been concluded that duration of experimental operation has a statistically
significant effect on writing for the purpose of learning. Accordingly, when compared to an experimental
operation conducted in a shorter time than one semester, an experimental operation conducted in one
semester or at a longer time has a larger effect size (d=0.23). Finally, it is determined that stimulation of
meta-cognitive reflection is more effective on writing (d=0.26). In another study, Graham and Perin
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(2007) examined 123 experimental/semi-experimental studies conducted between 1964-2005 by using
meta-analysis method in order to evaluate the effectiveness of writing instruction methods used at 4-
12thgrades. Studies have been analyzed within 11 dimensions and weighted at the average effect sizes,
andeach study in these dimensions has been reported. These dimensions are teaching strategy,
summarizing, peer support, product-centered targets, word processing, sentence combining,
questioning, pre-writing activities, model studies, grammar instruction and process-based writing
approach.

In another study, Rogers and Graham (2008) analyzed 88 studies with one sample in terms of nine
experimental interventions classified as instruction of planning and preparing draft, grammar and
structure instruction, product-based targets, instruction of editing strategies, writing with word
processor, strengthening specific writing outputs, using pre-writing activities, instruction of sentence
formation skills and instruction of paragraph writing strategies. On the other hand, by using meta-
analysis method Graham and Sandmel (2011) analyzed 29 experimental/semi-experimental studies
carried out at classroom levels from 1* grades to 12" grades, which investigated the effect of process-
based writing instruction on students’ writing qualities and motivations for writing. As a result of the
study, it is found that process-based writing instruction has a significantly positive effect on students’
writing qualities, and this effect size is found to be at moderate level (0.34). In another study within this
context, Graham et al. (2012) examined the effect of writing instruction practices applied to primary
school students (lst-Sthgraders), and they identified 13 writing interventions implemented in 115 studies
conducted within this context. In the study, effect sizes of those experimental interventions on writing
were calculated; strategy instruction, self-regulation attached strategy instruction, text structures
instruction, creativity and description instruction, analytical skills instruction (handwriting, spelling or
keyboard skills), grammar instruction, pre-writing activities, peer-support, product-based writing,
evaluation of writing, word-processing, extra time for writing, process-based approach and
comprehensive writing programs. In another study, Gillespie and Graham (2014) examined the effect of
writing interventions on the quality of writings produced by the students with learning difficulties. In the
study in which study groups included 1* -12™ graders, effect size of 43 studies was calculated as d=0.74.
In the study, strategy instruction, spelling, procedural simplification, prior to writing, defining objectives
and process-based writing operations have positive effect on students’ writing qualities but only four of
them (strategy instruction=1.09; spelling=0.55; determining objectives=0.57; process-based
writing=0.43) are found to be statistically significant. Within process-based writing, the research
includes four studies whose effect sizes were calculated.

On the other hand, De Glopper et al. (2014) analyzed 74 process-based writing studies published
between 1980-2012. Results of this analysis reveal that there is a limited number of studies about
writing process in educational area, and they are carried out in unnatural environments and contextual
factors in students’ writings are ignored. It has been detected that writers are frequently deprived of a
specific audience, writing is not integrated in bigger projects, texts are not produced actually for being
read or published, communicating with others and receiving feedback is limited, writers mostly do not
study with anyone to collaborate with, it is limited to collect data and make preparations about style &
topic. In another study, Koster et al. (2015) examined 32 studies with meta-analysis method which were
carried out in a regular classroom environment with 46" graders in order to determine effective
instructional practices in writing instruction. These studies were analyzed in terms of following ten
dimensions and 55 effect sizes in these dimensions have been reported: strategy instruction, instruction
of text structures, pre-writing activities, peer-support, grammar instruction, feedback, evaluation,
setting goals, revision and correction and process-based approach. As a result of this study, it was found
that five of these categories contribute to students’ writing skills at a statistically significant level. The
most effective intervention on students’ writing achievements is ‘setting goals’ (g=2.03), then it is
followed by strategy instruction (g=0.96), instruction of texts structures (g=0.76), peer-support (g=0.59)
and feedback (g=0.88).
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When all these meta-analyses are evaluated, it is observed that in almost all of them, process-based
writing is regarded as an instructional approach among other instructional approaches and they aim to
detect general effect of this approach on students’ writing achievements. However, there is one study
only conducted on basis of process-based writing approach which aims to reveal the effect of this
approach on writing success. Apart from this study of Graham and Sandmel (2011), there is found no
meta-analysis study focusing on only process-based writing approach.

Within this context, the purpose of this study is to determine the general effect of process-based
writing approach on students’ writing achievements. It is thought that determining the effect of these
approaches on writing success is important at the point of evaluating the adequacy of process-based
writing practices and activities in the program. Goal and sub-goals of the study are given below:

1. To what extent process-based writing models affect students’ level of writing achievement?

2. Do students’ writing achievement levels significantly differ depending on teaching levels?

3. Do students’ writing achievement levels significantly differ depending on process-based writing
approaches in practice?

4. Do students’ writing achievement levels significantly differ depending on duration of
implementation (hours)?

5. Do students’ writing achievement levels significantly differ depending on text style in practice
(informative, narrative, free type)?

6. Do effect size values obtained from studies significantly differ depending on type of publication
that reports the implementation (thesis, article)?

7. At which level do “process-based writing approaches” affect students’ writing achievement
levels in terms of planning, spelling, presentation, sentence fluency, opinions, form of
expression, organization and word choice?

In accordance with general and sub-goals, studies in which process-based writing approach is used as
independent variable have been collected considering pre-determined study characteristics and they
have been synthesized after their analysis with proper statistical techniques. This study has a unique
value because results of experimental studies in subject of writing instruction in Turkey are statistically
integrated, and effectiveness of process-based writing approaches is evaluated depending on not only
one study but multiple studies including the same experimental intervention.

Method
Research Model

Meta-analysis method has been used in the study which has been conducted for purpose of
determining general effect of process-based writing approaches on students’ writing achievement
levels. Meta-analysis is the statistical analysis of a large collection of results from individual studies for
the purpose of integrating the findings (Glass, 1976,p.3). Meta-analysis stages suggested by Ellis (2010)
are followed in this study. Within this framework, related studies have been gathered together, coded,
calculated an average effect size and statistical significance of average, then the variability in
distribution of effect size estimates have been analyzed and results have been interpreted.

Data Collection

After a detailed literature review, within context of process-based writing in Turkey, studies which
were conducted between 2007-2015 and published as a journal article or thesis have been collected.
Studies reported as thesis have been accessed through general network address of YOK National Thesis
Center (https://tez.yok.gov.tr/UlusalTezMerkezi/) and articles have been accessed through Ulakbim
Social Sciences Databases and Google Scholar. Scanning in these databases have been done with the
following keywords “writing process, writing processes, process-oriented writing, process-based writing,
process approach, 6+1 writing, 6+1 analytic writing, analytic writing and evaluation, 4+1 writing, planned
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writing and creative writing”. As a result of scanning, 21 studies have been included into meta-analysis
which meet the criteria of inclusion specified.

Inclusion Criteria

Studies should be conducted within the country and in area of Turkish instruction(1),Experimental
implementation should be conducted in Turkish course(2),Studies should be quasi-experimental or
experimental (3),Studies should have the characteristics of master thesis/dissertation or scientific article
(4),Within scope of implementation, experimental group should experience writing instruction in 4+1,
6+1 or creative writing models; on the other hand, participants in control group should experience
traditional writing instruction (5),Studies should include data related to sample size, standard deviation
and arithmetic mean (6).

Table 1 shows the details of 21 studies which meet inclusion criteria: name of author/s, place in
which study is conducted, publication type, text type, teaching level at which study is conducted, writing
approach assumed in study, sample size of control and experimental groups:

Table 1.
Descriptive Statistics of Studies Included in Meta-Analysis
Study
B .g o 00 <
£ < ﬁ g E I% E = = E %0 §
$28T S8 % se = T T 22
° S O S5 > [} oo O Q o Q.
a =& o a e 3 o O = =<
Ak, 2011 izmir T FT S 23 23 46 CW
Bayat, 2014 Antalya A IT u 38 36 74 PW
General
Beydemir, 2010 Denizli T FT S 27 26 53 CW
Dogan  &Mildur, Ankara A NT S 57 52 109 PW
2014 General
Erdogan &Yangin, Trabzon A FT S 27.26 28 81 PW
2014 General
izdes, 2011 Ankara A NT S 57 52 109 PW
General
Kaldirnm, 2014 Kitahya T FT S 25 25 50 6+1
Kapar Kuvang, 2008  izmir T FT S 34 34 68 Cw
Karatay, 2011 Western A ST U 128 113 241 4+1
Blacksea
Korkmaz, 2015 Gaziantep T FT S 32 29 51 CW
Ozdemir, 2014 Ankara T FT u 31 31 62 6+1
Ozkara, 2007 Ankara T NT S 35 35 70 6+1
Oztiirk, 2007 Ankara T FT S 20 20 40 CW
Seban, 2012 Unspecified A FT P 21 21 42 PW
General
Sever&Memis, Zonguldak A FT P 28.28 25 81 PW
2013 General
Sever, 2013 Zonguldak T FT P 28 25 53 PW
General
Sentiirk, 2009 istanbul T IM S 35 35 70 4+1
Temizkan, 2011 Ankara A NT U 30 30 60 CcwW
Tonyali, 2010 Duizce T FT S 20 20 40 CwW
Ulper &Uzun, 2009  Ankara A IT S 26 26 52 PW
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General

Yilmaz &Aklar, 2015 Hatay A FT S 40 45 85 4+1
Notes.T=Thesis, A=Article; FT=Free Type, IT=Informative Text, NT= Narrative Text; P=Primary School, S=Secondary School,
U=University; CW=Creative Writing, PW General=Process-based writing general, 6+1= ideas, organization, expression type,
vocabulary choice, sentence fluency, spelling and punctuation rules, analytic writing and evaluation model including presentation
aspects, 4+1=Preparation/Draft/Planning, Reviewing/ Organizing/Developing, proofreading, planned writing and evaluation model
which include aspects of presenting/ publishing/ revealing

Coding Process and Coding Reliability

In meta-analysis, it is a crucial stage to code the studies and input data into data file (Cumming,
2012, p. 234). There is a necessity to develop a coding protocol for this. According to Lipsey and Wilson
(2000, p. 73), this coding protocol should consist of two stages: one section includes descriptives about
study characteristics (study descriptors) and second section includes coding the data about
experimental findings of study (effect size) (Lipsey & Wilson, 2000).

Within context of this study, depending on relevant information, coding form has been developed by
researcher for purpose of selecting the studies which will be included in the meta-analysis and recording
the information in these studies. This coding form is divided into two sections. First section includes the
name of study, author/s of study, publication year of study, place in which study is conducted, teaching
level at which study is conducted, duration of implementation, publication type, writing model used in
implementation, text type and writing stages. Second section includes statistical information about
sample size of control and experimental group, standard deviation and arithmetic mean.

The reliability related to rater/s should also be ensured in coding process. There are two aspects of
reliability related to rater/s. The first one is intra-rater reliability which is the degree of agreement
among repeated evaluations performed by a single rater; the other is inter-rater reliability which is the
degree of agreement among different raters. In rater reliability, rater or raters recode the studies by
selecting sub-sampling among coded studies and compare the results. A single rater should get a result
which do not change from one situation to another. In order to provide reliability in this way, a certain
period of time should pass not to recall codes in rater’s mind and this single rater should recode the
studies without reference to original coding. Likewise, for inter-rater reliability, different raters should
code the same study sample without referring to one another’s study. In order to get a consistent
reliability, 20 or more studies should be placed into reliability sample in a meta-analysis which include50
or more studies. In small meta-analysis, all studies should be used for reliability control (Lipsey & Wilson,
2000, p. 86). Like in primary research, it is partially possible to identify observer errors in research
synthesis -by using one or more inter-rater reliability methods- (Orwin & Vevea, 2009, p. 184-185).
Cohen Kappa statistics is one of the statistical methods for identifying these errors and agreement by
chance (Orwin & Vevea, 2009, p. 187). Cohen Kappa is a coefficient which is used in determining
reliability by presenting the real agreement portion by correcting the chance agreement (Sim & Wright,
2005). In accordance with this, randomly selected 8 studies among all studies in meta-analysis have
been coded by a second rater, then Cohen Kappa (Cohen’s «) is used for identifying the agreement
portion between two independent raters. Cohen Kappa coefficient is calculated to be k=0.84. This ratio
is placed into .81-1 interval which means “almost perfect fit” according to Landis and Koch (1977)
classification. Additionally, researcher has coded all studies in meta-analysis as a second time in order to
ensure intra-rater reliability, missing or wrong coded studies in the first coding have been determined
and necessary revisions have been done.

Effect Size and Data Analysis

“Although significance test, comparisons and parameter estimates help to enlighten the quality of
group differences, they fail to evaluate the degree of correlation between independent and dependent
variables.”It is important to evaluate the degree of correlation in order to avoid publishing insignificant
results as if they had pratical usefulness” (Tabachnick & Fidel, 2015, p. 54). At this point, “effect size”
term gains particular importance which is an index reflecting the magnitude of correlation between two
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variables. This term reflects “the proportion of variance in the dependent variable which is related with
level of independent variable. Effect size can be predicted by obtaining information about levels of
independent variable and it evaluates total variance in the dependent variables” (Tabachnick & Fidel,
2015, p. 54).

Effect size is the main unit of meta-analysis studies (Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins & Rothstein, 2013).
For evaluation of obtained effect sizes, different effect size levels exist in literature which are suggested
by different researchers. Effect size values obtained in this study are evaluated according to criteria
suggested by Cohen (1988, p. 82) and it is expressed with Hedge g index which shows the bias corrected
value of Cohen d (Borenstein et al., 2013, p. 27.). If effect size values are 0.20 or below, it is interpreted
as small effect; if between 0.20-0.80.it is moderate; 0.80 and above it is interpreted as a large effect.
Obtained values have been analyzed by using Comprehensive Meta Analysis v2.0 “CMA” statistical
program. CMA is a meta-analysis program which allows to work with multiple data types and conducts
general effect size measures, subgroup analysis and tests publication bias (Borenstein et al., 2013. 372-
375).

Validity of Study and Publication Bias

Publication bias is a situation which results from the issue that studies with statistically significant
results are more likely to be reported or published when compared to studies with statistically
insignificant results (Fragkos, Tsagris & Frangos, 2014, p. 3). Thereby, a potential emergence of
publication bias is the most important factor which threatens the validity of a meta-analysis (Sutton,
2009, p. 436).

There are two statistical operation types in order to overcome publication bias in meta-analysis. The
first one is publication bias identification methods; the other one is evaluation methods for effect of
publication bias (Rothstein, Sutton & Borenstein, 2005). In this study, Funnel Plot Graphic method has
been preferred for the purpose of identifying publication bias, Rosenthal’s Safe N Test, Orwin’s Safe N
Test, Begg and Mazumdar Rank Correlations Test, Duval and Tweedie Trim and Fill Method have been
preferred for the purpose of evaluating publication bias effect.

Funnel Graphic:Funnel plot graph is a common visual control method used for identifying publication
bias. This method is based on the assumption that research results obtained from smaller studies have
more random error, and therefore they show distribution within a larger area around average effect
(Fragkos et al., 2014, p. 3). The funnel plot graph of this study is as below:

Funnel Plot of Standard Error by Hedges's g

Standard Error

Hedges's g

Figure 1.Funnel Plot Showing Publication Bias

When Figure 1 is reviewed, effect size values found at right and left of graphic show a symmetric
distribution, and secondly effect size values found at both sides of average effect do not scatter to a
large area and they have a balanced distribution.This situation indicates that there is no publication bias
in meta-analysis and analysis produces results with high validity. Also, Duval and Tweedie’s Trim and Fill
method has been used and corrected general effect size estimate has been obtained within framework
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of meta-analysis. Corrected effect size is found to be g=0.983. if five studies are included into left side of
funnel plot graphic, asymmetry will totally disappear which is already at acceptable level.

Rosenthal’s Safe N Test:Rosenthal’s Safe N Test is one of well-known statistics which aims to
estimate the number of unpublished studies which is necessary for making average effect size in meta-
analysis insignificant (Heene, 2010). Table 2 shows Rosenthal’s Safe N test data which reflect publication
bias in studies analyzed within meta-analysis:

Table 2.
Rosenthal’s Fail-Safe N Test Data which Shows Publication Bias Situation in Publications which Form the
Study Sample of Meta-Analysis

Z-value for reviewed studies 21.67879
p-value for reviewed studies 0.00000*
Alpha 0.05000
Direction 2
Z-value for Alpha 1.95996
The number of studies reviewed 21
Fail-safe Number [FSN] 2549
*p<.05

When Table 2 is reviewed, it is clearly obvious that average effect size obtained as a result of meta-
analysis is significant. Removing the significance related to effect of process-based writing approaches
on students’ achievement and lowering it to a statistically insignificant level, there must be conducted
2549 studies with zero effect size.

Safe N is directly correlated with the number of studies (k) which are integrated for measuring effect
size and meta-analysis. Safe N describes the tolerance level of a result. The purpose is to make safe N as
high as possible, and ideally above 5k+10 threshold level suggested by Rosenthal (1979). The higher Safe
N is, the more reliabile results are (Ellis, 2010, p. 122). When Table is reviewed, it is seen that Safe N is
2549 and it is pretty higher than 115 which is calculated by 5k+10 formula. This situation shows that the
results obtained from meta-analysis are reliable and resistant to publication bias.

Orwin’s Safe N Test:Orwin’s Safe N Test is a test which allows researchers to identify specific effect
size by including not only effect size of missing studies but also decreasing general effect size with
inclusion of missing (Borenstein et al. as cited in Ustiin & Eryilmaz, 2014). Table 3 shows Orwin’s Safe N
Test data:

Table 3.
Orwin’s Fail-Safe N Test Data which Shows Publication Bias Situation in Publications which Form the
Study Sample of Meta-Analysis

Hedge g in reviewed studies 1.2096
Criteria for a “nonsignificant” Hedge g 0.10000
Hedge g mean for missing studies 0.00000

The number of necessary missing studies 234
in order to reduce Hedge g value to
below 0.1 (FSN)

According to Orwin’s Safe N Test data given in Table 3.in order to lower Hedge g=1.2096 effect size
(calculated based on random effect model) to g=0.1 (calculated insignificant level), there must be
conducted 234 studies with zero effect size.

