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ABSTRACT

THE EFFECT OF “PLEASE” STRATEGY TRAINING THROUGH
THE SELF-REGULATED STRATEGY DEVELOPMENT (SRSD) MODLEON
FIFTH GRADE EFL STUDENTS’ DESCRIPTIVE WRITING:
STRATEGY TRAINING ON PLANNING

AKINCILAR, Vildan
M.A., Department of English Language Teaching
Supervisor: Assist Prof. Dr. Nurdan GURBUZ

May 2010, 243 pages

This study aims to investigate the effects of tiRLEASE” (a general paragraph
writing strategy ) writing strategy instruction tlugh the Self-Regulated Strategy
Development (SRSD) model on descriptive writindifth grade English language
learners studying in a private primary school tanbul. The current study
specifically focuses on if instruction on pre-wrgiplanning through the SRSD

model results in improvements in students’ wrigeoducts, planning behaviors and

self-beliefs as writers. For the study, eight fififade students participated in a

writing club activity offered by the researchesahool. They were taught strategies



for planning and drafting descriptive paragrapimgl the procedures for regulating
the use of these strategies and the writing prates§ The data collection tools
included comparison of students’ final pieces oting in terms of overall quality
and length, retrospective verbal protocols, indraidnterviews, and questionnaires
all of which were conducted both at the pre-intatian and the post-intervention

phases.

As a result, the pre-test and the post-test wriitayes indicated that each student
experienced improvement in terms of overall qualitg length of the written
products. The strategy training helped studentsineamore aware of the need for
pre-writing planning and they started to engagelamning prior to writing in real

practice. After the treatment, the students algeegnced increased self-confidence.

Keywords: Writing instruction, strategy trainind,.lPASE strategy, Self-regulated

strategy development model (SRSD), planning.



0z
OZ-DUZENLEME STRATEJGEL M (SRSD) O RETM MODEL LE
VER LEN “PLEASE” STRATEJE TM NN NGL ZCE'Y YABANCID L
OLARAK O RENEN BE NC SINIFO RENCLER N N BETMLEY C

YAZILARI UZER NE ETKS:
PLANLAMA UZER NEBR STRATEJE TM

AKINCILAR, Vildan
Yuksek Lisans,ngiliz Dili O retimi Bolumii

Tez Yoneticisi: Yrd. Dog. Dr. Nurdan GURBUZ

May s 2010, 243 sayfa

Bu cal ma SRSD model kullan larak tetilen PLEASE (genel bir paragraf yazma
stratejisi) stratejisininstanbul’da 6zel bir okulda éenim gérmekte olan 5. s n f
ngilizce 6 renenlerin betimleyici yaz lar tzerine etkisinadrrmay

amagclamaktad r. Cama 6zellikle, SRSD model kullan larakrétilen yazma oncesi
planlaman n, érencilerin yaz drunlerinin, planlama davrdar n n ve bir yazar
olarak kendilerine olan inanclar n n gétine katk s olup olmad Uzerine

yo unla maktad r.



Ara t rma icin sekiz tane banci s n f 6 rencisi arat rmac taraf ndan okulda a¢ lan
yazma kulUbu etkinline kat Im lard r. Arat rmac, 6 rencilere betimleyici yaz icin
planlama ve taslak olturma stratejilerini, rendikleri stratejilere ve yazma

surecinin basamaklar na bens z bir ekilde hakim olabilmeyi éretmi tir.

Veri toplama sureci, her biri @min ba nda ve sonunda olmak Gzereyéncilerin
yazd klar yaz lar n, bu yaz lar Gizerinden geriy@glik yap lan sdzel gorinelerin,
0 rencilerle yap lan bire bir gorinelerin ve drenciler taraf ndan cevaplanan anket

sorular n n karla tr Imas ndan olumaktad r.

Ara t rman n sonucunda @encilerin ilk-test ve son-test puanlar , her biréncinin
yaz lar nda genel yaz kalitesi ve uzunluk a¢ smdali me oldu unu gostermiir.
Strateji eitimi 6 rencilerin yazma 6ncesi planlaman n 6nemine yonelik

fark ndal klar n n artmas na yard mc olmue 6 renciler yaz 6ncesi planlama
yapmaya bdam lard r. Verilen eitimden sonra ¢rencilerin yazma konusunda

kendine gtivenleri de artntr.

Anahtar kelimeler: Yazma éimi, PLEASE stratejisi, SRSD model gtim,

planlama, strateji atimi.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.0. Presentation

This chapter starts with background informatiothi® study. It also states the
purpose of the study, and highlights the signifezaof the study. Finally, definitions

of the terms used in the study are included.