Begg and Mazumdar Rank Correlations Test:Begg and Mazumdar Rank Correlations Test is a test
which provides the clearest understanding related to the identification of publication bias (Dinger,
2014). Table 4 shows data related to Begg and Mazumdar Rank Correlations Test:
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Table 4.
Begg and Mazumdar Rank Correlations Test Data which Shows Publication Bias Situation in Publications
which Form the Study Sample of Meta-Analysis

Kendall’s S Statistic (P-Q) 63.00000

Kendall's tau coefficient 0.29665
(with continuity correction)

z-value for tau 1.87221

p value 0.06

Begg and Mazumdar Rank Correlations Test is a test which reports standardized effect size and rank
correlations (Kendall’s Tau) between variances (or standard error) of this effect size. Tau can be
interpreted as in the same way with any correlation which manifests that there is no correlation
between zero effect size and accuracy, and deviations from zero indicate a correlation (Begg &
Mazumdar, 1994). Tau coefficient in this test being close to 1 and p value being insignificant indicate
that there is no publication bias in this study (Dinger, 2014). Accordingly, p=0.06 value shows that
studies included into meta-analysis are not biased.

Findings
Heterogeneity Test

Evaluation of heterogeneity is crucial in meta-analysis because existence and non-existence of real
heterogeneity (variance between studies) affect the decision of meta-analyst about which statistical
model he/she applies to meta-analytic database (Huedo-Medina et al., 2006). There are two models in
meta-analysis as fixed effect and random effect. Under fixed effect model, real effect size is assumed to
be the same for all studies included; the underlying reason for random effect model is to estimate the
mean of a distribution of effects, not real effect size. In random effect model, small-scale studies despite
their very small effects are not excluded in case they provide information about estimated effect of
another study (Borenstein et al., 2013, p. 80-81). Heterogeneity test has been done in this study for
determining whether effect size values will be interpreted based on fixed effect model or random effect
model. Table 5 shows the data related to homogeneity/heterogeneity analysis under fixed effect model:

Table 5.
Findings Related to Effect Sizes of Studies According to Fixed Effects Model
Average Degree of Homogeneity Chi- Standard lz* %95 Confidence
Effect Size Freedom Value (Q) Square Error (SE) Interval for Effect Size
(9) (df) Table (ES, %95¢)
Value Lower Upper
(x2 Limit Limit
(Min.) (Max)
1.210 20 102.365 31.410 0.057 80.462 1.098 1.321

*The ratio of true heterogeneity to total change in observed effect

When Table 5 is reviewed, it is seen that Q value is 102. 365. This value is pretty higher than the
critical value of 31.40 determined for %95 significance level and 29 degree of freedom in chi-square
table. In addition, I value is also found to be 80. 462. This value is higher than %75 ratio (accepted as
high level heterogeneity) in Fclassification suggested by Higgins and Thompson (2002). These data
manifest that there is heterogeneity between studies in a real sense and effect sizes should be
interpreted depending on random effect model. Furthermore, Borenstein et al. (2013, p. 86) also put
forward that if studies are gathered from published literature, it is more appropriate to use random
effect model. In this study, all studies included into meta-analysis have been gathered from published
literature; therefore, it requires the use of random effect model.
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In this meta-analysis -limited with results of master thesis and dissertations conducted in Turkish
universities and articles published in scientific journals- the importance of process-based writing
approaches over development of writing competences have been analyzed depending on scientific data.
Effect size, standard error and variance values of studies are given in Appendix 1. |dentifying that the
studies are heterogeneous, obtained effect sizes are integrated by random effect model and findings
have been interpreted based on research questions. Research questions and their interpretations are
given below:

1. To what extent do the process-based writing models affect students’ level of writing
achievement?

In this study, it is aimed to determine to what extent process-oriented writing approaches affect
students' writing success in the face of traditional methods. Table 6 shows the findings related to the
overall effect size of 21 studies in which process-oriented writing approaches were used as independent
variables and the significance level of this effect size.

Table 6.
Findings Related to the Effect Sizes of the Studies according to Random Effects Model
Average N Standard Variance z P 95% Confidence
Effect Size Error (v) Interval for Effect Size
(9) (SE) (ES, %95¢)
Lower Upper
Limit Limit
(Min.) (Max.)
1.308 21 0.132 0.017 9.906 0.000* 1.049 1.567
*p<.05

Table 6 shows that according to random effect model, effect size threshold is g=1.049 (%95
confidence interval) and upper limit is g=1.567. Average effect size is found to be g=1.308 with 0.132
standard error. As there is a real heterogeneity between studies, values related to effect sizes
(interpreted according to random effect model) are statistically significant (Z=9.906; p=,00). These data
reveal that process-based writing models are effective at a large extent on students’ level of writing
achievement.

In meta-analysis studies conducted by different researchers which aim to level the effect of process-
based writing on writing achievements of students, it is concluded that effect sizes are medium or low,
not high as in this study. For instance, Hillocks (1984) made an extensive meta-analysis and stated that
process approaches have a positive but small effect on writing achievements of students (d=0. 19). In
another study conducted by Graham and Perin (2007), the effect size of 21 studies in which process-
based writing approach was used as independent variable was measured as d=0.32. Additionally,
teachers’ using process-based writing approaches in their professional development affects writing
quality of students at a moderate level. Gillespie and Graham (2014) revealed that process-based
writing has d=0.43 effect size on quality of writings produced by students with learning disability. In
addition, they put forward that specifically planned processes in order to develop writing stages such as
planning and revising become effective only if a systematic instruction is conducted. Graham and
Sandmel (2011) in their study found out that process-based writing affected quality of student writings
at a statistically significant level and this effect was at medium level (d=0.34). In another study, Graham
et al. (2012) calculated the effect size of studies as d=0.40 in which process approach was used as
experimental intervention, however they concluded that this value became insignificant when they
made an analysis controlling for intervening variable.

Additionally, there are meta-analysis studies in literature which do not overlap with results of this
study (Graham &Sandmel, 2011; Koster et al., 2015). In one of those studies conducted by Graham and
Sandmel (2011), they argued that process-based writing did not have significant effect on developing
writing skills of students-at-risk with learning disability and increasing their motivations related to

553



Kansizoglu ve Cémert - Cukurova Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 46(2), 2017, 541-586

writing. Additionally, in their study related to three studies which can be regarded within process-based
writing as they include planning, writing and revising stages, Koster et al. (2015) found that the general
effect size of these studies was negative (g=-0.25); therefore, they concluded that process-based writing
intervention did not increase writing achievements of students. This situation was attributed to the
following factors: due to the limited number of studies included into meta-analysis, the results fail to
reveal the systematical differences; process-based approach is a controlled variable in two studies and a
more effective approach was used as an experimental operation in experimental group. At the end of
study, researchers stated that process approach was more effective in writing instruction for more
experienced writers, and it was less suitable for writers at beginning level. All in all, most of the findings
from different meta-analysis overlap not only among themselves but also with this study. However,
different from other meta-analysis conducted in the same subject and with similar purpose, this study
concludes that process-based writing approaches are effective not at small or medium level but at a
large extent.

2) Do students’ writing achievement levels significantly differ depending on the teaching levels?

The level of instruction can be a predictor variable causing the differentiation of the result of any
experimental process. It is considered knowing whether this variable is a significant variable predicting
the writing success can be an important source of data related to which teaching levels the intended
applications need to be concentrated on. Table 7 presents the findings related to what extent the
process-oriented writing practices which were performed affect the writing success of the students who
study in different levels of teaching and whether this effect is significant.

Table 7.
Findings Related to Effect Sizes according to Teaching Level at which the Study Has Been Conducted and
Heterogeneity Test

Model 95% Confidence Degree Heterogeneity
Interval (95%¢) of Freedom Test
(df)

Random Effects N Hedge g Lower Upper Q value pvalue

Model Limit Limit

Primary school 3 0.626 0.298 0.954

Secondary school 4 0.991 0.715 1.267 2

University 14 1.539 1.206 1.872
_ Sub-total 14.892 0.001
p<.0.5

When Table 7 is reviewed, it is seen that process-based writing model practices are conducted at
primary school, secondary school and university. The university is a teaching level at which most
experimental practices are done (14 studies), and it is followed by secondary school (4 studies) and
primary school (3 studies). When obtained effect sizes are reviewed, it is seen that there is a positive
effect in all teaching levels. Also, effect of conducted practices on students’ writing achievement is
found to be g=1. 539 at university level; g=0.991 at secondary school and g=0.626 at primary school.
These values manifest that process-based writing practices affect writing achievements of university and
secondary school students to a large extent, but writing achievements of primary school students to a
moderate extent. Also, Qz=14.892 being higher than 5.991 critical value which is determined by 2
degree of freedom and %95 significance level in table of %2 indicates that effect sizes differ significantly
depending on primary school, secondary and university.

This result does not overlap with results of a number of meta-analysis (Graham &Perin, 2007;
Graham &Sandmel, 2011; Hillocks, 1986). In one of those studies conducted by Hillocks (1986), he
identified that effect sizes differed significantly depending on class levels; however, he found out that
these values significantly decreased as it went upward from primary school level to university level. On
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the other hand, Graham and Perin (2007) and Graham and Sandmel (2011) analyzed teaching levels
within two categories (respectively 4-6 & 7-12; 1-6 & 7-12) and they could not find any statistical
difference between teaching levels in terms of effect levels.

3) Do students’ writing achievement levels significantly differ depending on process-based writing
approaches in practice?

Although the understanding that speeds up process-oriented writing approaches is fundamentally
the same, there are some differences in the practice phases, the activities performed and the sections
related to the roles projected in the process. These differences provided with the emergence of models
such as 4 + 1, 6 + 1 and Creative Writing. Table 8 shows the findings related to the analysis on the
purpose of determining whether the comparison of the effects of these models on the writing success
and the model selection is a significant variable predicting the overall effect sizes obtained.

Table 8.
Findings Related to the Effect Sizes according to Process-based Writing Model and Heterogeneity Test
Model 95% Confidence Degree Heterogeneity
Interval (95%,) of Freedom Test
(df)
Random Effects N Hedge g Lower Upper Q value p value
Model Limit Limit
4+1 3 1.224 0.326 2.122
6+1 3 1.397 1.035 1.759 3
PW General* 8 1.271 0.819 1.723
Creative Writing 7 1.354 0.919 1.789
Sub-total 0.252 0.969

*PW General (models which are not specified as a specific model, having the title of process-based writing or including process-
based writing stages in terms of content)

When Table 8 is reviewed, the most frequent practices are conducted in (8 studies) process-based
writing model PW General (models which are not specified as a specific model, having the title of
process-based writing or including process-based writing stages in terms of content). PW General is
followed by creative writing (7 studies) and 4+1 (3 studies) and 6+1 (3 studies) models. Table 8 manifests
that effect size in 6+1 model appears to be g=1.397; in creative writing model to be g=1.354; in PW
General to be g=1.271 and in 4+1 model to be g=1.224; they are positive and close to each other. Four
models have a large effect on students’ writing achievements. Qz=0.252 being lower than 7.815 critical
value which is determined by 3 degree of freedom and %95 confidence interval in table of 2 indicates
that effect sizes do not differ significantly depending on writing models.

4) Do students’ writing achievement levels significantly differ depending on duration of
implementation (hours)?

The projected practice durations differ in experimental studies in which process-oriented writing
approaches are used. The findings related to the moderator analysis in order to determine whether the
duration of the practice has a differentiating effect on the value of the effect size are given in Table 9:
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Table 9.

Findings about Effect Sizes according to Duration of the Implementation and Heterogeneity Test

Model 95% Confidence Degree Heterogeneity
Interval (95%)) of Freedom Test
(df)
Random Effects N Hedge g Lower Upper Qvalue p value
Model Limit Limit
14-18 2 1.461 0.798 2.123
19-23 7 1.013 0.559 1.466
24-28 8 1.510 1.039 1.982 4
29-33 2 1.825 1.509 2.141
33 and more 2 1.038 0.059 2.017
Sub-total 9.341 0.053

When Table 9 is reviewed, it appears that eight studies include 24-28 hours implementation; seven
studies include 19-23 hours. Some implementations take longer 14-18; 29-33; 33 hours and above; there
are two studies related to each implementation. When effect sizes are reviewed, it is seen that the
highest effect size is obtained from (g=1.825) studies in which implementation takes long 29-33 hours.
The lowest effect size is obtained from (g=1.013) studies in which implementation takes longer 19-23
hours. Then, effect size values show that all values are positive and at a large extent. In addition,
Qg=9.341 value being lower than 9.488 critical value determined by 4 freedom of degree and %95
confidence interval in x2 table indicates that effect sizes do not differ significantly depending on
duration of implementation. These data can be interpreted as “the increase or decrease in duration of
implementation does not affect writing achievement at a significant level”.

This result overlaps with result of meta-analysis conducted by Hillocks (1986).Hillocks (1986)
performed binary comparisons by grouping weekly based on the durations of the studies examined in
the meta-analysis. As a result of these comparisons, there was no difference between the effect sizes
obtained from studies with less than 13 weeks and more studies, and there was no difference between
the effect sizes of less than 17 weeks and more studies.

5) Do students’ writing achievement levels significantly differ depending on text style in practice
(informative, narrative, free type)?

In the studies analysed within the scope of meta-analysis, students’ writing successes were
determined with informative and narrative texts and the free type which the students are not restricted
to writing in any type. In some studies, only informative or narrative text studies were done, but in
others, two types were used. The findings obtained from the moderator analysis in order to determine
the differentiation of effect sizes according to these text types are shown in Table 10:
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Table 10.
Findings about Effect Sizes according to Text Type and Heterogeneity Test
Model 95% Confidence Degree Heterogeneity
Interval (95%;) of Freedom Test
(df)
Random Effects N Hedge g Lower Upper Qvalue p value
Model Limit Limit
Informative 3 1.870 0.736 3.003
Narrative 4 1.521 1.164 1.877 )
Free 14  1.132 0.846 1.419
Sub-total 3.754 0.153

When Table 10 is reviewed, it is seen that free type (n=14) is usually preferred in studies which
investigate the effect of process-based writing practices on writing achievement, however narrative or
informative texts are relatively less preferred (respectively n=4; n=3). However, the effect of process-
based writing practices on writing informative text is found to be g=1.870; on writing narrative text to
be g=1.521; and on writing achievement for writing free type texts to be g=1.132. All these values
manifest that process-based writing practices are effective at a large extent on writing achievement for
all text types. Although effect size values are higher in informative text type, this situation is found to be
not statistically significant as Qz=3.754 value is lower than 5.991 critical value determined by 2 degree of
freedom and %95 confidence interval in x2 table. In other words, effect sizes do no differ significantly
depending on text type (informative, narrative or free type) used in process-based writing instruction.

This result shows similarity with meta-analysis results of Graham & Perin (2007) and Graham
&Sandmel (2011). In fact, Graham and Perin (2007) manifested that effect sizes obtained from studies in
their meta-analysis did not differ significantly depending on text types (they categorized as narrative and
informative text type); and also Graham and Sandmel (2011) in their study found out that effect sizes in
their meta-analysis did not differ significantly depending on text types (they categorized as narrative,
informative, persuasive and free text type).

6) Do effect size values obtained from studies significantly differ depending on type of publication
that reports the implementation (thesis, article)?

Although dissertations and articles are similar in scientific process, they can vary from each other
such as application, evaluation period, shape and scope. The moderator analysis was carried out in
order to determine whether this is a case causing the effect size values obtained after the
implementation to be different, and the obtained findings are given in Table 11:

Table 11.

Findings about Effect Sizes according to Publication Type and Heterogeneity Test

Model 95% Confidence Degree Heterogeneity Test
Interval (95%)) of Freedom
(df)
Random Effects N Hedge g Lower Upper Qvalue p value
Model limit limit
Article 10 1.178 0.809 1.547 1
Thesis 11 1.434 1.077 1.791
Sub-total 0.955 0.328
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When Table 11 is reviewed, it comes out that while general effect size value obtained within
experimental practices in 11 thesis included in meta-analysis is measured to be g=1.434; general effect
size obtained from 10 articles is measured to be g=1.178. As can be seen in table, both values are
positive and at a large extent. Additionally, Qz=0.955 value is lower than 3.841 critical value determined
by 1 degree of freedom and %95 confidence interval in 2 table indicates that obtained effect sizes do
not differ significantly depending on publication type (thesis or article) in which the practice is reported.
In other words, publishing the study as thesis or article does not affect the effect size at a statistically
significant level.

This result is parallel with the result of Graham and Perin (2007) who revealed in their meta-analysis
that effect sizes do not differ significantly depending on publication source (journal article and other
publication sources).In this study, it was concluded that there is no meaningful difference between the
effect size values obtained from the studies published in sources other than the journal (thesis, book,
report and conference presentation) and the effect size values reported in the scientific journals.

7) At which level do “process-based writing approaches” affect students’ writing achievement
levels in terms of planning, spelling, presentation, sentence fluency, opinions, form of expression,
organization and word choice?

Table 12 shows the results of the analysis conducted on the purpose of determining to what extent
the performed practices have an effect and on which processes which are important in process-oriented
writing approaches:

Table 12.
Findings about Effect Sizes according to Writing Stages and Heterogeneity Test
Effect Average Deg Homoge Chi- Std. r 95% Confidence P value
Model Effect ree neity squar  Error Interval for Effect
Size (g) of Value(Q e (SE) Size (ES, %95Cl)
Free ) Table
dom Value = =
(cf) (22 £ £
8T 2%
3z 3=
Sentence REM 1.008 2 5.110 5991 0.157 60.861 0.701 1.315 0.078
fluency
Ideas FEM 0.930 2 2.913 5991 0.155 31.347 0.627 1.234 0.233
Spelling FEM 1.178 3 7.723 7.815 0.136 61.157 0.912 1.445 0.052
Word choice FEM 0.838 2 1.722 5.991 0.153 0.000 0.538 1.138 0.423
Organization ~ FEM 0.876 2 2.086 5991 0.154 4.117 0.575 1.178 0.352
Presentation  FEM 1.014 2 2.559 5991 0.156 21.830 0.707 1.320 0.278
Form of REM 0.918 3 31.868 7.815 0.439 90.586 0.057 1.779 0.000*
expression
Planning REM 1.338 2 66.401 5991 0.919 96.988 -0.463 3.138 0.000*

In Table 12 effect sizes are clearly seen which are obtained from primary studies which report the
writing achievement in different stages in process-based writing models. When these effect sizes are
reviewed, it appears that process-based writing practices affect students’ writing achievements in eight
aspects positively and at a large extent. Three out of 21 studies report the effect of process-based
writing practices on student achievements related to planning writing. Within meta-analysis which
includes these three studies, average effect size Qz=66.401 is higher than 5.991 critical value
determined by 2 degree of freedom and %95 confidence interval in x2 table and the significance
criterion is met (p<.05), and heterogeneity is identified between studies; therefore, results have been
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interpreted under random effect model. The calculation under random effect model is found to be
Hedge g=1.338. This value manifests that the aspect which process-based writing practices affect writing
achievement at largest extent appears to be “planning”.

Next, four out of 21 studies report the effect of process-based writing practices on student
achievements related to spelling in writings. Qg=7.723 value is lower than 7.815 critical value
determined by 3 degree of freedom and %95 confidence interval in x2 table and significance appears to
be p<.05; these situation necessitates that results should be interpreted under fixed effect model.
Hedge g=1.178 value obtained in calculation under fixed effect model indicates that process-based
writing practices affect writing achievement in aspect of “spelling” at a large extent. Table 12 shows the
status related to the effect of process-based writing practices on students’ presentation achievements.
As Qg=2.559 value in table is lower than 5.991 critical value determined by 2 degree of freedom and %95
confidence interval in 42 table and significance appears to be p<.05; therefore, the results have been
interpreted under fixed effect model. Hedge g=1.014 value obtained in calculation indicates that
process-based writing practices affect writing achievement in aspect of “presentation” at a large extent.
Additionally, three out of 21 studies investigate the effect of process-based writing practices on
sentence fluency in students’ compositions. As Qz=7.723 value in table is higher than 5.991 critical value
determined by 2 degree of freedom and %95 confidence interval in x2 table, results have been
interpreted under random effect model.In calculation under random effect model, it is found to be
Hedge g=1.008. This value indicates that process-based writing practices affect writing achievement in
aspect of “sentence fluency” at a large extent.

In aspect of “ideas”, it is noticed that Qz=2.913 value is lower than 5.991 critical value determined by
2 degree of freedom and %95 confidence interval in y2 table. Therefore, in calculation under fixed
effect model, it is found to be Hedge g=0.930. This value indicates that process-based writing practices
affect writing achievement in aspect of “presentation” at a large extent. Four studies investigate the
effect of such practices on aspect of “form of expression”. Effect sizes obtained based on statistical data
in this study have been interpreted under random effect model, because Qz=31.868 value is higher than
7.815 critical value determined by 3 degree of freedom and %95 confidence interval in y2. Hedge
g=0.918 value obtained under random effect model indicates that process-based writing practices affect
writing achievement in aspect of “form of expression” at a large extent.

Table 12 also displays the effect of process-based writing practices on organization achivement in
writings of students. As Q=2.086 value in table is lower than 5.991 critical value determined by 2
degree of freedom and %95 confidence interval in %2 table and significance is p<.05. results have been
interpreted under fixed effect model. Hedge ¢g=0.876 value obtained in calculation indicates that
process-based writing practices affect writing achievement in aspect “organization” at a large extent.

Lastly, related to aspect of “word choice”, Qz=1.722 value in table is lower than 5.991 critical value
determined by 2 degree of freedom and %95 confidence interval in 2 table, therefore, results have
been interpreted under fixed effect model. Effect size value calculated under fixed effect model is found
to be Hedge g=0.838. This value indicates that process-based writing practices affect writing
achievement in aspect of “word choice” at a large extent.

As can be seen in meta-analysis, the effectiveness of process-based writing approaches on writing
achievement takes places in planning stage. There are studies in literature which show that preliminary
preparation is very important in developing written expression; however, the stage in which students
have most difficulty and make most mistakes is the planning stage (Arici, 2008; Teksan, 2001). At this
point, it is possible to claim that process-based writing approaches are very functional and effective for
helping students to overcome difficulties they experience during pre-writing stage, especially in planning
dimension.
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Conclusion and Recommendations

In the area of mother-tongue instruction, it is still a debatable question which is how to make a good
writing instruction. The focus of this debate is whether the purpose for writing instruction is product or
the cognitive, linguistic and social competences which are to be developed within the process. In 21*
century practices of language instruction which pay attention to cognitive and meta-cognitive
awareness, autonomy of learner, motivation, individual differences, social development and
collaborative learning; it is argued that process is as important as product in development of writing
skill. Therefore, in process-based approaches there is challenge against traditional product-based
approach which limits the writing skill only with students’ learning some technical knowledge. In studies
conducted related to this, similar findings emerge which support this understanding, and it is concluded
that writing instruction based on process-based approach increases students’ writing achievements
(Kaldirim, 2014; Karatay, 2011; Ozkara, 2007; Sever, 2013; Sentiirk, 2009; Yilmaz & Aklar, 2015). Within
this context, research is conducted for synthesizing the results obtained from individual studies and
determining the effect of process-based writing approaches against traditional product-based writing
approach. As a result, the effect size of 21 studies included into meta-analysis is found to be g=1.303;
and corrected effect size is found to be g=0.983. The process-based writing approach with the highest
effect on writing achievements of students appears to be 6+1 analytical writing and evaluation model
(g=1.397), effect size of another process-based writing model 4+1 planned writing and evaluation
model- is found to be g=1.224.Moreover, the effect size of creative writing model is also found to be
g=1.354; effect size of models which are not specified as a specific model, but include process-based
writing stages in terms of content (abbreviated as “PW General”) is found to be g=1.271. This finding
manifests that process-based writing approaches have extensively positive effect on writing
achievements of students.

According to result of intervening variable analysis based on sub-goals of meta-analysis, duration of
process-based writing practices does not affect writing achievement at a significant level. The results
also indicate that effect sizes do not differ significantly depending on text type (informative, narrative,
free type) used in process-based writing instruction.Results obtained also indicate that effect size is not
affected at a significant level depending on the situation whether study is published as a thesis or
scholar article.

Research results clearly reveal that process-based writing approaches are effective at different
teaching levels at different levels; and this difference between teaching levels is statistically significant.
Process-based writing approaches affect writing achievements of students at secondary school and
university at a large extent, however they have a moderate level effect on writing achievements of
primary school students.

Within the framework of this study, the effect of process-based writing practices on different aspects
of writing has also been examined. As a result of study, process-based writing practices affected writing
achievement of students in eight dimensions positively and at a large extent. The effect sizes in these
eight dimensions are respectively: planning (g=1.338); spelling (g=1.178); presentation (g=1.014);
sentence fluency (g=1.008); ideas (g=0.930), form of expression (g=0.918), organization (g=0.876) and
vocabulary choice (g=0.838).

Process-based writing is a writing approach which pays attention to all process of writing with
stages, content and practice techniques and contributes to achievement of learning outcomes on the
condition that it is implemented depending on a consistent planning.At this point, it becomes important
that in-class and out-of-class instruction activities in practices based on process-based writing
approaches should be developed in high quality which meet students’ writing needs and expectations.
Also, instruction time should be planned well in order to develop writing skills and sub-skills &
competences intended to be developed throughout process should be described clearly.Especially in
description process, assessment tools should be used which have been developed in accordance with
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writing purposes and features of target audience. There should be put a big emphasis on following
points: evaluation of effectiveness and functionality of practices in instruction process, monitoring
students’ writing skill developments, and conducting a process-based evaluation. An understanding for
multi-evaluation should be adopted which includes student’s involvement.

One of the aims of meta-analyses is to determine the fields which are needed or which are revealed
to have deficiency and to be source for the further research (Oswald &Plonsky, 2010).It is thought that
this research will provide a pedagogical and theoretical fundamental for the studies to be conducted on
this field. The overall effect of variables such as age, level of education, gender, book reading frequency,
academic achievement, etc., which may have a predictive effect on writing, can be examined. In
addition, that the Turkish lesson curriculums also include activities based on process-oriented writing
stages and the application steps of these activities in more detail will make it easier to establish a certain
standard in experimental studies and to evaluate the results more reliably.

Limitations

There is a threat to generalizability of meta-analysis studies: the limited number of experimental
studies especially in domestic literature related to identifying the effect of various writing methods and
techniques on writing achievements of students. From this point of view, in order to conduct more
comprehensive meta-analysis, there is a need for studies which are at acceptable level in terms of
method and quality and produce statistically interpretable findings.

When the studies in the context of meta-analysis are generally examined, it is seen that in most of
the studies persistence test was not done after the last test. The results obtained from experimental
studies in which persistance test is not done can produce misleading results about the actual
effectiveness of experimental intervention.It is necessarily needed to test the persistency of this skill,
especially considering the continuing nature of the development of writing skills and the short-term
difficulty of transforming the learned knowledge into skill. This may reduce the resistance of the
research results to the publication bias. On the other side, that the categorical variables may not have a
numerically balanced distribution (for example, more studies are conducted at university level but the
number of studies at primary and secondary levels is low) may have affected the results of the mediator
analysis and may have indicated temporal results. Besides, the statistical data in the experimental
studies examined was not reported separately according to process-oriented writing stages. For this
reason, in the study, moderator analysis could not be done based on process-oriented writing stages
and only the overall effect size values of the studies are included. This is another limitation of the
research.
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Turkge Strumi

Giris
gelisimlerinin surekliligini saglamalari; dili dogru ve etkili kullanma konusundaki yetkinlik diizeyleriyle
iliskilidir. Bu yetkinlik diizeyine ulasilmasi sistemli ve planli dil 6gretim uygulamalariyla olasi héle
gelir.DUsinme eyleminin bir Girlinl ve iletisim kurmanin 6nemli araglarindan biri olan yazmada da durum
benzerdir. Hem bireysel hem de is birligine dayal bir beceri olan yazma, dogru bir planlamayla ve uygun
yontemlerle gelistirilebilmektedir. Yazma becerisinin gelistirilmesi ise Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Programi’nin
amaglari arasinda yer almaktadir.

Programda; 6grencilerin duygu, diisiince, hayal, tasari ve izlenimleri ile bir konuda goérislerini ve
tezlerini, dilin imkanlarindan yararlanarak yazili anlatim kurallarina uygun sekilde anlatmalari, yazmayi
kendilerini ifade etmede bir aliskanliga donustirmeleri ve yazma yetenegi olanlarin bu becerilerini
gelistirmeleri amaglanmaktadir (Milli Egitim Bakanlig [MEB], 2015. s. 7). Bu amag dogrultusunda yazma
o6grenme alaninda “stre¢ temelli yazma modeli” benimsenmistir. Bu modele dayali olarak da yazma
kazanimlarinin, birbiriyle iliskili bircok becerinin art arda kullaniimasiyla gerceklesen bir siireg¢ seklinde
tasarlandigi; hazirhktan baslayip paylasmaya/yayimlamaya uzanan slregte onemli olanin, 68renciye
sureg temelli yazmanin asamalariyla ilgili beceriler kazandirmak oldugu ifade edilmektedir (MEB, 2015, s.
7). Bu baglamda ozellikle son yillarda Turkiye’de gerek ana dil 6gretim programlarinda gerekse yazil
anlatim becerilerinin gelistiriimesinin amaglandigi cesitli 6grenme 6gretme etkinliklerinde sire¢ odakh
yazma yaklasimlari tercih edilmektedir.

Siireg Odakli Yazma Yaklagimi

Sureg¢ yaklasimlari, 6grencilerin yazili metinlerini kaleme almadan ve goézden gecirmeden Once
dusincelerini organize etmelerini amaglayan 6gretim stratejileriyle karakterize edilmistir. Bu yaklasimin
ortaya ¢ikisi Rohman'in 1965 yilinda ortaya koydugu yaklasima dayanmaktadir. 1970'lerin basinda Emig,
yazarken yiksek sesle konusan 12. sinif 6grencileri Uzerinde yaptigi gorgll arastirmalar temelinde
Rohman'in yazma modelini elestirmis ve yazma siirecinin dogrusal degil yinelemeli bir slire¢ oldugunu
ileri sirmustir (Boscolo, 2009, s. 366). Bu iddia, yazma 6gretiminde siire¢ odakli anlayisin gelisiminin
temel dayanak noktasini olusturmustur.

“Surec¢ odakli yazma yaklasimi yazili anlatim ¢alismalarini bir Grin olarak degil bir siire¢ olarak géren
ve Ogrencilerin yazili anlatim driinlerinden yola ¢ikarak yazma siirecinde neler dusindiklerini, neler
yaptiklarini, yazma sirecinin ne gibi 6zellikler tasidigini ortaya koymaya calisan bir yazma 6gretimi
yaklasimidir” (Kaldirim, 2014, s. 27). Siire¢ yaklasimlarinda yazma; agirlikli olarak planlama ve taslak
olusturma gibi dilsel becerilerle ilgili gortilmekte, dil bilgisi ve metin yapisi gibi dilsel bilgilere daha az
onem verilmektedir (Badger ve White, 2000). Bu vyaklasim, “Ogrencilerin diisinme siirecinde
yogunlasmalarini, bilgiyi aktarmalarini, genel olarak siireci diizenlemelerini ve her asamaya iliskin bilissel
farkindalik sahibi olmalarini —kisaca aktif olmalarini- énermektedir. Ogrencilere 6ncelikle bagimsiz
dusinme, karar verme, problem c¢6zme, Ogrenmeyi Ogrenme gibi becerileri kazandirmayi
hedeflemektedir” (Karatay, 2015, s. 25). Ayrica siire¢ odakli yazma yaklasiminda yazmanin sosyal
boyutuna vurgu yapilmakta; anlatimlar en aza indirgenerek somut materyallere, problem ¢6zmeye ve
ogrencilerin yazma sirecine katilmalarina odaklanilan kiigik grup calismalarina énem verilmektedir.
Bunun yaninda motivasyonu arttirici etkisinden dolayi ¢ocuklara en azindan ilkokulda istedikleri konuda
yazma konusunu se¢me 6zgirliigii saglanmaktadir (Boscolo, 2009, s. 366).

Surec¢ odakli yazma ile geleneksel lriin odakli yazma arasinda birtakim farkliliklar bulunmaktadir.
Ornegin iiriin odakli yazma yaklasimi taklide, kopyalamaya ve &gretmen merkezli modellere dayaliyken
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siire¢ yaklasimi bir calisma parcasi olusturma asamalarina katilmaya odaklanmaktadir. Uriin odakli
yazmanin oncelikli amaci hatalardan arindiriimis tutarli bir metin olusturmakken siire¢ odakl yazma
hicbir metnin milkemmel olamayacagi ancak bir yazarin bir metni planlarken iretme, yansitma, tartisma
ve yeniden inceleme adimlarini uyguladiginda mikemmellige yaklasabilecegini savunmaktadir. Bayat’a
(2014) gore bu yaklasim, degerlendirmenin odaginda Uriinin yer almasindan kaynaklanan sorunlari da
¢Ozen bir yapidadir.

Siureg¢ odakl yazma yaklasimlarinda 6gretmen ve 6grenci rolleri de geleneksel triin odakli yazmadan
farklidir. Sireg yaklasimlarinda 6gretmen oncelikle 6grencilerin yazma eylemlerini kolaylastirmakta ve
onlarin sahip oldugu potansiyeli ortaya gikarmalarina yardimci olmaktadir (Badger ve White, 2000). Bu
yaklasimda yazma, 6gretmenlerin 6grencilere rehberlik ettigi, geri bildirim verdigi ve onlara yazmaya
yonelik en uygun kosullari sagladigi motive edici, bireysel ve yansitici bir etkinlik olarak goérilmektedir
(Boscolo, 2009, s. 367). Bunun yaninda 6gretmenler bir degerlendirici degil anlatim boyunca 6grencilere
donit veren bir seyirci konumunda olmaktadir. Bu konuma uygun olarak da 6grencilerin yazilarini
planlamalarina yardimci olacak sorularini cevaplandirma yoluyla yazma esnasinda onlarin fikirlerini
yeniden formiile etmelerini saglamakta ve onlara nasil yazilacagini géstermektedirler (Boscolo, 2009. s.
366).

Bircok 6gretmen ve arastirmaci sire¢ odakl yazma yaklasiminin 6gretmen-6grenci ve Ogrenci-
6grenci arasinda etkilesimli 6grenme etkinliklerine izin veren esnek bir sinif yapisini tesvik ettigini iddia
etmektedir. Bu yaklasimda 6gretmen; 6gretme ve 6grenme etkinliklerini organize ederken bir destekgi,
dgrenen is birlikgisi, egitmen ve yapici elestirmen roliine uygun bir profil cizmektedir. Ogretmen sinifta
otoriter bir figlirden ziyade 6grenen toplulugunun bir pargasi haline gelirken 6grenciler de bilgiyi alan
degil kesfeden konumuna geg¢mektedir. Bu yaklasim, Ogrencilere icerigi se¢me, yorumlama,
degerlendirme ve cesitli kaynaklardan elde ettikleri bilgileri analiz etme 6zgurligu vermektedir.
Dustnceler, 6grenci tarafindan ikna edici bulunmadan once elestirel olarak incelenmektedir (Dukpa,
1997, s. 20). Siirece dayali yazma yaklasiminda 6grencilerin sadece farkh derslere degil ayni zamanda
cesitli yazma durumlarina transfer edebilecekleri nitelikteki yazma yeterliliklerini gelistirmesi
amagclanmaktadir. Bu anlayista 6grencilerin edindikleri beceri ve uygulama bilgilerini yeni baglamlara
aktarmalari daha kolay olmaktadir (Guy, 2009).

Yazma temelde zihinsel beceri, katiim ve yansitma gerektiren bir eylem olmasinin yaninda
degerlendirme ve problem ¢6zmeyi gerektiren analitik; ayni zamanda biresimsel ve liretime dayali bir
slrectir. Bu anlayisa gore analiz ve sentez birbirinin karsiti degil Gretken metin tasarlama doénglistiniin
birer parcasidir (Sharples, 1998, s. 6). Yazmaya yonelik bu ifadeler ayni zamanda siire¢ odakli yazmanin
da ozelliklerini yansitmaktadir. Stre¢ odakli yazma; zihinsel 6n hazirligin ve is birlikli calismanin
onemsendigi, coklu degerlendirmenin ve analiz sentez gibi Ust diizey dliisinme becerilerinin gelisiminin
amaglandigi ve Urin kadar yazma siireglerinin de dikkate alindigi bir yaklasimdir.

Sure¢ odakl yazma kapsaminda degerlendirilebilecek bazi modeller bulunmaktadir. S6z konusu
modellerden 4+1 Planh Yazma ve Degerlendirme Modeli, 6+1 Analitik Yazma ve Degerlendirme Modeli
ve Yaratici Yazma Modeli arastirmanin kapsamini olugturmaktadir.