1.1. Background to the study

“Writing is both a journey and a process in whiabuyare exploring and then
restructuring your knowledge into a new represdntathat someone else can

understand”(Flower, 1993 p.26).

Writing is a complex task which requires the intggm and application of multiple
sub-skills operating at different processing le@erninger et al., 1995; MacArthur
et al., 1995; Zimmerman & Risemberg, 1997 citetMey, 1998; Cooker, 2007). For
Hidi and Boscolo (2006), these processes are filbsis cognitive, metacognitive

and linguistic processes which turn writing intdeamanding type of task.



Because of its complexity, many students havedtiftfy in writing which in turn

leads them to consider themselves as unsuccessfetsy

Pioneers of empirical writing research date back360s (Nystrand, 2008) which
indicates that writing is a popular research figfigring much to explore. According
to Silva’s (1993) classification, research in ghagular field varies in terms of types
of learner as EFL, ESL and NES, and language coatekl and L2. Turkey is an
EFL setting where English is taught as a foreigngleage. English is not a part of
daily communication; many students experience fiivsirencounter with English in

formal school settings in grade four (MEB, 2006).

A number of researchers argue that there areasitiels between L1 and L2 writing
(Jones & Tetroe, 1987; Sasaki, 2000, 2002; Gralb@glan, 1996; Raimes, 1985,
Zamel, 1982, 1983) as well as differences (Silg®31 1997; Raimes, 1985, 1991,
Zamel, 1982, 1983). These researchers suggestiitats have constraints while
writing both in L1 and L2, and they both use “cdiy@ capacity” while writing.

They point out that composing processes of L1 ahtehrners show similarities to
each other. However, they also claim that L2 wgifonocess is more demanding than

L1. Silva (1993) concludes from his literature eaviin the area of L2 writing that



although L1 and L2 writing show similarities in eohd sense, L2 composing is more

constrained, more difficult, and less effective.

L2 writers do less planning, have more difficultitwgoal setting, organization, and
generating ideas. Their texts are less fluent,dessarate, and less effective. This
difference shows that L2 learners cannot effectidelal with the complex
requirements of the writing process. EspecialliZiL context, writing seems more
challenging to the learners, who already feel timelén of expressing themselves in a

foreign language, as they cannot interact withdhguage outside the school setting.

One of the subtopics of writing research is howntike this challenging and complex
process more manageable for the learners. GrahdrHarris (2005) assert that the
most direct way to deal with this problem is toteysatically teach children the tools
they need to carry out the planning, revising, atier writing processes essential for
effective writing. Graham and his colleagues dewetbinstructional models to meet
the needs of struggling writers and they put fodvself-control strategy training
model in 1985. Later they developed their modedadkinstructional strategy training

in 1987, and then self-regulated strategy developf&RSD) in 1992.

Self-Regulated Strategy Development (SRSD) isxaldfle instructional model used

to teach writing strategies and a variety of seffulation techniques (e.g., goal



setting, progress monitoring, self-instructiondf-seatements) (Graham & Harris,

2005). Since 1992, this model has been testeden4¥ instructional writing studies

as well as in other academic areas (Graham, 2608as, Graham, Brindle, &
Sandmel, in press; Rogers & Graham, 2008 as cit&@taham & Harris 2009).
Literature indicates that SRSD model instructioa baught the attention of different
researches and the participants of the studies e students either with learning
disabilities or poor writing skills ( De La Paz,99 Graham & Harris, 2009;
Graham, Harris & Macarthur, 2006; Graham, HarriM&son, 2005; Helsel &
Greenberg, 2007; cited in Fidelgo, Torrance & GaraD07; Toria & Graham, 2002).
These studies showes that teaching strategiesdnagmng text production is an
effective way of improving writing skills of studeswith learning disabilities or poor
writing skills. Apart from this, it has been foundt by a smaller number of
researchers that this kind of strategy focusedavetgion has also been effective in
typically-able students (Braaksama, Rijaarsdam, Man Bergh, & Van Hout-
Wolters, 2004, cited in Fidelgo, Torrance & Gar@d@p7, De La Paz & Graham,

2002; De La Paz, 1999).

With SRSD, learners are explicitly taught writirtgasegies for defferent writing
genres such as paragraph writing, persuasive grisitory writing (Graham, Tracy &

Reid, 2009). The strategies typically focus on eag of planning, drafting and



revising, editing or combination of them. Along witrategies, students are also

instructed on any skills or knowledge necessargtmcessful application of the

strategies. Students also learn to use self-ragnlptocedures such as self-
monitoring, goal-setting, self-instruction, selfr®rcement to increase their

motivation and regulate their use of the targettsties.