4+1 Planh Yazma ve Degerlendirme Modeli:Planli Yazma ve Degerlendirme Modeli 6grencilerin bir
konuyu planlayarak ve belli asamalarda degerlendirerek yazma eylemini siirdirmelerini, onlarin yazma
slrecinin ve ortaya koyduklari Girintin farkina olmalarini amaglayan bir yazma modelidir (Karatay, 2015.
s. 28). Bu modelde yazma sirecinin asamalari sirasiyla hazirlik, planlama, taslak olusturma, diizeltme,
paylasma seklindedir. Ancak, bu asamalar her zaman tek yonli degildir. Gerekirse dnceki asamalara
dondlebilir veya bir asama birka¢ kez tekrarlanabilir (MEB, 2012, s. 30). Bu model; yazili anlatim
metinlerinin planlama, dil ve anlatim, yazim ve noktalama, bigim (kagit diizeni) 6zellikleri bakimindan
analitik olarak puanlanabilmesini; 6grencilerin diisinme siirecinde yogunlasmalarini; her asamaya iliskin
bilissel farkindalik sahibi olmalarini ve nitelikli yazma Urtnleri ortaya koymalarini saglamaktadir (Karatay,
2015, s. 38).
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6+1 Analitik Yazma ve Dederlendirme Modeli:6+1 Analitik Yazma ve Degerlendirme Modeli siirece
dayali bir yazma modelidir (Culham, 2003; Delarnette, 2008; Karatay, 2015). Bu model, yazi tiiri ne
olursa olsun guizel bir yazi nasil gérinmelidir sorusuna yanit vermek amaciyla gelistirilmis bir tasarimdir.
Bu tasarima gore yazma programi; diisiinceler, organizasyon, imla, kelime secimi, cimle akicihig ve Gslup
olarak siralanan alti boyut ve sunumdan olusur (Culham, 2003. s. 10). 6+1 boyutlu yazma modeli,
ogrencilerin yazilarina Gslup ve derinlik katmalarina yardimci olmakta ve yazinin farkh boyutlarina
odaklanarak gercek bir yazar gibi hissetmelerini saglamaktadir. Model cergevesinde yazmanin
degerlendirilmesi amaciyla rubrik kullanilmasi; yaziya yalnizca objektif bir bakis agisi sunmamakta ayni
zamanda Ogrencilerin elestirel diisinmelerine ve 06z degerlendirme becerilerinin gelisimine katki
saglamaktadir (DelJarnette, 2008, s. 22).

Yaratici yazma:Yaratici yazma, kisinin bir konudaki duygu ve disiincelerini hayal glictinii kullanarak
ozglirce kagida dokmesidir (Oral, 2008, s. 8). Yazma, yaratici bir sirec¢ ve anlatma teknigi olarak anlama
sirecinden gelen iletinin kavranmasi, dislincelerin ayristirilmasi, yeniden bicimlendirilip bir biitiin olarak
aktarilmasidir. Yazinsal yaraticilik, yaratici ¢alismalarin temel anlayisi olan kendini tanima, dislinerek
karar verme, planlama, bu plan ve kararlari eyleme donistirme siirecinin uygulamalarla yasama
gecirilmesidir (Sever'den aktaran Erdogan, 2012, 36). Buna gore siire¢ odakli yazma yaklasimi ile yaratici
yazmanin birbiriyle ¢ok yakindan iliskili iki kavram oldugu soylenebilir. Yaratici yazma modelinde de
sure¢ odakli yazma yaklasiminda olduk¢a 6nemli olan yazma 6ncesi asama bulunmaktadir. Bu asamada
ogrencilere yazmaya hazirlayici etkinlikler yaptirilmakta, bu etkinlikler ile 6grencilerin yazma konusuna
hazir olmalari saglanmaktadir (Erdogan, 2012, s. 46). Bunun yaninda Oztiirk (2007) bir yazinin yaratici
olmasi icin fikirler, organizasyon, Uslup, kelime secimi, akici climle ve mekanikler boyutlarina sahip
olmasi gerektigini ifade etmektedir. Bu boyutlar ayni zamanda siire¢ odakli yazma yaklasimlarindan 6+1
analitik yazma ve degerlendirme modelinin de alt bilesenlerini olusturdugundan yaratici yazma, siireg
odakli yazma yaklasgimlari ¢atisi altinda ele alinmugtir.

Tirkce Dersi Ogretim Programi’nda yazma 6grenme alaninda siire¢ odakli yazma yaklasiminin
benimsenmesinin ardindan bu yaklasima dayali olarak gerceklestirilen uygulamalarin 6grencilerin yazma
basari dizeyleri Gzerindeki etkisi, cesitli arastirmalarla belirlenmeye calisiimaktadir.Ancak Tirkiye'de
cesitli yazma 6gretim yontem ve tekniklerinin 6grencilerin yazma basarilari tizerindeki etkisini inceleyen
arastirmalarin meta analiz yéntemiyle incelendigi bir calisma bulunmamaktadir. Yazma oOgretimi
alaninda yapilan ¢alismalar genellikle yiiksek lisans ve doktora tezlerinin hedef kitle, arastirma yontemi,
kullanilan 6gretim yontemi, 6lgme degerlendirme ve igerik gibi acilardan incelendigi ve tasnif edildigi
arastirmalardir (Coskun, Balci ve Ozgcakmak, 2013; Elbir ve Yildiz, 2012; Tok ve Potur, 2015; Uyar, 2016).
Bu calismalardan birindeUyar (2016) 1990-2015 vyillari arasinda Turkiye’de hazirlanmis ve calisma
grubunu ilkokul, ortaokul ve lise dizeyinde 6grenim goren 6grencilerin olusturdugu lisanslsti tezleri
incelemistir. Arastirma kapsaminda incelenen calismalar; yazili anlatimin igerigini zenginlestirmeye
yonelik 6n uygulamalar, yazili anlatimin niteligini artirmaya yonelik 6gretimsel muidahaleler, 6lgme
degerlendirme c¢alismalarinin yazili anlatima katkisi ve teknolojinin yazili anlatim becerilerinin
gelistiriimesinde kullanimi olmak (zere dort temaya gore siniflandirilmistir. Yapilan analiz sonucunda
yazili anlatimin niteligini artirmaya yonelik 6gretim mudahaleleri ve vyazili anlatimin igerigini
zenginlestirmeye yonelik 6n uygulamalar temalar altinda ele alinabilecek arastirmalarin daha fazla
yapildigi belirlenmistir. Calismada “Analitik Yazma Degerlendirme Modeli” gibi metnin bilesenlerine
yonelik uygulamalarin Glkemizde yayginlk kazanmaya basladigl ifade edilmistir. Calismada ayrica yazma
slrecinin asamalarina deginilmis ve slire¢ odakli yazma kapsaminda degerlendirilebilecek g¢alismalarda
terminolojik bir birlik olmadigi ifade edilmistir. Baska bir ¢alismada Tok ve Potur (2015) 2010-2014 yillar
arasinda yazma egitimi alaninda yapilan 126 yiksek lisans ve 38 doktora tezi ile 127 makaleyi hedef kitle,
iliskili alan, kullanilan yontem ve yazma egitimindeki egilimler bakimindan icerik analizi ile
incelemislerdir. Arastirma sonucunda yazma egitimi alaninda yapilan ¢alismalarin ¢ogunlugunun
ortaokul dizeyinde gerceklestirildigi; genellikle yazmada kullanilan yontemlerin etkililigi, farkli tirlerde
metin yazma ve yazim konulari {izerinde yogunlastigi ve calismalarda nicel yontemlerin gérece daha
fazla kullanildigi sonucuna varilmistir. Diger bir ¢calismada Coskun, Balci ve Ozgakmak (2013) Tiirkiye’de
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yazma egitimi alaninda 1981-2010 yillari arasinda yapilan 168 lisansisti tezi; tezin yayimlandigi yil, konu
alani, hedef grup ve tezin sunuldugu Universite agisindan siniflandirarak degerlendirmislerdir. Yaptiklari
arastirma sonucunda ¢alismalarin benzer sekilde en ¢ok ortaokul diizeyinde 6grenim goéren 6grencilerle
gerceklestirildigini belirlemislerdir. Bunun yaninda 6grencilerin olusturdugu metinlerin dulzeyini
belirlemeye yonelik olarak ve yine metinlerin tutarsizlik, imla, noktalama hatasi, dil bilgisel yanlislk ve
okunabilirlik agisindan degerlendirilmesini 6ngoéren c¢alismalarin daha fazla oldugunu ortaya
koymuslardir. Bu kapsamda ele alinacak diger bir ¢alisma ise Elbir ve Yildiz (2012) tarafindan yapilmistir.
Elbir ve Yildiz (2012) 2005-2010 yillari arasinda yazilan 20 doktora ve yiiksek lisans tezini dis yapi ve igerik
bakimindan degerlendirdikleri calismanin sonucunda; tezlerde yazma becerisi Uzerine daha fazla
cahsildigl, bunun yaninda yazma teknigi, yazmaya karsl tutum ve yazma programinin da ele alinan
konular arasinda yer aldigini belirlemislerdir. Calismada ayrica ¢agdas yaklasimlara uygun yazma
egitiminin, geleneksel yazma egitimine oranla daha etkili oldugu sonucuna varilmistir.

Turkiye’de vyapilan bu c¢alismalarin aksine dinya Olceginde yazma 06gretimi mudahalelerin
ogrencilerin yazma basarilar Gzerindeki etkisini konu alan meta analiz ¢alismalarinin fazlalig dikkat
¢cekmektedir (Bangert-Drowns, Hurley ve Wilkinson, 2004; De Glopper, van Kruiningen ve Hemmen,
2014; Gillespie ve Graham, 2014; Graham, McKeown, Kiuhara ve Harris, 2012; Graham ve Perin, 2007;
Graham ve Sandmel, 2011; Hillocks, 1984, 1986; Koster, Tribushinina, De Jong ve Van den Bergh, 2015;
Rogers ve Graham, 2008). Hillocks (1986) yapmis oldugu meta analizde 69 deneysel/yari deneysel
calisma sonucunu sentezleyerek yazma 6gretiminin dort yontemini ve bu yontemlerin 6grencilerin
yazma niteliklerine etkisini arastirmistir. Buna gore anlatimi ve 6gretmen odakh tartismayi iceren
sunuma dayali 6gretim d=0.02; dnceden tanimlanan yazma amaglarini karsilayacak belirli bir yazma
slirecine 6grencilerin is birlikli olarak katilmalarini 6ngoren ¢evresel yaklasim d=0.44. 6grencilerin kendi
segtikleri konuda yazmalari ve yazdiklarini akranlariyla da st dizey etkilesim kurarak onlardan olumlu
geri bildirim alma yoluyla gbézden gegirmelerini 6ngéren dogal siiregler d=0.18 ve programlanmis
materyalle 6zel egitimin de icinde oldugu bireysellestirilmis yazma d=0.17 oraninda 6grencilerin yazma
niteliklerini olumlu yodnde etkilemektedir. Diger deneysel midahale ise 6gretimin odak noktasina
yogunlasmistir. Bunlar deneysel miidahale ile gelistiriimesi beklenen alti igerik veya etkinlik tirtdr.
Bunlardan dil bilgisi 6gretimi d=-0.29; cimle birlestirme 6gretimi d=0.35; gilizel yazma modellerinin
incelenmesi ve benzetimi d=0.22; 6grencilerin yazma 0lgegi kullanilarak degerlendirilmesi d=0.36;
serbest yazma d=0.16 ve sorgulamaya dayali etkinliklerin d=0.56 oranlarinda etki blyiklik degerlerine
sahip olduklari belirlenmistir.

Diger bir calismada Bangert-Drowns vd. (2004) 1926-1998 -calismalardan yalnizca biri 1980 yih
Oncesine, %75’i 1985-95 yillari arasina ait- yillari arasinda yayimlanmis, calisma grubunu ilkokul,
ortaokul, lise ve Universite 6grencilerinin olusturdugu ve okul temelli 6grenme yonelimli yazma ve
geleneksel 6gretimin karsilastirildigi 48 bilimsel galismanin verilerini sentezlemislerdir. S6z konusu
calismada deneysel islemin baglami, yayim yil, ¢alismanin kaynagi (tez veya baska dokiiman olma
durumu) galisma grubunun tesadifi olarak atanip atanmama durumu, karsilastirilan gruplarin bulundugu
yer (farkli veya ayni okullarda bulunma durumu), karsilastirilan gruplardaki 6gretmenler (farkl veya ayni
o6gretmen olma durumu) ve arastirmacinin O6gretime katilip katilmama durumuna gore ayri ayri
hesaplanan etki biyiklik degerlerine yer verilmistir. Bunun yaninda ¢alismada deneysel islemin hangi
ders kapsaminda yuritaldigi, yazma isleminin sinif ortaminda veya baska bir yerde yapilma durumu,
sinif dizeyi, deneysel islemin toplam uzunlugu, siniftaki yazma gorevlerine ne kadar stire ayrildigl,
deneysel islemin haftada kag saat yapildigi, yazma Urlnlerinin bireysel yazma olup olmadigi, Ust bilissel
yansitmanin harekete gegirilme durumu, 6grencilere doniit saglama gibi unsurlara gére etki bayiklukleri
arasinda farklilasma olup olmadigi da arastirilmistir. Arastirma sonucunda 6grenme amaciyla yazmanin
okul basarisi Gzerinde kiiclk ve olumlu bir etkisinin (d=0. 17) oldugu belirlenmistir Bunun yaninda basari
lizerindeki etkinin sinif diizeyi, sinif ici yazma gorevleri icin ayrilan zaman (dakika) ve Ust bilissel
yansitmanin harekete gecirilme durumuna gore anlamh dizeyde farklilastigl sonucuna varilmistir. Buna
gore 6-8. sinif dizeyindeki 6grencilerin basarisi diger sinif diizeylerinde 6grenim goren Ogrencilere
oranla istatistiksel olarak daha dislk ¢cikmistir. Ayrica deneysel islemin siresinin de 6grenme amagli
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yazma Uzerinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir etkisinin oldugu sonucuna variimistir. Bu dogrultuda bir
egitim 6gretim donemi veya daha uzun bir siirede gerceklestirilen deneysel islemin bir dénemden daha
az bir surede gergeklestirilen deneysel isleme gore 6grenme amagl yazma Uzerinde daha buyik bir etki
biyukligine (d=0.23) sahip oldugu sonucuna varilmistir. Son olarak ¢alismada, st bilissel yansitmanin
harekete gecirilmesinin yazma lzerinde daha etkili oldugu belirlenmistir (d=0. 26). Diger bir ¢calismada
Graham ve Perin (2007) 4-12. sinif diizeylerinde uygulanan yazma 6gretim yontemlerinin etkililigini
degerlendirmek amaciyla s6z konusu alanda 1964-2005 yillari arasinda yapilan 123 deneysel/yari
deneysel ¢alismayl meta analiz yontemiyle incelemislerdir. Calismalar strateji 6gretimi, 6zetleme, akran
destegi, Urin odakli amaglar, kelime isleme, ciimle birlestirme, sorgulama, yazma o6ncesi etkinlikler,
model ¢alismalari, dil bilgisi 6gretimi ve slirece dayali yazma yaklagimi olmak tizere 11 boyut altinda ele
alinmis ve bu boyutlarda yer alan her bir ¢alismanin agirliklandirilmis ortalama etki buytklikleri rapor
edilmistir.

Baska bir calismada Rogers ve Graham (2008) 88 tek denekli calismayi planlama ve taslak olusturma
stratejilerinin 6gretimi, dil bilgisi ve yapi 6gretimi, UGrine dayali amaglar, diizenleme stratejilerinin
ogretimi, kelime islemciyle yazma, belirli yazma ciktilarini gliclendirme, yazma oncesi aktivitelerin
kullanimi, climle olusturma becerilerinin 6gretimi ve paragraf yazma stratejilerinin 6gretimi olarak
siniflandirdigl dokuz deneysel miidahaleye gore analiz etmislerdir. Graham ve Sandmel (2011) ise birinci
ve 12. siniflar arasindaki sinif diizeylerinde gergeklestirilen ve siire¢ odakli yazma 6gretiminin
ogrencilerin yazma kalitelerine ve yazmaya yonelik motivasyonlarina etkisinin arastirnildigi 29 vyari
deneysel/deneysel calismayl meta analiz yontemiyle incelemislerdir. Calisma sonunda sire¢ odakh
yazmanin 6grencilerin yazilarinin niteligine istatistiksel olarak anlamli diizeyde olumlu etki ettigi, bu
etkinin ise orta dizeyde (0.34) oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu kapsamda degerlendirilebilecek baska bir
¢alismada Graham vd. (2012) ilkokul (1-5) dlizeyindeki 6grencilere yazma 6gretiminde kullanilan 6gretim
uygulamalarinin etkisini arastirmiglar ve s6z konusu alanda yapilan 115 galismada uygulanan 13 yazma
midahalesini belirlemislerdir. Calismada strateji 0gretimi, 6z diizenleme eklemeli strateji 6gretimi,
metin yapilari 6gretimi, yaraticilik ve tasvir 6gretimi, cozlimleme becerileri 6gretimi (el yazisi, heceleme
veya klavye becerisi), dil bilgisi 6gretimi, yazma 0Oncesi etkinlikler, akran yardimi, Grin odakh yazma,
yazmay! degerlendirme, kelime isleme, ekstra yazma zamani, sireg¢ yaklasimi ve kapsaml yazma
programlari gibi deneysel midahalelerin yazma Uzerindeki etki biyiklikleri hesaplanmistir. Diger bir
calismada Gillespie ve Graham (2014) 6grenme glgligli yasayan 6grenciler tarafindan dretilen yazilarin
kalitesi Gizerinde yazma mudahalelerin etkisini arastirmiglardir. Arastirmada c¢alisma grubunu 1-12. sinif
ogrencilerinin olusturdugu 43 ¢alismanin etki biylklik degeri d=0.74 olarak hesaplanmistir. Calismada
strateji 6gretimi, imla, yontemsel basitlestirme, yazma Oncesi, amag belirleme ve siirece dayal yazma
islemlerinin tamaminin 6grencilerin yazilarinin kalitesi tGzerinde olumlu etkisinin oldugu ancak bunlarin
dordinde (strateji Ogretimi=1.09; imla=0.55; amag¢ belirleme=0.57; silrece dayali yazma 0.43)
istatistiksel anlamliik oldugu belirlenmistir. Arastirmada sire¢ odakhh yazma kapsaminda
degerlendirilerek etki biyuklikleri hesaplanan doért ¢alisma bulunmaktadir.

De Glopper vd. (2014) ise 1980-2012 yillari arasinda yayimlanan 74 slrece dayali yazma arastirmasini
analiz etmislerdir. Analiz sonuglari, egitim alanindaki yazma sureci arastirmalarinin kisith ve dogal
olmayan kosullarda gergeklestirildigini ve Ogrencilerin yazilarindaki baglamsal faktorlerin géz ardi
edildigini ortaya koymustur. Yazarlarin siklikla belirli bir izleyici kitlesinden yoksun oldugu, yazmanin
daha biyilk projelere entegre edilmedigi, metinlerin gercekten okunma ve yayimlanma amaciyla
Gretilmedigi, Uretilen metinle ilgili baskalariyla iletisim kurma ve onlardan dénit alma durumunun az
oldugu, yazarlarin gogunlukla is birligi icinde c¢alisacaklari birileri olmadan c¢alistiklari, tir ve konu
hakkinda hazirlik yapma ya da bilgi toplama durumunun nadir oldugu belirlenmistir. Baska bir calismada
Koster vd. (2015) yazma 6gretiminde kullanilan etkili 6gretim uygulamalarini belirlemek amaciyla 4-6
sinif diizeylerinde, diizenli bir sinif ortaminda gergeklestirilen 32 calismayr meta analiz yontemiyle
incelemislerdir. Bu calismalar strateji 6gretimi, metin yapilari 6gretimi, yazma oncesi etkinlikler, akran
yardimi, dil bilgisi 6gretimi, donit, degerlendirme, amag belirleme, gdzden gecirip diizeltme ve slireg
yaklasimi olmak Uzere on boyutta ele alinmis ve bu boyutlardaki 55 etki blyukligi rapor edilmistir.
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Calisma sonucunda bu kategorilerden besinin istatistiksel olarak anlamli diizeyde 6grencilerin yazma
becerilerine katki sagladigi belirlenmistir. Bu kategorilerden amag belirleme g=2.03 ile 6grencilerin
yazma basarilar Gzerindeki en etkili miidahale olurken bunu strateji 6gretimi (g=0.96), metin yapilari
ogretimi (g=0.76), akran yardimi (g=0.59) ve doniit (g=0.88) izlemistir.

Yapilan meta analiz ¢alismalari degerlendirildiginde galismalarin tamamina yakininda diger 6gretim
yaklasimlari arasinda siire¢ odakli yazmaya da bir 6gretim yaklasimi olarak yer verildigi ve bu yaklasimin
ogrencilerin yazma basarilan Uzerindeki genel etkisinin belirlenmeye cahsildigi gérilmektedir. Ancak
yalnizca slre¢ odakli yazma yaklagimi temelinde yapilmis ve bu yaklasimin yazma basarisi izerindeki
etkisini ortaya koymayi amaglayan tek ¢alisma bulunmaktadir. Graham ve Sandmel (2011) tarafindan
yapilan bu calisma disinda meta analitik bakis agisiyla siire¢ odakli yazma yaklasimi temelinde yapilmis
bir calisma bulunmamaktadir.

Bu baglamda arastirmanin amaci, siire¢ odakh yazma yaklasimlarinin 6grencilerin yazma basarilari
Gizerindeki genel etkisini belirlemektir. Bu yaklasimlarin yazma basarisina olan etkisinin belirlenmesinin,
programda yer alan siire¢ odakh yazma uygulamalarinin ve etkinliklerinin yeterliliginin degerlendirilmesi
noktasinda 6nemli oldugu diistiniilmektedir. Arastirmanin amaci ve alt amaglari ise su sekildedir:

1. Sireg odakli yazma modelleri 6grencilerin yazma bagari diizeylerini ne diizeyde etkilemektedir?

2. Ogrencilerin yazma basari diizeyleri, 6grenim gordiikleri 6gretim diizeylerine gére anlamli
diizeyde farkhlasmakta midir?

3. Ogrencilerin yazma basari diizeyleri, uygulamada kullanilan siire¢ odakli yazma modellerine gére
anlamh duzeyde farklilasmakta midir?

4. Ogrencilerin yazma basari dizeyleri, uygulama siiresine (saat) gére anlaml diizeyde
farkhlagsmakta midir?

5. Ogrencilerin yazma basar diizeyleri, uygulamada kullanilan metin tiiriine (bilgilendirici, hikaye
edici, serbest tlr) gore anlamh dlizeyde farklilasmakta midir?

6. Calismalardan elde edilen etki buyuklik degerleri, uygulamanin raporlastirildigi yayimin tiriine
(tez, makale) gére anlamli diizeyde farkhlasmakta midir?

7. Sure¢ odakh yazma vyaklasimlari; planlama, imla, sunum, cimle akicihgi, fikirler, Uslup,
organizasyon ve kelime se¢imi boyutlarinda 6grencilerin yazma basari diizeylerini ne diizeyde
etkilemektedir?

Bu genel amag ve alt amaclar dogrultusunda siire¢ odakli yazma yaklasiminin bagimsiz degisken
olarak kullanildigi calismalar dnceden belirlenen ¢alisma karakteristiklerine gére bir araya getirilmis ve
uygun istatistiksel tekniklerle analiz edilerek sentezlenmistir. Calisma, Tirkiye’de yazma Ogretimi
alaninda yapilan deneysel ¢alismalarin sonuglarinin istatistiksel olarak bittnlestirildigi ve bu yolla siireg
odakli yazma yaklasimlarinin etkililiginin tek bir galisma sonucuna degil ayni alanda yapilan ve ayni
deneysel midahalenin kullanildigi bir¢ok ¢alismaya dayali olarak yorumlandigi bir arastirma olma niteligi
tasimaktadir.

Yontem
Arastirmanin Modeli

Sure¢ odakli yazma yaklasimlarinin 6grencilerin yazma basari dlzeyleri Uzerindeki genel etkisini
belirlemek amaciyla yapilan bu arastirmada meta analiz yontemi kullanilmistir. Meta analiz, bireysel
calismalardan elde edilen genis bir analiz koleksiyonunun bulgularin birlestiriimesi amaci dogrultusunda
istatistiksel olarak analiz edilmesidir (Glass 1976, s. 3). Meta analiz belirli bir etkiyi inceleyen
arastirmalarin sistematik olarak goézden gegirilmesini 6ngdéren bir dizi islem olarak bir anlamda
istatistiksel ~analizin istatistiksel analizi olarak tanimlanmakta ve arastirma sonuglarinin
genellenebilirligini degerlendirmede oldukga etkili bir yol olarak gériilmektedir (Ellis, 2010. s. 94-95).

Arastirmada psikometrik meta analiz teknigi kullanilmistir. “Psikometrik meta analiz bagimh ve
bagimsiz degiskenler arasindaki iliskinin gticl ile bu iliskilerin siddetini ve yoniini etkileyen diizenleyici
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degiskenlerin olasi etkilerini tespit eden bir tekniktir” (Whitener’den aktaran Girbiiz ve Sahin, 2014, s.
365). Calismada ayrica Ellis (2010) tarafindan Onerilen meta analiz asamalar takip edilmistir. Bu
kapsamda ilgili calismalar bir araya getirilmis, kodlanmis, ortak bir etki blylkligu ve ortalamanin
istatistiksel anlamhhgi hesaplanmis, etki baylklGga tahminlerinin dagimindaki degiskenlik incelenmis ve
sonuglar yorumlanmistir.

Verilerin Toplanmasi

Yapilan literatlir taramasiyla Turkiye’de siire¢ odakli yazma kapsaminda 2007-2015 vyillari arasinda
yapilan ve bilimsel makale veya tez olarak yayimlanan calismalar bir araya getirilmistir. S6z konusu
galismalardan tez olarak rapor edilen ¢alismalara YOK Ulusal Tez Merkezi'nin genel ag adresinden
(https://tez.yok.gov.tr/UlusalTezMerkezi/), makalelere ise Ulakbim Sosyal Bilimler Veri Tabani ve Google
Akademik Uzerinden erigilmistir. Bu alanlarda yapilan tarama; “yazma siireci, yazma suregleri, slreg
odakli yazma, silirece dayall yazma, siire¢ yaklasimi, 6+1 yazma, 6+1 analitik yazma, analitik yazma ve
degerlendirme, 4+1 yazma, planl yazma ve yaratici yazma” anahtar kelimeleriyle gerceklestirilmistir.
Yapilan taramada, belirlenen dahil edilme 6lgiitlerini karsilayan 21 ¢alisma meta analize alinmistir.

Daéhil edilme éli¢iitleri (Uygunluk Olgiitleri)

Meta analizde bir sentezcinin arastirma ve bilgi elde etme siireci boyunca tanimladigi calismalari agik
bir uygunluk kriterine gére kodlamasi gerekmektedir. Uygunluk kriterleri arastirma sorusu veya sentezin
amaciyla dogal olarak uygunluk gostermelidir. Arastirma sorusu dar veya kapsamli ise uygunluk kriterleri
de bu sekilde olusturulmahdir (Wilson, 2009, s. 161). Bu kapsamda uygunluk olcutleri su sekilde
belirlenmistir:

1) Arastirmalarin yurt icinde ve Tirkge 6gretimi alaninda yapilmis olmasi,

2) Deneysel uygulamanin Tirkge derslerinde gercgeklestirilmis olmasi,

3) Calismalarin yari deneysel ya da deneysel olmasi,

4) Calismalarin yiksek lisans/doktora tezi ya da bilimsel makale niteligi tasimasi,

5) Uygulama kapsaminda deney grubundaki katilimcilara 4+1, 6+1 ya da yaratici yazma modelleri
kapsaminda yazma Ogretimi yapilirken kontrol grubundaki katilimcilara geleneksel yazma
Ogretimi yapilmasi,

6) Calismalarin 6rneklem biyilklGga, standart sapma ve aritmetik ortalama verilerini icermesi

Dahil edilme olgutlerini karsilayan 21 calismanin yazari/yazarlari, galismanin yapildigi yer, yayim tird,
metin turd, calismanin gergeklestirildigi 6gretim kademesi, ¢alismada 6ngorilen yazma yaklagimi ile
deney ve kontrol grubu olarak belirlenen gruplarin biiytkligi Tablo 1’de gosterilmistir:

Tablo 1.
Meta Analize Déhil Edilen Calismalara iliskin Betimsel Veriler
Calisma c 3 — = _
5 B 3 £ 8 r £
£E3 E_ £ 5§ E = = £ &
R g5 2 g W e & 8 8
o > > > B2 2 O X2 0O ™~ = = S
Ak, 2011 izmir T ST 0 23 23 46 YY
Bayat, 2014 Antalya M BM U 38 36 74 SOY Genel
Beydemir, 2010 Denizli T ST o] 27 26 53 YY
Dogan ve Mdildir, Ankara M HEM O 57 52 109 SOY Genel
2014
Erdogan ve Yangin, Trabzon M ST 0] 27.26 28 81 SOY Genel
2014
izdes, 2011 Ankara M HEM O 57 52 109 SOY Genel
Kaldirrm, 2014 Kitahya T ST 0 25 25 50 6+1
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Kapar Kuvang, izmir T ST 0 34 34 68 YY

2008

Karatay, 2011 Bati Karadeniz M ST U 128 113 241 4+1
Korkmaz, 2015 Gaziantep T ST 0 32 29 51 YY
Ozdemir, 2014 Ankara T ST U 31 31 62 6+1
Ozkara, 2007 Ankara T HEM 0 35 35 70 6+1
Oztiirk, 2007 Ankara T ST 0] 20 20 40 YY

Seban, 2012 Belirtilmemis M ST i 21 21 42 SOY Genel
Sever ve Memis, 2013  Zonguldak M ST i 28.28 25 81 SOY Genel
Sever, 2013 Zonguldak T ST i 28 25 53 SOY Genel
Sentirk, 2009 istanbul T BM 0] 35 35 70 4+1
Temizkan, 2011 Ankara M HEM U 30 30 60 YY
Tonyal, 2010 Dizce T ST (0] 20 20 40 YY

Ulper ve Uzun, 2009 Ankara M BM 0] 26 26 52 SOY Genel
Yilmaz ve Aklar, 2015 Hatay M ST 0] 40 45 85 4+1

Notlar.T=Tez, M=Makale; ST=Serbest tiir, BM=Bilgilendirici metin, HEM= Hikdye edici metin; i=ilkokul, O=Ortaokul, U=Universite;
YY=Yaratici yazma, SOY Genel=Siire¢ odakli yazma genel, 6+1=Fikirler, diizenleme, ifade bigimi, kelime segimi, cimle akiciligi, imla-
noktalama kurallari, sunum boyutlarini igeren analitik yazma ve degerlendirme modeli, 4+1=Hazirlik, Taslak/planlama, Gozden
gecirme/diizenleme/gelistirme, diizeltme, sunum/yayimlama/paylagma boyutlarini iceren planh yazma ve degerlendirme modeli

Kodlama Siireci ve Kodlama Giivenirligi

Meta analizde galismalarin kodlanmasi ve verilerin ana veri dosyasina girisinin yapilmasi énemli bir
asamadir (Cumming, 2012, s. 234). Bunun icin bir kodlama protokoliiniin gelistirilmesi gerekmektedir.
Lipsey ve Wilson’a (2000) gore bu kodlama protokoli, ¢calisma karakteristikleri (galisma tanimlayicilar)
bilgisinin yer aldigi bolim ve ¢alismanin deneysel bulgulari (etki buytklikleri) ile ilgili bilgilerin kodlandigi
b6lim olmak Uzere iki boyuttan olugsmalidir (Lipsey ve Wilson, 2000, s. 73).

Bu ¢alisma kapsaminda da s6z konusu bilgilere dayali olarak meta analize dahil edilecek ¢alismalarin
secilmesi ve bu calismalarda yer alan bilgilerin kayit altina alinmasi amaciyla arastirmaci tarafindan
kodlama formu gelistirilmis ve bu kodlama formu iki bélime ayrilmistir. Birinci bélimde calismanin adi,
calismanin yazari/yazarlan, c¢alismanin yayimlandigi yil, c¢alismanin vyapildigi yer, calismanin
gerceklestirildigi 6gretim diizeyi, uygulama siiresi, yayim tir{, uygulamada kullanilan yazma modeli ve
metin tlrd ile yazma asamalari yer alirken ikinci bélimde kontrol ve deney grubunun o6rneklem
bilyuklGgl, standart sapma ve aritmetik ortalama gibi istatistiksel bilgiler bulunmaktadir.

Kodlama surecinde kodlayici guvenirliginin de saglanmasi gerekmektedir. Kodlayici glivenirliginin
genellikle iki boyutu bulunmaktadir. Bunlardan birincisi tek bir kodlayicinin durumdan duruma
degismeyen tutarhhgi, ikincisi ise farkh kodlayicilar arasindaki tutarliliktir. Kodlayici givenirliginde
kodlanan ¢alismalarin bir alt 6rneklemi cikartilarak kodlayici ya da kodlayicilarin ¢alismalari tekrar
kodlamasi ve sonuglari karsilastirmasi saglanir. Tek bir kodlayicinin durumdan duruma degismeyen bir
sonug elde etmesi ve bu yolla glvenirligi saglamasi icin de orijinal kodlamaya referans yapilmaksizin
kodlayicinin zihninde taze olmayacag kadar yeterli zamanin gegmesi ve kodlayicinin galismalari tekrar
kodlamasi gerekmektedir. Kodlayicilar arasindaki giivenirlikte de benzer sekilde farkli kodlayicilarin ayni
calisma oOrneklemini birbirlerinin calismalarina referans yapmaksizin kodlamalari gerekmektedir.
Nispeten istikrarli bir gtvenirlik elde edebilmek icin, 50 veya daha fazla calismanin oldugu bir meta
analizde 20 veya daha fazla calismanin glvenirlik 6érneklemine alinmasi gerekmektedir. Kiigclik meta
analizlerde ise givenirlik kontroliinde tiim ¢alismalarin kullaniimasi gerekmektedir (Lipsey ve Wilson,
2000, s. 86). Birincil arastirma uygulamalarinda oldugu gibi arastirma sentezlerindeki gozlemci
hatalarinin da kodlayicilar arasindaki givenirligi belirleme yontemlerinin bir veya daha fazlasini kullanma
yoluyla ile -en azindan- kismen tahmin edilmesi mimkindir (Orwin ve Vevea, 2009. s. 184-185). Bu
hatalarin ve sansa bagli uzlasmalarin belirlenmesinde kullanilabilecek istatistiklerden biri de Cohen
Kappa istatistigidir (Orwin ve Vevea, 2009, s. 187). Cohen Kappa gtlivenirligin belirlenmesinde kullanilan
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ve uyumun sansa bagli olarak ortaya ¢ikan kismini diizelterek gergek uzlasma oranini sunan bir katsayidir
(Sim ve Wright, 2005). Bu dogrultuda meta analize dahil edilen ¢calismalar arasindan rastgele secilen 8
¢alisma ikinci bir kodlayici tarafindan kodlanmisg, ardindan iki bagimsiz kodlayici arasindaki uyumun
degerlendirilmesi amaciyla Cohen Kappa katsayisi (Cohen’s k) kullaniimistir. Yapilan hesaplamada Cohen
Kappa katsayisi k=0.84 olarak belirlenmistir. Bu oran Landis ve Koch (1977) siniflandirmasina gore
“neredeyse mikemmel uyum” olarak gosterilen .81-1 araliginda bulunmaktadir. Bunun yaninda kodlama
ici givenirligin saglanmasi amaciyla da arastirmaci meta analize dahil edilen ¢alismalarin tamamini ikinci
kere kodlamis ve ilk kodlamada eksik ya da yanls olarak kodlanan c¢alismalar belirlenerek gerekli
dizeltmeler yapilmistir.

Etki Biiyiikliigli ve Verilerin Analizi

“Manidarlk testi, karsilastirmalar ve parametre kestirimleri grup farkhlklarinin niteligini aydinlatma
konusunda yardimci olsa da bagimsiz degisken(ler) ve bagimh degisken(ler)in birbiriyle iliski derecesini
degerlendiremezler. Onemsiz sonuglari, pratik kullanisliligi varmis gibi yayinlamaktan kacinmak igin iliski
derecesinin degerlendirilmesi énemlidir” (Tabachnick ve Fidel, 2015, s. 54). Bu noktada iki degisken
arasindaki iliskinin bliylkligini yansitan bir indeks olan “etki blyiklGgi” terimi 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir.
Bu terim, “bir bagimsiz degiskenin dizeyleri ile iliskilendirilen bagimli degisken varyansi orantisini
yansitmaktadir. Etki blylkligu bagimsiz degiskenin diizeyleri ile ilgili bilgi sahibi olmak yoluyla
yordanabilirken bagimli degisken igindeki toplam varyans miktarini degerlendirmektedir” (Tabachnick ve
Fidel, 2015, s. 54).

Etki buyukligti meta analiz arastirmalarinin temel birimidir (Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins ve
Rothstein, 2013). Elde edilen etki blyikliklerinin yorumlanmasinda farkh arastirmacilarin ileri strdigi
etki buyukluk diizeyleri bulunmaktadir. Bu ¢alismada elde edilen etki buyuklik degerleri Cohen (1988)
tarafindan onerilen ol¢itlere dayal olarak yorumlanmis ve Cohen d’nin yanlihg dizeltilmis degerini
veren Hedge g indeksi (Borenstein vd., 2013, s. 27) ile ifade edilmistir. Buna gore, etki biyuklik
degerleri; 0.20 ve altindaysa kiglk (dislk); 0.20-0.80 arasindaysa orta; 0.80 ve bu degerin daha
Gstindeyse biyik (genis) dizeyde bir etki olarak yorumlanmistir. Elde edilen veriler Comprehensive
Meta Analysis v2.0 “CMA” istatistik programi kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. CMA, verilerin birgok tiri ile
calismaya imkan veren, bircok formatta genel etki blylkligi hesaplamalari ile alt grup analizleri ve
yayin yanliligi testleri yapilabilen bir meta analiz programidir (Borenstein vd, 2013, s. 372-375).