“PLEASE” strategy is one of the strategies suggegide taught through SRSD
model. The “PLEASE” strategy was developed to asklspecific difficulties in
paragraph writing which are mostly related to pigag planning, composition, and
paragraph revision (Welch, 1992). The “PLEASE” &gy is a mnemonic that
provides learners with a road map for writing aggaaph. It reminds learners to carry
out several steps for writing paragraphs (GrahathHarris, 2007). The first step of
the “PLEASE” strategy, “P”, stands for the actidPiCK”. At this step students learn
to Pick their topic, Pick their audience and, Riok type of the paragraph. The
second letter, “L”", refers to “LIST”. Students daeight various techniques for idea
generation about the topic before starting to wiitee third step of the strategy, “E”,
represents “EVALUATE” for ongoing evaluation of theocess. At this stage,
students are taught to check if their list is caetgpland how they can organize their
notes. The forth step, “A”, reminds students “ACHNVE” their paragraph with a
topic sentence. Students are taught how to wiiieeeise and effective introductory

sentence. The fifth step, “S”, cues students to FAUPsupporting ideas for their



paragraphs based on the list that they have geuki@t the second step. The final
letter, “E”, reminds students to END with a conchglsentence and EVALUATE

their work (Welch, 1992).

1.2. Purpose of the study

Writing is not only difficult for students with leaing disabilities or poor writing
skills but also for EFL students who experiencedifiéculty of coordinating the

multiple cognitive and self-regulatory requiremeotshe writing process along with

language concerns (Zimmerman and Risemberg, 1@9@ham (2008) concludes
from his meta-analysis that strategy instructioeffective in improving students’
writing performance regardless of students’ agatextt of instruction, type of
learners, genre, and instructors. At this point thought that strategy instruction can
be a useful tool for EFL writers to help them reeltite burden of the writing process.
Bearing this hypothesis in mind, this study aimgte@stigate the effect of writing
strategy training for planning through SRSD modefitih grade EFL students’

descriptive writing.

1.3. Significance of the study

The development of four skills is highly emphasire&nglish language teaching,
and writing is titled under these four basic skillis categorization shows the

importance of writing to be developed as a skillffdfilment of language learning.



Furthermore, Weissberg (2000) argues that writlaggan important role in second
language development; not only in the developméatouracy but also in the

emergence of new structures.

For Raimes (1987), writing well, weather in firstsgcond language, is a process that
can be learned and practiced. Thus writing insitvacshould take its place in the
curriculum to help the learners effectively deahathe requirements of the writing
process. The learners should be instructed on bawite and provided with

opportunities for practice.

Because of its complexity, researchers have degdldgferent instructional models
for teaching of writing primarily in the area of mlriting. As Silva (1993) indicates,
most of the developments in L2 writing research edram L1 practices. Despite
developments in L2 writing research, many majorstjoas still remain unanswered.
How self regulated strategy training affects wgtperformance of EFL students is

one area that needs further research.

It is well documented that SRSD model has a conslide impact on improving
students’ writing skills (Harris, Graham & Mas&®08; Harris, Graham & Atkins,
2005; Harris, Graham & Mason, 2005;Toria & Grah2002; Sawyer, Graham &
Harris, 1992; Simons et al. 1994; Saddler, Morarah@m & Harris, 2004;Danoff,

Harris & Graham, 1993; Albertson & Billingsley, 2D0vallecorsa & deBettencourt,



1997; Yeh, 1998; Bryson & Scardamalia, 1996; Dd>ha, 2005 cited in Graham,
2008). Nevertheless, it still lacks in the literatthat whether this model of
instruction has similar effects on L2 writing. Timeta-analysis carried out by
Graham (2008) indicates that struggling writeradents with learning disabilities
(LD) and poor writers) were the most common typearticipants in the area of
writing strategy instruction; that is 39% of thedies done involved struggling
writers. Average writers and good writers weregh#icipants in smaller number of
studies, 23% and 10% respectively. SRSD modelstfuntion is titled as one of the
most commonly used type of instruction in the &tare. The reason for choosing this
model for this research is its proven effectiveneitls different types of learners, in
different settings, and with different genres.dshalso recently been suggested that
there is a need for further research on self-regulavith participants in different
cultures (Schunk, 2005). In addition to this sugiges an important finding of Zamel
(1982) is considered as a valid reason for condgdhis research. He clearly states
that L2 writers use similar strategies to L1 witeFhus, their writing behaviors
suggest that teaching models that are taught swit@ble only for L1 learners but
may in fact be effective for teaching all levelsaoiting including L2. If the results

of this study show similarities with the researchestioned above, this model can

be used as an effective model for EFL writing instion as well.