Arastirmanin Gegerligi ve Yayin Yanhhigi

Yayin yanhhg istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir sonucun elde edildigi ¢alismalarin bildirilmesinin ya da
yayimlanmasinin istatistiksel olarak 6nemsiz ya da anlamsiz bir ¢calismaya oranla daha muhtemel oldugu
dusincesinden hareketle var olan bir durumdur (Fragkos, Tsagris ve Frangos, 201, s. 3). Dolayisiyla yayin
yanlihginin potansiyel varligi bir meta analizin gecerligini tehdit eden en 6nemli unsur olarak
gorilmektedir (Sutton, 2009, s. 436).

Meta analizlerde vyayin yanhhginin Ustesinden gelebilmek icin iki istatistiksel islem tarQ
bulunmaktadir. Bunlardan birincisi yayin yanhhginin varligini belirleme ydntemleri, ikincisi ise yayin
yanhhginin etkisini degerlendirme yéntemleridir (Rothstein, Sutton ve Borenstein, 2005). Bu ¢alismada
arastirmanin yayin yanliliginin belirlenmesi amaciyla Huni Grafigi yonteminden, yayin yanliliginin
etkisinin degerlendirilmesi amaciyla ise Rosenthal’in Giivenli N Testi, Orwin’in Guvenli N Testi, Begg ve
Mazumdar Sira Korelasyonlari Testi ile Duval ve Tweedie Kes ve Ekle Yonteminden yararlaniimistir.

Huni grafigi: Huni grafigi (funnel plot) yayin yanhhgini belirlemede kullanilan en yaygin gorsel kontrol
yontemidir. Bu yontem daha kiguk calismalardan elde edilen arastirma sonuglarinin daha buyik
tesadifi hatasi olmasindan dolayi ortalama etki etrafinda daha genis bir alanda dagilim gosterecegi
varsayimina dayanmaktadir (Fragkos vd., 2014, s. 3). Calismaya ait huni grafigi su sekildedir:
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Funnel Plot of Standard Error by Hedges's g

Standard Error

Hedges's g

Sekil 2.Calisma Yanlihigini Gésteren Huni Grafigi

Sekil 1 incelendiginde grafigin sag ve sol yaninda bulunan etki blyiiklik degerlerinin simetrik bir
dagilim gosterdigi, ortalama etkinin her iki yaninda yer alan etki buyuklik degerlerinin ¢ok genis bir
alana sacilmadigi ve dengeli bir dagilima sahip oldugu anlasiimaktadir. Bu durum, meta analizde yayin
yanlihiginin bulunmadigini ve analizin, gecerligi yiksek sonuclar ortaya koydugunu gostermektedir.
Bunun yaninda Duval ve Tweedie’'nin Kes ve Ekle yontemi kullanilarak meta analiz kapsaminda
duzeltilmis genel etki bilylklGgli tahmini elde edilmistir. Buna gore dizeltilmis etki buyuklugu
g=0.9830larak hesaplanmis, huni grafiginin soluna bes calisma daha eklendiginde halihazirda kabul
edilebilir diizeyde olan asimetrikligin tamamiyla ortadan kalkacagi belirlenmistir.

Rosenthal’in Giivenli N Testi: Rosenthal’in Gilivenli N Testi meta analizlerdeki ortalama etki
buyuklGginu istatistiksel olarak anlamsiz dizeye getirmek igin gereken yayimlanmamis galismalarin
sayisini tahmin etmeyi amacglayan meta analiz kapsamindaki belki de en iyi bilinen istatistiklerden biridir
(Heene, 2010). Tablo 2’de meta analiz kapsaminda incelenen calismalarin yanhlik durumunu goésteren
Rosenthal’in Glvenli N Testi verileri yer almaktadir:

Tablo 2.
Meta Analizin Calisma Orneklemini Olusturan Yayinlarin Yanliik Durumunu Gésteren Rosenthal’in
Glivenli N Testi Verileri

incelenen Calismalar icin Z-degeri 21.67879
incelenen Calismalar icin p-degeri 0.00000*
Alfa 0.05000
Yon 2

Alfa igin Z-degeri 1.95996
incelenen calisma sayisi 21
Guvenli N (Fail-safe Number [FSN] 2549

*p<.05

Tablo 2’ye bakildiginda meta analiz sonucu elde edilen ortalama etki biyiklik degerinin anlamh
oldugu gorulmektedir. Bu anlamliligin ortadan kaldirilarak stirece dayali yazma yaklasimlarinin 6grenci
basari Gizerindeki etkisinin istatistiksel olarak anlamli olmayan dizeye getirilebilmesi icin etki blyuklGg
sifir olan 2549 ¢alismanin yapilmasi gerekmektedir.

Glvenli N sayisi, etki bliylkligu ve meta analizde hesaplanmak uzere birlestirilen galismalarin sayisi
(k) ile dogrudan iliskilidir. Gliveli N sayisi bir sonucun tolerans diizeyini tanimlamaktadir. Amacg Guvenli N
sayisini mimkiin oldugunca yliksek yapmak ve ideal olarak Rosenthal (1979) tarafindan énerilen 5k+10
alt sinir diizeyinin Gzerine gikarmaktir. Glvenli N sayisi ne kadar yiiksek olursa elde edilen sonuglarin
glvenilirligi de o kadar yuksek olacaktir (Ellis, 2010, s. 122). Tabloya bakildiginda Guvenli N sayisinin
2549 oldugu ve 5k+10 formilt kullanilarak hesaplanan 115 sayisinin oldukga Uzerinde oldugu
gorilmektedir. Bu durum, meta analiz sonucu elde edilen sonuglarin givenilir ve yayin yanhhgina karsi
direncli oldugunu géstermektedir.
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Orwin’in Giivenli N Testi: Orwin’in Guvenli N Testi arastirmacilara sadece kayip calismalarin etki
blyukluglini degil ayni zamanda kayip c¢alismalarin eklenmesiyle genel etki bliyukliglinliin azalacagi
spesifik etki biiyiikligii degerini de belirleme sansi veren bir testtir (Borenstein vd.’den aktaran Ustiin ve
Eryilmaz, 2014). Tablo 3’te Orwin’in Glvenli N Testi verileri yer almaktadir:

Tablo 3.
Meta-Analizin Calisma Orneklemini Olusturan Yayinlarin Yanllik Durumunu Gésteren Orwin’in Giivenli N
Testi Verileri

incelenen Calismalardaki Hedge g 1.2096

“Onemsiz” bir Hedge g icin dlgiit 0. 10000

Kayip Calismalar icin ortalama Hedge g 0. 00000

Hedge g degerini 0.1’in altina ¢ekmek 234

icin gereken Kayip Calisma Sayisi (FSN)

Tablo 3’te verilen Orwin’in Guvenli N Testi verilerine gore tesadifi etkiler modeline dayal olarak
belirlenen Hedge g=1.2096 etki blyklik degerinin, dnemsiz olarak belirlenen g=0.1 degerine inmesi igin
etki bliytklik degeri sifir olan 234 ¢alismaya ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir.

Begg ve Mazumdar Sira Korelasyonlari Testi: Begg ve Mazumdar Sira Korelasyonlari Testi yayin
yanhliginin en net sekilde anlasiimasini saglayan bir testtir (Dinger, 2014). Tablo 4’te Begg ve Mazumdar
Sira Korelasyonlari Testine iliskin veriler yer almaktadir:

Tablo 4.
Meta-Analizin Calisma Orneklemini Olusturan Yayinlarin Yanhlik Durumunu Gésteren Begg ve Mazumdar
Sira Korelasyonlari Testi

Kendall'in S istatistigi (P-Q) 63.00000

Kendall'in tau katsayisi  0.29665

(streklilik dizeltmesi yapilmis)

Tau icin z degeri 1.87221

p degeri 0.06

Begg ve Mazumdar Sira Korelasyonlari Testi, standardize edilmis etki bliylkligli ve bu etkilerin
varyanslari (veya standart hatalari) arasindaki sira korelasyonlarini (Kendall's Tau) rapor eden bir testtir.
Tau, sifir degerinin etki buyukligi ve kesinlik arasinda iliski olmadigini ve sifirdan sapmalarin ise bir
iliskinin var oldugunu gosterdigini ortaya koyan herhangi bir korelasyonla hemen hemen ayni sekilde
yorumlanabilir (Begg ve Mazumdar, 1994). Bu testte kullanilan Tau katsayinin 1’e yakin olmasi ve p
degerinin anlamh olmamasi yayin yanhhgin da olmadigini géstermektedir (Dinger, 2014). Buna gore
p=0.06 degeri meta analize dahil edilen ¢alismalarin yanl olmadigini ortaya koymaktadir.

Bulgular
Heterojenlik Testi

Meta analizde heterojenligin degerlendirilmesi énemli bir konudur clnkl gercek heterojenligin
yoklugu ve varhg (calismalar arasi degiskenlik) meta analizi yapan kisinin meta analitik veri tabanina
uygulayacagi istatistiksel modele karar vermesini etkilemektedir (Huedo-Medina vd., 2006). Meta analiz
calismalarinda sabit etki ve rastgele etkiler modeli olmak Gzere iki model bulunmaktadir. Sabit etki
modeli altinda tim c¢alismalar igin gercek etki blyiiklGgliniin ayni oldugu varsayilirken rastgele etkiler
modeli altindaki amag gercek etki baylklGgini degil etkilerin dagihm ortalamasini tahmin etmektir.
Rastgele etkiler modelinde, ¢ok kuglik agirliklari olmasina ragmen kuglik olgekli ¢alismalar, diger bir
galismanin tahmint etkisi hakkinda bilgi verebilecegi duslincesiyle iptal edilmez (Borenstein vd., 2013. s.
80-81). Bu calismada etki blyuklik degerlerinin sabit mi yoksa rastgele etkiler modeline dayali olarak mi
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yorumlanacagini belirlemek amaciyla heterojenlik testi yapilmistir. Tablo 5’te sabit etkiler modeli altinda
bu homojenlik/heterojenlik analizine yonelik verilere yer verilmektedir:

Tablo 5.

Sabit Etkiler Modeline Gére Calismalarin Etki Biiyiikliiklerine iliskin Bulgular

Ortalama Serbestlik Homojenlik  Ki-Kare Standart P Etki Bayakluga

Etki Derecesi Degeri (Q) Tablo Hata (SE) icin %95 Glven

Buyukligi (df) Degeri Araligi (ES, %95¢)

(9) (x2) AltSimir  Ust

(Min.) Sinir

(Max)

1.210 20 102.365 31.410 0.057 80.462 1.098 1.321

*Gézlenen etkideki toplam degisimin gergek heterojenlik orani

Tablo 5 incelendiginde Q degerinin 102.365 oldugu goérilmektedir. Bu deger ki kare tablosunda %95
anlamlilik dizeyi ve 20 serbestlik derecesi icin belirlenen 31.410 kritik degerinin oldukca Uzerindedir.
Bunun yaninda I° degerinin de 80.462 olarak hesaplandig goriilmektedir. Bu deger Higgins ve Thompson
(2002) tarafindan 6nerilen Izdeéerleri siniflamasinda yiiksek diizeyde heterojenlik olarak belirlenen %75
oraninin da Uzerindedir. Bu veriler, calismalar arasinda gergek anlamda bir heterojenligin oldugunu ve
etki buyukliklerinin tesadufi etkiler modeline gére yorumlanmasi gerektigini géstermektedir. Bunun
yaninda Borenstein vd. (2013, s. 86) calismalar yayimlanmis literatlirden elde edildigi zaman rastgele
etkiler modelinin kullanilmasinin daha uygun olacagini ileri sirmektedir. Bu ¢alismada da meta analize
dahil edilen calismalarin tamaminin yayimlanmis literatiirden olusmasi rastgele etkiler modelinin
kullanilmasinin gerekliligini ortaya koymaktadir.

Turkiye’deki Gniversitelerde yapilan yiksek lisans ve doktora tezleri ile bilimsel dergilerde yayimlanan
makalelerden elde edilen arastirma sonuglariyla sinirli olan bu meta analiz ¢alismasinda siire¢ odaklli
yazma yaklagimlarinin yazma becerilerinin gelistiriimesindeki 6nemi bilimsel verilere dayali olarak ele
alinmistir. incelenen galismalara ait etki biyikligl, standart hata ve varyans degerleri EK 1’de
verilmistir. Elde edilen etki bayuaklikleri, calismalarin heterojen oldugunun belirlenmesi lizerine rastgele
etkiler modeli esas alinarak birlestiriimis ve bulgular arastirmanin sorularina dayali olarak
yorumlanmistir.

Arastirmanin sorulari ve sorulara dayali olarak yapilan yorumlamalar su sekildedir:
1) Suire¢ odakli yazma modelleri 6grencilerin yazma bagari diizeylerini ne diizeyde etkilemektedir?

Calismada slire¢ odakli yazma yaklasimlarinin geleneksel yontemler karsisinda 6grencilerin yazma
basarilarini ne diizeyde etkilediginin belirlenmesi amaglanmaktadir. Stire¢ odakli yazma yaklasimlarinin
bagimsiz degisken olarak kullanildigi 21 calismaya yonelik genel etki biiytkligu ve bu etki blylklGgiinin
anlamlilik dizeyi ile ilgili bulgular Tablo 6’da verilmistir:

Tablo 6.
Rastgele Etkiler Modeline Gére Calismalarin Etki Biiyiikliiklerine iliskin Bulgular
Ortalama N Standart Hata  Varyans (v) Z p Etki Bayaklugi icin
Etki (SE) %95 Glven Aralig
Biyuklugi (ES, %95,)
(9) AltSinir  Ust
(Min.) Sinir
(Max)
1.308 21 0.132 0.017 9.906 0.000* 1.049 1.567
*p<.05
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Tablo 6’da rastgele etkiler modeline gore etki buyukliginin alt sinirinin %95 gliven araliginda
g=1.049; st sinirinin ise g=1.567 oldugu goérilmektedir. Ortalama etki blylkl{igi ise 0.132 standart hata
ile g=1.308 olarak hesaplanmistir. Calismalar arasinda gergek bir heterojenlik var oldugu igin rastgele
etkiler modeline gore yorumlanan etki biyikliklerine ait degerlerin istatistiksel olarak anlamli oldugu
(Z=9.906; p=,00) gorulmektedir. Bu veriler siire¢ odakli yazma modellerinin 6grencilerin yazma basari
dizeyleri Gizerinde genis diizeyde etkili oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir.

Sureg¢ odakh yazma yaklasimlarinin 6grencilerin yazma basari diizeyleri Gizerindeki etkisini belirlemek
amaciyla farkh arastirmacilar tarafindan yapilan meta analiz ¢alismalarinda ise etki blyikliik degerlerinin
bu calismada oldugu gibi biyiik degil; kiiciik ya da orta diizeyde oldugu sonucuna variimistir. Ornegin
Hillocks (1984) tarafindan yapilan kapsamli meta analizde siire¢ yaklasimlarinin &grencilerin yazma
basarilari lizerinde olumlu ydonde d=0.19'luk kiiglk bir etki biiyliklugline sahip oldugu belirtilmistir. Diger
bir ¢calismada Graham ve Perin (2007) slrece dayali yazma yaklasiminin bagimsiz degisken olarak
kullanildigi 21 c¢alismanin etki biylklik degerini d=0.32 olarak hesaplamistir. Bunun yaninda
ogretmenlerin  mesleki gelisimlerinde slre¢ odakli yazma yaklasimini kullanmalari durumunun
Ogrencilerin yazma kalitelerini orta dizeyde etkiledigi sonucuna varmislardir. Gillespie ve Graham (2014)
ise slirece dayali yazmanin 6grenme glicligli yasayan 6grenciler tarafindan dretilen yazilarin kalitesi
Uzerinde d=0.43’lik bir etki buyukligine sahip oldugunu ortaya koymuslardir. Ayrica planlama ve
gozden gecirme gibi yazma sireglerinin gelistirilmesi igin Ozel olarak planlamig islemlerin yalnizca
sistemli 6gretim verilmesi durumunda etkili oldugunu ileri sirmislerdir. Graham ve Sandmel (2011) de
yaptiklari calismada siire¢ odakli yazmanin 6grencilerin yazilarinin niteligine istatistiksel olarak anlamh
diizeyde olumlu etki ettigi, bu etkinin ise orta diizeyde (d=0.34) oldugunu ortaya koymuslardir. Baska bir
¢alismada Graham vd. (2012) sireg yaklasiminin deneysel miidahale olarak kullanildigi ¢calismalarin etki
blyUklGgini d=0.40 olarak hesaplamis olsalar da bu degerin, yaptiklari ara degisken analizinde
istatistiksel olarak anlamli olmadigi sonucuna varmislardir.

Bunun yaninda literatiirde bu ¢alismanin sonuglariyla ortismeyen meta analiz galismalari da yer
almaktadir (Graham ve Sandmel, 2011; Koster vd., 2015). Bu ¢alismalardan birini gergeklestiren Graham
ve Sandmel (2011) sire¢ odakh yazmanin 6grenme glicligl ceken risk altindaki 6grencilerin yazma
niteliklerinin gelistiriimesinde ve yazmaya yonelik motivasyonlarinin arttirilmasinda anlamli dizeyde
etkili olmadigini ileri sirmuslerdir. Bunun yaninda Koster vd. (2015) yaptiklari ¢calismada genel olarak
planlama, yazma ve gozden gegirerek dizeltme asamalarinin uygulandigi ve sirece dayali yazma
kapsaminda degerlendirilebilecek li¢ calismanin genel etki bliylikliglini g=-0.25 degeriyle negatif olarak
belirleyerek siirece dayall yazma miuidahalesinin 6grencilerin yazma basarisini arttirmadigi sonucuna
varmislardir. Bu durum, meta analize dahil edilen ¢alisma sayisinin oldukga sinirli olmasindan dolayi
sonuglarin sistematik farkliliklari ortaya cikarilabilme noktasinda yetersiz kalmasi, li¢c calismadan ikisinde
sire¢ yaklasiminin kontrol edilen degisken olmasi ve deney grubunda deneysel islem olarak daha etkili
bir yaklasimin uygulanmasi gibi nedenlere baglanmistir. Arastirmacilar calisma sonucunda sireg
yaklasiminin daha deneyimli yazarlara yapilan yazma 6gretiminde daha etkili oldugunu, baslangig
dizeyindeki yazarlar igin ise daha az uygun oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Genel olarak bakildiginda farkli
meta analizlerden elde edilen bulgularin biyuk ¢ogunlugunun birbiriyle ve bu g¢alisma sonuglariyla
ortustugu gorulmektedir. Ancak ayni konuda ve benzer amaclarla yapilan meta analiz galismalarindan
farkh olarak bu calismada siire¢ odakli yazma yaklasimlarinin 6grencilerin yazma basari dizeyleri
izerinde kiigik ya da orta degil genis diizeyde etkili oldugu sonucuna varilmistir.