SRSD model lays its roots on process approach wtastevolved as an instructional
model of writing since 1970s. In a very broad sems#ing process is regarded as a

series of problem-solving task.

“Process writing refers to a broad range of stiatethat include
pre-writing activities, such as defining audieneging a variety of
resources, planning the writing, as well as drgfand revising. These
activities collectively referred to as “processemtied instruction,”

approach writing as problem-solving (Goldstein &1Ca996 p. 1).

Pressley et al. (2007) indicates that althougHdhma of writing instruction shows
variety from one classroom to another, effectiasstooms always follow some form
of plan-draft-revise instruction and ineffectivagtrooms are likely to follow first-
and-final-draft form of writing instruction in whitcstudents compose a first draft that
serves as their final products. In effective clasats, the drafts are read and reflected
on by the teacher, by other audience or classmdtegnight later offer peer editing
suggestions. After the writing is completed, islered in the classroom or hung on
the wall for others’ reading or responding. In effee classrooms, teachers also have
high expectations from their students regardingtiencontent or peer feedback. On
the other hand, in ineffective classrooms the teettiocus is often explicitly on

mechanics or spelling to be as good as possible.



It can be inferred from the English curriculum wrg skills objectives of Ministry of
Education that majority of the classrooms in Turkeye as an example to
ineffective classroom for many reasons. First hfvethen the Ministry of National
Education Curriculum for Primary Education in Tuyke examined, it is seen that in
none of the grade level’s writing objectives isrthany statement indicating that
writing skills is taken as process oriented. Thuelehts are expected to produce
written texts at sentence level or they are astiebmbine a few sentences with basic
connectors. In short, writing, as a skill, is nostegn enough importance in the
curriculum. Based on the teaching experience ofékearcher at primary level, it can
be said that most of the students in Turkey regaitihg as product-oriented rather
than process-oriented and directly start writingheut engaging in any kind of
planning activities or do not revise their papersiake it better. They tend to have
little or no effort to consider the needs of thader, the organization of the text,
establishment of the goals, or evaluating or remgrlon the written ideas. However
writing is a long term process which requires higlality instruction and
considerable amount of practice. Above all, alicated by many researchers,
successful writing requires active and deliberateregulation of the writing process
(Hayes & Flowers, 1986; Langer & Applebee, 198@cin Pritchard & Honeycut,
2007; Graham & Harris, 2005). As cited by Grahbfarris and Mason (2005)

SRSD instruction can promote a more process odengw in students’ concept of



writing. Taking this point into consideration, ifé study reveals positive results,
SRSD model of instruction can effectively be usethe English classrooms as a
means of incorporating both the process approadis@ategy instruction into the

curriculum.

Lastly, as the database of The Council of Highasdation in Turkey (CoHE)
reveals, there is deficiency in the number of regeatudies in the context of
teaching writing to elementary school EFL learndtsst of the studies in the
database are conducted with participants at untydevel. Thus majority of students
in Turkey first encounter with the terms like dnadt, planning, revising when they
fail to pass the proficiency exams now conducted bymber of universities.
However, the students should be instructed on loowrite in English from the early
years of their language learning process. Graharrjsdand Mason (2005) note that
identification of effective instructional procedsr®r young, beginner writers is an
essential element in improving students’ writinglskWith this belief in mind, this
study aims to explore a way of involving students ithe writing process from early
years of education. The reasons for conductingtilndy can be summarized as

follows;

1. In the literature there is a need for further irtigegion of SRSD model in L2

writing, specifically in EFL context.



4.

Thus, this study will contribute to the literaturg including EFL learners as

participants.

The patrticipants of the studies about SRSD modefriting instruction are
mostly students with LD or struggling writers. Thas a need for further
studies that includes elementary school studenpaudiipants. This study

will contribute to the literature with regard taghack.

When searched on the thesis and dissertation detab&CoHE it was seen
that many of the studies addressing writing ingtomcin Turkey included
university students as participants. English lagguaaching starts at fourth
grade in Turkey (MEB, 2006). Thus, studies on wgtinstruction should be

expanded to include younger students as well.

After a close examination of English language teagbkyllabuses from grade
four to twelve prepared by Ministry of Educationwas clearly understood
that little attention was given on writing instriget in the curriculum. This
may be a result of lack of empirical suggestiorrsafating instruction in
Turkey. This study may shed light on to writingtmstion design specifically

developed to meet the needs of Turkish EFL students



1.4. Research questions

Based on those reasons mentioned above, the catoelytaimed to investigate the

following research questions;

1. Does “PLEASE” strategy instruction through the SR8Bdel have a
significant effect on fifth grade EFL students’ degtive writing in terms of

length and overall quality?

1.a Do students’ planning behaviors improve dftey are instructed on the

“PLEASE” strategy through the SRSD model?

1.b Do students beliefs about themselves as witeaage after they are

instructed on the “PLEASE” strategy through the BRfodel?

1.5. Definition of key terms

English as a Foreign Language (EFL)EFL context refers to learners who live in
countries in which English is not regularly spokerwritten as a language of the

community (Grabe and Kaplan, 1996 p. 24).

English as a Second Language (ESLESL context refers to learners who live in
countries where English is a languageth@language, of the community (Grabe and

Kaplan, 1996 p. 24).



First language Writing (L1 Writing): Writing done in native language. (Silva,

2006)

Second Language Writing (L2 writing): Writing done in a language other than
one’s mother tongue. The term ‘second languagé’amtompass both second
(writing in a context in which the target languagielominant) and foreign languages

(writing in a context where the target languagedasdominant) (Silva, 2006)

Language Learning Strategies (LLS):Strategies having the explicit goal of
improving the learners’ knowledge and understandintpe L2, as well as strategies
for using the language that has been learned aeftbing around the gaps in

language proficiency.” (Cohen, 2001)

“PLEASE”: “PLEASE” is a mnemonic to remind student the stefpthe writing
processPick a topic, purpose and audience; List your idéas|uate your list and
organize your ideas, Activate the paragraph withpéc sentence, Supply supporting

sentences, End with a concluding sentence andaeayour work.



CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.0. Presentation

In this chapter, literature relevant to the curigndy will be presented. The literature
review encompasses the following subtitles: a) @se@pproach to writing together
with historical approaches in the area of L2 wgtinesearch; b) differences between
L1 and L2 writers; c) research on language leastrategies; d) instructional models
for teaching writing including SRSD model; e) “PLER” strategy; f) the role of

planning in writing.

2.1. Process-oriented approach to writing

Looking back to the history of writing researcherthis a clear shift from product-
oriented to process-oriented pedagogy (Matsud&3)2B0ocess approach appeared
in late 1960s and early 1970s as opposed to pramtissited pedagogy which was
later referred to as current-traditional rhetoMafsuda, 2003). Matsuda (2003)
describes current traditional rhetoric as bad algsdvhen the students wrote on

topics assigned by the teachers, received no fekdbawere provided with no



opportunity for revising. With the emergence ofqass approach, emphasizing
teaching writing not as a product but as a prodessstudents discovered their own
voice, started to choose their own topic, got feettlirom their peers or teachers,
and had opportunities to revise. The same movemasibserved in the area of L2
writing research (Silva, 1997; Raimes, 1985). S{ll897) points out that L2 writing
research has been highly influenced by the devedopsrin the area of L1 writing
and has usually followed approaches and desigh& wifriting processes. He lists
four influential approaches in the area of L2 wgtresearch; 1) controlled
composition, 2) current traditional rhetoric, 3 throcess approach and 4) English
for academic purposes. In the controlled compasgipproach the role of the writer
was defined as manipulator of the previously leddaeguage structures, and the role
of the teacher as editor or proof reader, mosthcemed with accuracy of structures
rather than quality of ideas or expression. Litileno attention to audience and
purpose was also stated as important featuressofpiproach. Raimes (1991) named
this approach “Focus on Form” as it was only gratcabform that was
emphasized. Later on, controlled composition wasight to be not enough as
writing was more than building grammatical sentasn€urrent traditional rhetoric
approach, which dated to mid-sixties, filled th@ g@tween controlled and free

writing. With current traditional approach, apprbas to writing moved from



sentence level construction to paragraph leveldiol its elements (topic sentences,
supporting statements, concluding sentences, anditions), and various options for
its development (illustration, exemplification, cpamison, contrast, partition,
classification, definition, causal analysis, andad. Another important focus was
essay development addressing to larger structotiies. However, classroom
practices still directed students’ attention tariaather than meaning (Raimes,
1991). Silva (1997) claims that this type of apptoss still alive in many ESL
classrooms. Although this claim was uttered in 1963till seems to be valid today.
Dissatisfaction with controlled-composition andreut traditional approach led the
emergence of process approach in L2 writing (Si®87). The required classroom
context for this approach is defined as an envirmrproviding a positive,
encouraging, and collaborative workshop. In thig@mment students have
opportunities to work through their composing pssceith minimal interference of
teacher. Thus, the approach puts the writer ircémére and limits teacher’s role to
helping students develop strategies for gettingestadrafting, revising, and editing.
Raimes (1991) names this approach “Focus on theeWVhy stating “the attention to
the writer as language learner and creator ofttagtled to a process approach
(Raimes, 1991; 409). Pritchard and Honeycut (268k@ process approach as a

recursive rather than a linear process of creatitext from pre-writing to



publication. The stages of this recursive procesgitied as follows by Emig (1971

as cited in Alhosani, 2008)