2) Ogrencilerin yazma basari diizeyleri, 6grenim gérdiikleri 6gretim diizeylerine gére anlamli
diizeyde farkhlagmakta midir?

Ogretim diizeyi, herhangi bir deneysel islemin sonucunun farklilasmasina neden olan yordayici bir
degisken olabilmektedir. Bu degiskenin, yazma basarisini yordayan anlaml bir degisken olup olmadiginin
bilinmesinin, gerceklestirilmesi duslinilen uygulamalarin hangi 6gretim kademelerinde yogunlastiriimasi
gerektigine yonelik 6énemli bir veri kaynagi olabilecegi disliniiimektedir.Gergeklestirilen siire¢ odakh
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yazma uygulamalarinin farkli 6gretim dizeylerinde 6grenim gdéren Ogrencilerin yazma basarilarini ne
diizeyde etkiledigi ve bu etkinin anlamli olup olmadigina iliskin bulgular Tablo 7’de yer almaktadir:

Tablo 7.
Ogretim Diizeylerine gére Calismalarin Etki Biiyiikliiklerine iliskin Bulgular
Model %95 Giiven Araligi Serbestlik Heterojenlik Testi
(%95¢) Derecesi (df)
Rastgele Etkiler N Hedge g Alt Sinir Ust Sinir Q Degeri  pDegeri
Modeli
ilkokul 3 0.626 0.298 0.954
Ortaokul 4 0.991 0.715 1.267 2
Universite 14 1.539 1.206 1.872
Ara toplam 14.892 0.001*
"p<.0.5

Tablo 7 incelendiginde slire¢ odakh yazma modeli uygulamalarinin ilkokul, ortaokul ve Universite
olmak Uzere lg¢ 6gretim kademesinde yapildigi goriilmektedir. Bunlardan Universite, 14 calismayla en
fazla deneysel uygulamanin yapildigi 6gretim kademesi olurken bunu 4 calismayla ortaokul ve 3
calismayla ilkokul 6gretim kademeleri izlemektedir. Elde edilen etki bliylklik degerlerine bakildiginda,
tim ogretim kademelerindeki etkinin pozitif yonde oldugu gorilmektedir. Bunun yaninda,
gerceklestirilen uygulamalarin 6grencilerin yazma basarilari tGzerindeki etkisi Universite dizeyinde g=1.
539; ortaokul dizeyinde g=0.991 ve ilkokul diizeyinde g=0.626 olarak belirlenmistir. Bu degerler siireg
odakli yazma uygulamalarinin Universite ve ortaokul diizeyinde 6grenim goéren 6grencilerin yazma
basarilarini genis diizeyde, ilkokul 6grencilerinin yazma basarilarini ise orta diizeyde etkiledigini ortaya
koymaktadir. Ayrica tablodaki Qz=14.892 degerinin %2 tablosunda %95 anlamhlik diizeyinde 2 serbestlik
derecesiyle belirlenen 5.991 kritik degerinin tzerinde olmasi; etki biyukliklerinin ilkokul, ortaokul ve
Giniversite duzeylerine gore anlamh diizeyde farklilastigini géstermektedir.

Bu sonug cesitli meta analiz ¢alismalarinda elde edilen sonuglarla 6rtiismemektedir (Hillocks, 1986;
Graham ve Perin, 2007; Graham ve Sandmel, 2011). Bu ¢alismalardan birinde Hillocks (1986) etki
buyuklik degerlerinin sinif diizeylerine gore anlamli duzeyde farkhlastigini belirlemis ancak bu
¢alismanin aksine s6z konusu degerlerin ilkokul dizeyinden (iniversite dizeyine gidildikge anlamli
diizeyde diistiigiinii ortaya koymustur. Ote yandan Graham ve Perin (2007) 4-6 ve 7-12; Graham ve
Sandmel (2011) 1-6 ve 7-12 olarak ikiser kategori halinde inceledikleri 6gretim kademeleri arasinda etki
dizeyleri agisindan anlamli bir farklihk bulamamislardir.

3) Ogrencilerin yazma basan diizeyleri, uygulamada kullanilan siire¢ odakli yazma modellerine gore
anlamli diizeyde farklilagsmakta midir?

Sure¢ odakli yazma yaklagimlarina hiz veren anlayis temelde ayni olsa da uygulama agamalari,
gerceklestirilen etkinlikler ve siirecte o©ngorilen rollerle ilgili bolimlerde birtakim farkhiliklar
bulunmaktadir. Bu farkhliklar 4+1, 6+1 ve Yaratici Yazma gibi modellerin ortaya ¢ikmasini saglamistir. Bu
modellerin yazma basarisi Gzerindeki etkilerinin karsilastiriimasi ve model sec¢iminin, elde edilen genel
etki biyukliakleriniyordayan anlamli bir degisken olup olmadiginin belirlenmesi amaciyla yapilan analize
iliskin bulgular Tablo 8’de verilmektedir:
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Tablo 8.
Yazma Modellerine gére Calismalarin Etki Biiyiikliiklerine lliskin Bulgular
Model %95 Gliven Araligi Serbestlik Heterojenlik testi
(%95¢) derecesi (df)
Rastgele Etkiler N Hedge g Alt Sinir Ust Sinir Qdegeri p
Modeli degeri
4+1 3 1.224 0.326 2.122
6+1 3 1.397 1.035 1.759 3
SOY Genel* 8 1.271 0.819 1.723
Yaratici yazma 7 1.354 0.919 1.789
Ara toplam 0.252 0.969

**S0Y Genel: Ozel bir model olarak belirtilmeyen, siire¢ odakli yazma modeli bashgini tasiyan ya da igerik itibariyla siire¢ odakli
yazma modellerinin agsamalarini iceren modeller

Tablo 8 incelendiginde en fazla uygulamanin sekiz ¢calismayla siire¢ odakli yazma modellerinden SOY
Genel (6zel bir model olarak belirtiimeyen, stre¢ odakh yazma modeli bashgini tasiyan ya da igerik
itibariyla stire¢ odakli yazma modellerinin agsamalarini iceren modeller) modelinde yapildigi, bunu yedi
¢alismayla yaratici yazma ve (ger ¢alismayla 4+1 ile 6+1 yazma modellerinin izledigi gorilmektedir.
Tabloda etki buyukliklerinin 6+1 modelinde g=1.397; yaratici yazma modelinde g=1.354; SOY Genel’de
g=1.271 ve 4+1 modelinde g=1.224 degerleriyle pozitif yonde ve birbirine olduk¢a yakin oldugu ortaya
konulmaktadir. Dort model de 6grencilerin yazma basarilari Gizerinde genis diizeyde bir etkiye sahiptir.
Tabloda yer alan Q3=0.252 degerinin ¢2 tablosunda %95 anlamlilik diizeyinde 3 serbestlik derecesiyle
belirlenen 7.815 kritik degerinin altinda olmasi etki buyukliklerinin yazma modellerine gore anlamli
dizeyde farklilasmadigini ortaya koymaktadir.

4) Ogrencilerin yazma basarn diizeyleri, uygulama siiresine (saat) gore anlamli diizeyde
farklilasmakta midir?

Sureg odakl yazma yaklagimlarinin kullanildigi deneysel ¢alismalarda 6ngoriilen uygulama sireleri
farkhhik gostermektedir. Uygulama siiresinin, etki blylklik degerlerini farkhlastirici bir etkisinin olup
olmadigini ortaya koymak amaciyla yapilan ara degisken analizine yonelik bulgular Tablo 9'da
verilmektedir:

Tablo 9.
Uygulama Siiresine (saat) gére Calismalarin Etki Biiyiikliiklerine iliskin Bulgular
Model %95 Giiven Araligi Serbestlik Heterojenlik testi
(%95¢)) derecesi (df)
Rastgele Etkiler N Hedge g Alt Sinir Ust Sinir Qdegeri p
Modeli degeri
14-18 2 1.461 0.798 2.123
19-23 7 1.013 0.559 1.466 4
24-28 8 1.510 1.039 1.982
29-33 2 1.825 1.509 2.141
33 ve fazlasi 2 1.038 0.059 2.017
Ara toplam 9.341 0.053

Tablo 9 incelendiginde sekiz calismada 24-28 saat; 7 calismada 19-23 saat uygulama yapildig
gorilmektedir. 14-18; 29-33 ve 33 ve lizeri saat uygulama yapilan ikiser ¢alisma bulunmaktadir. Etki
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blyiklik degerlerine bakildiginda ise en yiiksek etki blyukliglinin g=1.825 ile 29-33 saat uygulama
yapilan ¢alismalardan; en dislik degerin ise g=1.013 ile 19-23 saat uygulama yapilan calismalardan elde
edildigi goriulmektedir. Yine etki buyuklik degerlerine bakildiginda tiim degerlerin pozitif ve genis
diizeyde oldugu gorilmektedir. Bunun yaninda Q=9.341 degerinin ¥2 tablosunda %95 anlamlilik
diizeyinde 4 serbestlik derecesiyle belirlenen 9.488 kritik degerinin altinda olmasi etki biytkliklerinin
uygulama sirelerine (saat) gore anlamli diizeyde farklilasmadigini géstermektedir. Bu veriler, uygulama
slresinin artmasi ve azalmasi durumunun yazma basarisini anlamli dizeyde etkilemedigi seklinde
yorumlanabilir.

Bu sonug Hillocks (1986) tarafindan yapilan meta analizin sonucuyla 6rtiismektedir. Hillocks (1986)
meta analiz kapsaminda inceledigi ¢alismalardaki uygulama surelerini hafta bazinda gruplandirarak ikili
karsilagtirmalar yapmistir. Bu karsilastirmalar sonucunda 13 haftadan az ve fazla siiren galismalardan
elde edilen etki buytklikleri arasinda bir fark olmadigi gibi 17 haftadan az ve fazla siiren ¢alismalardaki
etki blyuklikleri arasinda da bir fark olmadigini ortaya koymustur.

5) Ogrencilerin yazma basari diizeyleri, uygulamada kullanilan metin tiiriine (bilgilendirici, hikaye
edici, serbest tiir) gore anlamh diizeyde farklilagmakta midir?

Meta analiz kapsaminda incelenen galismalarda 6grencilerin yazma basarilar,bilgilendirici ve hikaye
edici metin ile 6grencinin yazma konusunda herhangi bir tiirle sinirlanmadigi serbest tir olmak (izere (g
tur Gzerinden belirlenmeye calisiimistir. Bazi ¢alismalarda yalnizca bilgilendirici veya hikaye edici metin
calismalari yaptiriirken bazilarinda iki tirden de yararlanilmistir. Bu metin tirlerine gore etki
biyuakliklerinin farkhlasma durumunu belirlemeye yonelik olarak yapilan ara degisken analizinden elde
edilen bulgular Tablo 10’da verilmektedir:

Tablo 10.
Metin Tiiriine gére Calismalarin Etki Biiytkliiklerine Iliskin Bulgular
Model %95 Giiven Araligi Serbestlik Heterojenlik testi
(%95¢)) derecesi (df)
Rastgele Etkiler N Hedge g Alt Sinir Ust Sinir Qdegeri p
Modeli degeri
Bilgilendirici 3 1.870 0.736 3.003
Hikaye edici 4 1.521 1.164 1.877 )
Serbest tur 14 1.132 0.846 1.419
Ara toplam 3.754 0.153

Tablo 10 incelendiginde siire¢ odakh yazma uygulamalarinin yazma basarisina etkisinin arastirildigi
calismalarda genellikle serbest tiriin tercih edildigi (n=14), hikaye edici ve bilgilendirici metinlerin ise
gorece daha dusulk sayida tercih edildigi (sirasiyla n=4; n=3) gorilmektedir. Bununla birlikte slire¢ odakli
yazma uygulamalarinin bilgilendirici metin yazma basarisi Gzerindeki etkisi g=1.870; hikaye edici metin
yazma basarisi lzerindeki etkisi g=1.521; serbest tiirde metin yazma basarisi lizerindeki etkisi ise
g=1.132 olarak belirlenmistir. Tum bu degerler siire¢ odakl yazma uygulamalarinin her Ug tirdeki yazma
basarisi lizerinde de genis diizeyde etkili oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Etki bliytklik degeri bilgilendirici
metin turiinde daha fazla olsa da bu durum Qg=3.754 degerinin x2 tablosunda %95 anlamlilik diizeyinde
2 serbestlik derecesiyle belirlenen 5.991 kritik degerinin altinda olmasi nedeniyle istatistiksel olarak
anlamh bulunmamistir. Baska bir deyisle etki blylklik degerleri siire¢ odakh yazma 6gretiminde
kullanilan metin tiriine (bilgilendirici, hikaye edici, serbest tiir) gére anlamli sekilde farklilasmamaktadir.

Bu sonug¢ Graham ve Perin (2007) ve Graham ve Sandmel (2011) tarafindan yapilan meta analiz
cahismalarinin sonuglariyla benzerlik gostermektedir. Nitekim Graham ve Perin (2007) yaptiklari
calismada elde ettikleri etki buytklik degerlerinin, hikaye edici ve agiklayici (bilgilendirici) olmak Gzere
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iki kategoride ele aldiklari metin tirlerine gore; Graham ve Sandmel (2011) ise hikdye edici, agiklayici,
ikna edici ve serbest tiir olarak kategorize ettikleri metin tlrlerine gére anlamli diizeyde farkhlasmadigini
ortaya koymaktadirlar.

6) Calismalardan elde edilen etki biyiiklik degerleri, uygulamanin raporlastirildigi yayimin tiiriine
(tez, makale) gére anlamli diizeyde farklilagmakta midir?

Tez ve makale bilimsel siire¢ olarak benzerlik gosterse de uygulama, degerlendirme siresi,sekil ve
kapsam gibi yonlerle birbirinden ayrilabilir. Bunun, yapilan uygulama sonrasinda elde edilen etki
biyuklik degerlerinin farklilasmasina neden olan bir durum olup olmadiginin belirlenmesi amaciyla ara
degisken analizi yapilmis ve elde edilen bulgular Tablo 11’de verilmistir:

Tablo 11.

Yayim Tiiriine gére Calismalarin Etki Biiyiikliiklerine iliskin Bulgular

Model %95 Giiven Araligi Serbestlik Heterojenlik testi
(%95)) derecesi (df)

Rastgele Etkiler N Hedge g Alt Sinir Ust Sinir Qdegeri p

Modeli degeri

Makale 10 1.178 0.809 1.547

Tez 11 1.434 1.077 1.791

Ara toplam 1 0.955 0.328

Tablo 11’e bakildiginda meta analiz kapsaminda incelenen 11 tezde uygulanan deneysel islem
kapsaminda elde edilen genel etki biyiklik degeri g=1.434 iken 10 makaleden elde edilen deger
g=1.178 olarak hesaplanmistir. Goruldiigu Uzere her iki deger de pozitif yonde ve genis bir etki
buyikligidur. Bunun yaninda Qg=0.955 degerinin 2 tablosunda %95 anlamlilik diizeyinde 1 serbestlik
derecesiyle belirlenen 3.841 kritik degerinin altinda olmasi, elde edilen etki biyilklik degerlerinin
uygulamanin rapor edildigi yayimin tirine (tez veya makale) gére anlamh sekilde farkhlasmadigini
ortaya koymaktadir. Baska bir deyisle calismanin makale ya da tez olarak yayimlanmasi etki buyuklGgini
istatistiksel olarak anlamli diizeyde etkilememektedir.

Bu sonug Graham ve Perin (2007) tarafindan yapilan ve etki blylklik degerlerinin yayim kaynagina
gore anlamli dizeyde farklilik géstermedigi sonucuna varilan meta analiz galismasinin sonuglariyla
ortlismektedir. S6z konusu calismada dergi disindaki kaynaklarda (tez, kitap, rapor ve konferans
sunumu) yayimlanan ¢alismalardan elde edilen etki biylklik degerleri ile bilimsel dergilerde yayimlanan
makalelerde rapor edilen etki blylklik degerleri arasinda anlamh bir farkhlik olmadigi sonucuna
varilmistir.

7) Siire¢ odakl yazma yaklagimlari; planlama, imla, sunum, ciimle akicihgy, fikirler, tslup,
organizasyon ve kelime segimi boyutlarinda 6grencilerin yazma basari diizeylerini ne diizeyde
etkilemektedir?

Gergeklestirilen uygulamalarin, sire¢ odakh yazma yaklasimlarinda 6nemli olan asamalarin
hangilerinde ne dizeyde bir etkiye sahip oldugunun belirlenmesi amaciyla yapilan analizin sonuglari
Tablo 12’'de verilmistir:
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Tablo 12.
Yazma Asamalarina gére Calismalarin Etki Biiyiikliiklerine fliskin Bulgular
= std. © Etki Biiyiikliigii icin P
— 'g G ’g" Hata %95 Giiven Aralig (ES, degeri
2 .= ¢ % a (SE) %95¢)
0 X o O o
s W5 9 x 2
© e X o
: = Lot m
§ES % 2 v AltSimir  Ust Sinir
g5 2. E_ =g (Min.) (Max)
cad & 8 ¢
Cimle akicilhgr  SEM 1.008 2 5110 5.991 0.157 60.861 0.701 1.315 0.078
Fikirler SEM 0930 2 2913 5.991 0.155 31.347 0.627 1.234 0.233
imla SEM 1.178 3 7.723 7.815 0.136 61.157 0.912 1.445 0.052
Kelime secimi  SEM 0.838 2 1.722 5.991 0.153 0.000 0.538 1.138 0.423
Organizasyon  SEM 0.876 2 2.086 5.991 0.154 4.117 0.575 1.178 0.352
Sunum SEM 1.014 2 2559 5991 0.156 21.830 0.707 1.320 0.278
Uslup REM 0918 3 3186 7.815 0.439 90.586 0.057 1.779 0.000*
8
Planlama REM 1338 2 6640 5.991 0.919 96.988 -0.463  3.138 0.000*
1

Tablo 12’de sire¢ odakh yazma modellerinin farkli asamalarindaki yazma basarisinin rapor edildigi
birincil calismalardan elde edilen etki bliytklik degerleri goriilmektedir. Bu etki buyiklik degerlerine
bakildiginda siire¢ odakli yazma uygulamalarinin sekiz boyutta da 6grencilerin yazma basarilarini genis
diizeyde ve pozitif anlamda etkiledigi gériilmektedir. incelenen 21 ¢alismanin iigiinde siire¢ odakli yazma
uygulamalarinin 6grencilerin yazilarini planlama basarilarini etkileme durumlari rapor edilmistir. Bu (g
¢alismanin dahil edildigi meta analiz kapsaminda ortalama etki buyuklik degeri Qz=66.401 degerinin %2
tablosunda %95 anlamhlik duzeyinde 2 serbestlik derecesiyle belirlenen 5.991 kritik degerinin oldukga
Gizerinde oldugundan ve p<.05 sarti saglandigindan calismalar arasinda heterojenlik oldugu belirlenmis
ve sonuglar rastgele etkiler modeline gore yorumlanmistir. Rastgele etkiler modeline goére yapilan
hesaplamada Hedge g=1.338 olarak belirlenmistir. Bu deger, slire¢ odakli yazma uygulamalarinin yazma
basarisini en genis diizeyde etkiledigi boyutun “planlama” boyutu oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir.