1. Prewriting (generation of ideas, mental rehddoganriting)

2. Drafting (writing in progress)

3. Revision (re-see ideas)

4. Editing (error detection)

5. Publication (public sharing of product)

As for Grabe and Kaplan (1996), the writing prodsss wholly positive innovation
because it allows teachers and students involaenmore meaningful interaction and
more purposeful writing. Research conducted iratfea of L2 writing indicates that
the process approach in writing helps studentsrgemenore ideas, revise more
effectively, and have more motivation to write (Affani, 2008). It has also been
argued that, process oriented instruction has imaiths positive effects on students’
writing performances whether students working imfibst or second language

(Hudelson, 1989b; Urzua, 1987 cited in Grabe&Kapl#i96)

Alhosani (2008) investigated the role of writingppess approach in the writing

development of fifth grade Saudi Arabian ESL studen



He also examined the roles of the teachers whitggysrocess approach in teaching
writing. In his case study conducted with five gntb for five months period, he
collected data through classroom observationsyites, think-aloud protocols, and
writing samples of students. It was clear in thelgtthat the teachers play an
important role in the implementation of the procagproach as “all teachers believed
and tried to fully implement all the required stagkiring the instruction”. The
products of students also showed improvements degsa of their proficiency level;
the students became familiar with employing eaalyesproperly. Planning stage of
process writing was usually ignored by the learniershis study the planning and
pre-writing stages were clearly implemented byghasicipants. The overall results
of the study indicated that the implementation rafgess approach in writing helped
students realize that “writing is not just a fireshproduct but also a process of
discovering their own thoughts” (Farrell, 2006,3)-7The students’ final products
showed that their writing had developed in termas® of conventions, producing
better sentences, using broader range of vocabydeogtucing well organized and
longer texts. It was also clear that the studemisved higher motivation and
developed positive attitude towards writing. Livelassroom environments, teacher
and peer support, practicing writing process apgr@s a daily learning routine were
the vivid reflections from the researcher’s obsgove. In terms of profile of the

learners and the language context, this study skowitarities to the current study.



The effectiveness of process approach in L2 writvag verified by Urzua (1987)
with an extensive case study. The participants \weoesixth grade boys and two
fourth grade girls, originally Cambodian and Lanotiatudying in the USA for at least
two years. None of the children had any literagtrurction in their native language.
This detail is important in that L1 composing staes did not interfere with the
results of the study as participants did not h&eedcy instruction in their native
language. The main focus of the study was to ttyaspects of process writing
instruction. The instruction continued for 15 weekth 45-minute sessions held
once a week. The results were encouraging for &éhegs in that children acquired
three important composing skills offered by thegeiss approach; a sense of
audience, a sense of voice and a sense of languags. The first progress, sense of
audience, was achieved through peer response giowtsch students responded to
each others’ writing. They learned how to take ande into consideration in their
writing. Another progress which was recorded indhea of language was also a
product of implementing the process approach. Adesits knew that they had more
than one chance throughout the process via mulliiigiing, they felt themselves
freer to try out new structures and language fotraggely through revision, they
were encouraged to manipulate the language oossabf the compositions, thus

they could develop flexibility in language use.



Fidelgo, Torrance and Garcia (2007) argue thatttoaally, instruction for young
learners has focused on features of finished ptothowever, in addition to knowing
about desirable features of completed texts, stadgdso need to know how to
manage the process by which these texts are prddApart from knowing how to
manage the process, students’ awareness thatisheeahance to rewrite throughout
the process enables them to come up with more lgabideas as they do not have

to worry about their grammar mistakes or spellimgrs at the initial stages.

2.2. Writing in L1 and L2

It has been highlighted by a number of researdiatscurrent trends in English L2
writing research profoundly follow English L1 wng research (Grabe and Kaplan,
1996; Silva 1993). This trend is criticized by Beaand Kaplan (1996) in that
although it is institutively reasonable that reseanethods useful in L1 contexts
should also be applicable to L2 contexts, therexapr differences between these
two contexts. On the other hand, Raimes (1985)tpaut to similarities between L1
and L2 composing processes by citing studies (Jb®&2b, 1983, Lay 1982, 1983,
Zamel 1982, 1983, Tetroe and Jones 1983) conclutatd 1 and L2 writers used
similar strategies while composing.

Raimes (1985) and Zamel (1982) notify that L2 watmake use of the same sets of

composing processes with L1 writers. However, Bmious reasons, many of L2



writers are not able to apply these processededtietly as L1 writers. These
reasons have caught attention of many researdResgarch indicates that L2
learners find it difficult to simultaneously payezition to form and meaning while
dealing with a task (DeKeyser, Salaberry, RobingoHarrington, 2002; Robinson,
2003; Schmidt, 2001; Skehan, 1998; VanPatten, 18386, 2002, cited in Manchon

&L arios, 2007).

A number of studies show that L2 writers experiediféculty because of various
reasons other than language. Sasaki (2002) su@esame important common
finding of various research conducted in the afdald 2 writing and states that the
quality of students’ writing is more strongly reddtwith the quality of the students'’
L1/L2 writing strategies rather than with their ficgency level in L2. Shin (2008)
cites from well known researchers that this diffigistems from learners’ lack of
familiarity with conventions, requirements and ghgectations of composition,
especially purpose, organization, and positionifhipe text (Paltridge, 2004; Prior,
1995), and learners’ perceptions of their audig@zsanove, 2004; Johns, 1997,
Paltridge, 2004). Zamel (1983) plays down the intgooze of language proficiency in
writing by stating that what really plays an img@ont role in writing is students’
writing strategies and behaviors, not primarilyiti@guage proficiency. Raimes

(1985) supports Zamel’s (1983) argument by repgttimat writing difficulties of



ESL students typically stems from their composikifissrather than linguistic skills.

Another difference between L1 and L2 writers atatesl with planning before
writing. Smith (1994) states that unlike L1 compiosi, planning is not a clear stage
in the composition process of some skilled EFL evat(Larios, Murphy & Marin,
2002). Behaviors of skilled L2 writers in Zamel®983) study confirmed this
statement. In his case study, even skilled vgitid not engage in planning prior to

writing.

Teachers are also considered as an influentiadifacthe process of L2 writing.
According to Zamel (1987) teachers considers thesasas primarily “language”
teachers which in turn leads them to pay attertbasurface level patterns of writing.
They tend to take writing as a separate set oksest rather than a whole discourse.
So they often concern language related problerhgr#han paying attention to much
larger, meaning related problems. Students’ regibehaviors which remain at
sentence level and primarily focus on form may besalt of such expectations on

the part of teachers.

2.3. Language Learner Strategies (LLS)

By 1980, findings from composing studies have esitezty opened the door for

researchers to create effective models for thengrigrocess (Alhosani, 2008).



Cognitive Strategies Theory (Hayes & Flower, 19&M)gnitive Self-Regulation
Instruction (CSRI) (Fidelgo, Torrance, & GarciapZ), Self-Regulated Strategy
Development (SRSD) (Graham & Harris, 1992), StnatBgsed Instruction (SBI)
(Chamot, 1999; Cohen 1998), Integrated Model (IMdalvitt-Noble, 2008) are some
of the well known models. The common point of thiesgructional models is their

being “strategic” in nature.

From self regulation perspective “a strategy istao$ operations or actions that a
person consciously undertakes in order to accomplidesired goal” (Graham &
Harris, 2005 p.8). Oxford (1990) defines strateglanguage leaning context as
“specific actions taken by the learner to makerigay easier, faster, more enjoyable,
more self-directed, more effective, and more tramable to new situations (Oxford,
1990, p.8). Cohen (1998) defines it specificallygecond language learning as “the
steps or actions consciously selected by the leamither for the learning of a
second language or the use of it, or both. (Ermé&€02 p.17) In his article, Cohen

(2001) gives a more detailed definition of LLS astdtes:

“LLS are strategies having the explicit goal of noying the
learners’ knowledge and understanding of the L2yelbas
strategies for using the language that has beendédanr for getting

around the gaps in language proficiency.”



Rubin’s article in 1975 ‘What the “Good Languagetmer” Can Teach Us’ is
considered as the birth of language learner styategparch. ( Macaro & Grenfell,
2007). Language learning strategies (LLS) were fiasegorized under two titles by
Rubin (1975). The first category involved strategigat directly affected learning
including clarification/verification, monitoring, @morization, guessing/inductive
inferencing, deductive reasoning, and practice. Sdwnd category that contributed
indirectly to learning included creating opportugstfor practice, producing tasks

related to communication.