Bunun yaninda, incelenen 21 galismanin dordiinde siire¢ odakli yazma uygulamalarinin 6grencilerin
yazilarindaki imla basarilarini etkileme durumlari rapor edilmistir. Qg=7.723 degerinin %2 tablosunda
%95 anlamhlik dizeyinde 3 serbestlik derecesiyle belirlenen 7.815 kritik degerinin altinda ve p<.05
olmasi sonuglarin sabit etkiler modeline gére yorumlanmasi gerekliligini beraberinde getirmistir. Sabit
etkiler modeline gore yapilan hesaplamada elde edilen Hedge g=1.178 degeri sire¢ odakli yazma
uygulamalarinin yazma basarisini “imla” boyutunda genis dizeyde etkiledigini ortaya koymaktadir. Tablo
12'de sure¢ odakh yazma uygulamalarinin 6grencilerin yazilarindaki sunum basarilarini etkileme
durumlari da goérulmektedir. Tabloda goriilen Qp=2.559 degeri x2 tablosunda %95 anlamlilik diizeyinde
2 serbestlik derecesiyle belirlenen 5.991 kritik degerinin altinda ve p<.05 oldugundan sonuglar sabit
etkiler modeline gore yorumlanmistir. Yapilan hesaplamada elde edilen Hedge g=1.014 degeri siireg
odakli yazma uygulamalarinin yazma basarisini “sunum” boyutunda da genis diizeyde etkiledigini ortaya
koymaktadir. Bunun yaninda 21 c¢alismanin Uglinde siire¢ odakli yazma uygulamalarinin 6grencilerin
kompozisyonlarindaki climlelerin akicihigini etkileme durumlari arastiriimistir. Tabloda gortldigi Gizere
Qp=7.723 degeri 2 tablosunda %95 anlamlilik diizeyinde 2 serbestlik derecesiyle belirlenen 5.991 kritik
degerinin altinda oldugundan sonuglar sabit etkiler modeline gore yorumlanmigtir. Sabit etkiler
modeline gbére dayali olarak yapilan hesaplamada etki buyiklik degeri Hedge g=1.008 olarak
belirlenmistir. Bu deger siire¢ odakli yazma uygulamalarinin yazma basarisini “ciimle akiciligi” boyutunda
da genis diizeyde etkiledigini gostermektedir. “Fikirler” boyutuna bakildiginda da Q=2.913 degerinin %2
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tablosunda %95 anlamhlk dizeyinde 2 serbestlik derecesiyle belirlenen 5.991 kritik degerinin yine
altinda oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu nedenle sabit etkiler modeline gore yapilan hesaplamada Hedge
g=0.930 olarak belirlenmistir. Bu deger siuire¢ odakli yazma uygulamalarinin yazma basarisini “sunum”
boyutunda da genis dizeyde etkiledigini gostermektedir. Calismalarin doérdinde ise s6z konusu
uygulamalarin Gslup boyutundaki etkisi arastirilmistir. Bu ¢alismalarda yer alan istatistiki verilere dayall
olarak yapilan hesaplama sonucunda elde edilen etki biyuklik degerleri, Qz=31.868 degerinin 2
tablosunda %95 anlamlilik diizeyinde 3 serbestlik derecesiyle belirlenen 7.815 kritik degerinin lzerinde
olmasi nedeniyle rastgele etkiler modeline gére yorumlanmistir. Rastgele etkiler modeline gore yapilan
yorumlamada elde edilen Hedge g=0.918 degeri siire¢ odakli yazma uygulamalarinin yazma basarisini
“UGslup” boyutunda genis diizeyde etkiledigini ortaya koymaktadir.

Tabloda ayrica sire¢ odakh yazma uygulamalarinin 6grencilerin yazilarindaki organizasyon
basarilarini etkileme durumlari goérilmektedir. Tabloda yer alan Qg=2.086 degeri ¥2 tablosunda %95
anlamliik duzeyinde 2 serbestlik derecesiyle belirlenen 5.991 kritik degerinin altinda ve p<.05
oldugundan sonuglar sabit etkiler modeline gore yorumlanmistir. Yapilan hesaplamada elde edilen
Hedge g=0.876 degeri siire¢ odakli yazma uygulamalarinin yazma basarisini “organizasyon” boyutunda
da genis dlizeyde etkiledigini gostermektedir.

Son olarak “kelime seg¢imi” boyutuna iliskin olarak tabloda yer alan Qg=1.722 degerinin y2
tablosunda %95 anlamlilik dizeyinde 2 serbestlik derecesiyle belirlenen 5.991 kritik degerinin altinda
oldugu ve sonuglarin sabit etkiler modeline gére yorumlanmasi gerektigi anlasiimaktadir. Sabit etkiler
modeline gore dayali olarak yapilan hesaplamada etki buyiklik degeri Hedge g¢=0.838 olarak
belirlenmistir. Bu deger sire¢ odakl yazma uygulamalarinin yazma basarisini “kelime se¢imi” boyutunda
da genis dizeyde etkiledigini gostermektedir.

Goruldagl Gzere sire¢ odakl yazma yaklagimlarinin 6grencilerin yazma basari dizeylerini en st
dizeyde etkiledigi asama “planlama” asamasidir. Yapilan arastirmalar yazili anlatimi gelistirmede 6n
hazirligin olduk¢a 6nemli oldugunu, buna ragmen 6grencilerin en ¢ok zorlandiklari ve hata yaptiklari
alanin yazilarini planlama asamasi oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir (Arici, 2008;Teksan, 2001). Bu noktada
siire¢ odakh yazma yaklasimlarinin 6grencilerin yazma 6ncesi asamada -6zellikle planlama boyutunda-
yasadiklari zorluklarin Ustesinden gelebilmelerinde oldukga islevsel ve etkili bir yaklasim oldugunu
soylemek mumkiindr.

Sonug ve Oneriler

Nitelikli bir yazma Ogretiminin nasil olmasi gerektigi sorusu ana dil 6gretimi sahasinda
tartisilagelen bir konudur. Bu tartismanin odak noktasini yazma egitiminin amacinin Griin mi yoksa
sirec icerisinde gelistirilmesi beklenen zihinsel, dilsel ve sosyal beceriler mi oldugu sorusuna verilen
yanitlar olusturmaktadir. Bilissel ve st bilissel farkindaliga, 6grenen 6zerkligine, motivasyona, bireysel
farkhliklara, sosyal gelisime ve is birlikli grenmeye 6nem veren 21. yizyil dil 6gretimi uygulamalarinda
diger dil becerilerinde oldugu gibi yazma becerisinin gelisiminde de siirecin en az {riin kadar énemli
oldugu savunulmaktadir. Bu nedenle sure¢ odakli yaklagimlarda, yazma yeterliligini 6grencilerin birtakim
teknik bilgileri 6grenmesi ile sinirlandiran geleneksel Grin odakli yaklasima karsi ¢ikilmaktadir. Bu
dogrultuda yapilan bircok arastirmada da bu anlayisi destekleyici nitelikte bulgulara ulasilmakta ve siireg
odakli yaklasima dayali olarak gerceklestirilen yazma 06gretiminin 6grencilerin yazma basarilarini
arttirdig sonucuna varilmaktadir (Ozkara, 2007; Sentiirk, 2009; Karatay, 2011; Sever, 2013; Kaldirim,
2014; Yilmaz ve Aklar, 2015). Bu baglamda arastirma, bireysel arastirmalardan elde edilen bu sonuglarin
sentezlenmesi ve siire¢ odakli yazma yaklasimlarinin geleneksel Grin odakli yazma yaklasimi karsisindaki
etkililiginin belirlenmesi amaciyla gergeklestirilmistir. Bu amacla gergeklestirilen g¢alisma sonucunda
meta analize dahil edilen 21 calismanin etki buyukligu g¢g=1.303; dizeltilmis etki buyukligu ise
g=0.9830larak hesaplanmistir. Ogrencilerin yazma basari diizeyleri tizerindeki etkinin en fazla oldugu
sire¢ odakli yazma modeli g=1.397 ile 6+1 analitik yazma ve degerlendirme modeli olurken diger bir
sire¢ odakh yazma modeli olan 4+1 planli yazma ve degerlendirme modelinin etki buyiklik degeri
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g=1.224 olarak saptanmistir. Bunun yaninda yaratici yazma modelinin etki bliytklik degeri g=1.354;
“SOY Genel” olarak kisaltilan ve 6zel bir model olarak belirtilmese de icerik itibariyla siire¢ odakli yazma
modellerinin asamalarinin takip edildigi modellerin etki buyuklik degeri ise g=1.271 olarak
belirlenmistir. Bu bulgu, slire¢ odakli yazma yaklasimlarinin 6grencilerin yazma basari diizeyleri tizerinde
olumlu yonde buyik bir etkisinin oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir.

Meta analizin diger alt amaglarina dayali olarak gergeklestirilen ara degisken analizinin
sonucuna gore slre¢ odakli yazma uygulamalarinin siiresinin yazma basari dizeyi lzerinde anlamli
diizeyde etkili olmadigi belirlenmistir. Bunun yaninda elde edilen sonuglar, etki blyuklik degerlerinin
sure¢ odakl yazma 6gretiminde kullanilan metin tirine (bilgilendirici, hikdye edici, serbest tiir) gore
anlamli sekilde farklilasmadigini gostermektedir.Elde edilen sonuglar ¢alismanin makale ya da tez olarak
yayimlanmasi durumunun etki blytkliginu istatistiksel olarak anlamh diizeyde etkilemedigini de ortaya
koymaktadir.

Arastirma sonuglari sire¢ odakh yazma yaklasimlarinin farklh 6gretim kademelerinde farkli
dizeylerde etkili oldugunu ve 6gretim kademeleri arasindaki bu farkhiligin anlamli oldugunu ortaya
koymaktadir. Buna gore streg odakli yazma yaklagimlari Gniversite ve ortaokul diizeyinde 6grenim goren
Ogrencilerin yazma basarilarini genis diizeyde etkilerken ilkokul 6grencilerinin yazma basarilarini orta
diizeyde etkilemektedir.

Calisma kapsaminda siire¢ odakli yazma uygulamalarinin yazmanin farklh boyutlarina olan etkisi
de arastinlmistir. Arastirma sonucunda slre¢ odakli yazma uygulamalarinin meta analize dahil edilen
sekiz boyutta da 6grencilerin yazma basarilarini genis diizeyde ve olumlu yonde etkiledigi belirlenmistir.
Bu sekiz boyuttaki etki buyuklikleri ise sirasiyla su sekildedir: planlama (g=1.338); imla (g=1.178); sunum
(g=1.014); cumle akicihgi (g=1.008); fikirler (g=0.930), Uslup (g=0.918), organizasyon (g=0.876) ve kelime
secimi (g=0.838).

Sure¢ odakli yazma yaklasimi; asamalari, igerigi ve uygulama teknikleri ile yazmanin tim
sureclerinin 6nemsendigi, tutarli ve istikrarh bir planlamaya dayali olarak uygulandigi takdirde istendik
o6grenme ciktilarina ulasiimasina katki saglayacak bir yazma yaklasimidir. Bu noktada siire¢ odakh yazma
yaklasimlarina dayal olarak gerceklestirilen uygulamalarda sinif ici ve disindaki 6grenme 06gretme
etkinliklerinin 6grencilerin yazma ihtiyaglarini ve yazmaya yonelik beklentilerini karsilayacak nitelikte
olmasi 6nem arz etmektedir. Bunun yaninda yazma becerilerinin gelistirilmesi icin 6gretim zamaninin iyi
planlanmasi ve siire¢ boyunca gelistiriimesi amaglanan alt beceri ve yeterliliklerin net bir sekilde
tanimlanmasi gerekmektedir. Ozellikle de tanimlama siirecinde yazma amaglarina ve hedef kitlenin
ozelliklerine uygun olarak gelistirilmis 6lgcme araclarinin kullanilmasi 6nemlidir. Ogrenme &gretme
surecindeki uygulamalarin etkililiginin ve islevselliginin degerlendirilmesi, 6grencilerin yazma beceri
dizeylerinin gelisiminin izlenmesi ve degerlendirmenin de slire¢ odakh yapilmasi Gzerinde titizlikle
durulmasi gereken hususlar olmalidir. Ogrencilerin de siirecin icinde yer alacagi bir ¢oklu degerlendirme
anlayisi benimsenmelidir.

Meta-analizlerin amaglarindan biri, ihtiya¢ duyulan ya da eksikligi ortaya konulan alanlari
belirleyerek sonraki arastirmalara kaynaklik etmektir (Oswald ve Plonsky, 2010). Bu arastirmanin da
alanda yapilacak olan calismalara pedagojik ve kuramsal bir alt yapi saglayacagi disliniilmektedir.
Yapilacak calismalarda yazma lizerinde yordayici etkisi olabilecek yas, egitim dizeyi, cinsiyet, kitap
okuma sikhgi, akademik basari gibi degiskenlerin genel etkisi incelenebilir. Bunun yaninda Tirkce dersi
o6gretim programlarinda da silire¢ temelli yazma asamalarina gore olusturulmus etkinliklere ve bu
etkinliklerin uygulama adimlarina daha ayrintih olarak yer verilmesi, deneysel c¢alismalarda belli bir
standardin  olusturulmasini  ve sonuglarin daha givenilir bir sekilde degerlendirebilmesini
kolaylastiracaktir.

Sinirhihiklar

Ozellikle yurt ici literatiirde cesitli yazma yéntem ve tekniklerinin 6grencilerin yazma basarilarini
etkileme dizeylerini belirlemeye yonelik deneysel arastirmalarin sinirli olmasi, yapilacak meta analiz
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¢alismalarinin genellenebilirligini tehdit eden bir unsurdur. Bu agidan bakildiginda daha genis kapsamh
meta analiz ¢alismalarinin gerceklestirilebilmesi i¢cin yontemsel ve niteliksel olarak kabul edilebilir
diizeyde olan ve istatistiki agidan yorumlanabilecek bulgularin elde edildigi calismalara ihtiyag
duyulmaktadir. Meta analiz kapsaminda incelenen calismalar genel olarak incelendiginde calismalarin
blylk ¢ogunlugundason testin sonrasinda kalicilik testinin yapiimadigi goriilmektedir. Kalicilik testinin
yapilmadigi deneysel c¢alismalardan elde edilen sonuglar, deneysel miidahalenin gercek etkililigi
hakkinda yaniltici sonuglar verebilmektedir. Ozellikle yazma becerisinin gelisiminin siireklilik arz eden
yapisi ve 6grenilen bilginin beceriye doniismesinin kisa vadedeki zorlugu diisiintldiiginde bu becerinin
kalicilliginin da test edilmesi gerekliligi ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Bu durum arastirma sonuglarinin, yayin
yanhhgina olan direncini diigtirebilir. Bunun yaninda kategorik degiskenlerin sayisal olarak dengeli bir
dagihma sahip olmamasi (6rnegin Universite diizeyinde daha fazla ¢alisma yapilirkenilkokul ve ortaokul
dizeylerinde yapilan calismalarin az olmasi) yapilan ara degisken analizinin sonuglarini etkilemis ve
gecici sonugclar ortaya koymus olabilir. Bunun yaninda incelenen deneysel ¢alismalardaki istatistiksel
verilerin slire¢ odakli yazmanin asamalarina gore ayri ayri rapor edilmemisti. Bu nedenle ¢alismada siireg
odakli yazma asamalarina gore bir ara degisken analizi yapilamamis ve yalnizca ¢alismalarin genel etki
bilyUklGgu degerlerine yer verilmistir. Bu da arastirmanin diger bir sinirliigini olusturmaktadir.
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Appendices

Appendix 1. The distribution of upper and lower limit values for effect sizes in 95% confidence interval
according to random effect size model for the difference between winsorized mean and standardized
mean, Hedge’s g effect size index, standard error, variance and p values belonging to the experimental
studies which examines the effect of process-based writing models on students’ writing success

Meta analysis of witing models
Study name Statistics for each study Hedges's g and 95% Cl
Hedges's Standard Lower Upper
g error Variance limit limit Z-Valuep-Value
Ak 2011 1317 0321 0103 0689 1,946 4,108 0,000
Bayat, 2014 0838 0240 0,058 0,367 13309 3489 0,000
Beydemir, 2010 0,737 0280 0,078 0,188 1,285 2,631 0,009

Dodan & Mildiir, 2014 1,812 0,227 0,051 1,368 2,256 7,999 0,000
Erdodan & Yangyn, 2014511 0,302 0,091 0,918 2,104 4,996 0,000

‘|'|"|'+

Vaep, 2011 1812 0227 0051 1368 2256 7999 0000
Kaldjym, 2014 1806 033 0110 1156 2457 5443 0,000
KaparKuneng, 2008 2021 0296 0088 1441 2601 6831 0,000
Karatay, 2011 079 0134 0018 0534 1058 5953 0,000 L 3
Korlmaz, 2015 1965 0309 0096 1358 2571 6351 0000
Gademir, 2014 1380 0280 0078 0832 1929 4934 0000 ——
Grra, 2007 1142 0255 0065 0642 1643 4474 0000 —-
Catik, 2007 1733 0365 0134 1016 2449 4740 0000 —B—
Setan, 2012 0523 0315 00990095 1141 1659 0097 ——
SeveraNemip 2013 0530 0276 00760011 1071 1921 0,055 ——
Sever, 2013 0808 0282 0,080 0255 1361 2863 0,004 ——
Pentirk, 2009 2455 0315 0,099 1838 3071 7,804 0,000 +i—
Temizan 2011 1226 0278 0077 0,680 1772 4405 0,000 ——
Tonyalf, 2010 05%2 0316 0,100-0087 1,150 1684 0092 ——
Uper&Uan 2009 2375 0359 0,129 1671 3,078 6616 0,000 —0—
Yjlmaz& Aar, 2015 0536 0219 0048 0,106 0966 2445 0,014 -

1308 0132 0017 1049 1567 9906 0000 <o

400 200 000 200 4,00
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