Cohen (2001) clearly indicates that the very saanguage learning strategies are
classified differently and he lists major classifion titles of LLS:

By function: Language learning strategies and language udegta.

By purposeMetacognitive, cognitive, affective and sociabstgies.

By skill area:Listening, speaking, reading, writing, vocabulkgrning, and
translation strategies.

By proficiency level:Strategies for beginning, intermediate and advéiearners.

By culture: Strategies for learners of language with strikyrajfferent cultures.
By languageStrategies for learning language-specific material

By age:Strategies for language learners and users ardift age levels.



Based on a three-year-project including three diffestudies, a descriptive study, a
longitudinal study and a course development stGiiygmot and Kupper (1989)
suggested another refined classification systernteoning strategies. For the
descriptive study, 67 high school students fronfitisg third, fifth and sixth year
Spanish classes were divided into three groupfedige, average and ineffective
language learners. Students in each level wereviateed in small groups about
strategies they applied while doing language task$f as grammar exercises,
learning vocabulary, reading and listening compneian, written or oral production.
The interviews were tape-recorded and analyzeddourrence of strategic
behaviors. Strategies drawn from the interviewsavaategorized based on general
principles developed in prior second and first laage studies. According to these
general principles LLS were categorized into thgemips as 1) metacognitive
strategies, 2) cognitive strategies, and 3) s@aidlaffective strategies. Metacognitive
strategies, also called self regulatory strategedferred to “thinking about the
learning process, planning for learning, monitotting learning task, and evaluating
how well one has learned”. Cognitive strategie®ived “interacting with the
material to be learned, manipulating the materiahtally or physically, or applying a
specific technique to a learning task”. Social affdctive strategies included
“interacting with another person to assist learnorgusing effective control to assist

learning” (Chamot & Kupper, 1989, p. 15-16).



This classification was then refined with the ldadinal study which lasted for four
semesters. The participants of the study were fettefe and 2 ineffective students
from the previous descriptive study. They werernvitaved individually and given
language activities including a cloze test, readirgissage, listening and writing.
Students were asked to think aloud while dealinfy Wie tasks to identify strategies
or techniques they used throughout the process.l®hgitudinal study resulted in
additional descriptions of the basic strategie® Hle below is the summary of this
refined categorization with titles only. For thdidiions see (Chamot & Kupper,

1989, p.15-17).

Table 1Categorization of LLS strategies, Chamot and Kugp@89).

Metacognitive strategie: Cognitive strategies Social and Affective
strategies

Planning Repetition Questioning
Directed attention Resourcing Cooperation
Selected attention Grouping Self-talk
Self-management Note taking Self-reinforcement
Self-monitoring Deduction/Induction

Comprehension monitoring Substitution

Production monitoring Elaboration

Auditory monitoring Personal elaboration

Visual monitoring World elaboration

Style monitoring Academic elaboration

Strategy monitoring Between-Parts

Plan monitoring elaboration

Double-check monitoring Questioning elaboratior
Problem identification Self-evaluative
Self-evaluation elaboration

Production evaluation Creative elaboration

Performance evaluation Imagery elaboration

Ability evaluation Summarization

Strategy evaluation Translation

Language repertoire evaluation Transfer




Oxford (1990) suggested a different classificatmhLS and listed the strategies
under two main titles as direct and indirect sgjgge. According to this classification,
direct strategies are those that directly invohetarget language which includes
memory strategies, cognitive strategies and congtiemsstrategies. Memory
strategies fall into four sets as creating memé&kglges, applying images and sounds,
reviewing well, and employing actions for remembgrand retrieving new
information. Cognitive strategies, though variedange, serve a common function:
manipulation or transformation of the target larggial hese strategies include
practicing, receiving and sending messages, amgyaid reasoning, creating
structure for input and output. Compensation sgiaseenable learners to use the new
language for either comprehension or productiopitesheir limited knowledge.
Using linguistic clues for guessing the meaningmiunknown word and using mime
or gesture while speaking are given as examplesdimpensation strategies. Indirect
strategies on the other hand “provide indirect supfor language learning through
focusing, planning, evaluating, seeking opportesitcontrolling anxiety, increasing
cooperation and empathy, and other means (Oxf@&@D),1p. 151). Indirect strategies
include metacognitive, affective and social stregegOxford (1990) states that
metacognitive strategies, which fall into threeegatries as centering, arranging and

planning, and evaluating one’s learning, are usefdeveloping all the language



skills. Affective strategies are especially impattéor motivation in language
learning. Lowering anxiety, encouraging oneseklirtg one’s emotional temperature
are titled as subcategories of affective strategiasguage is learned in a social
context which requires students to adopt sociatesgies. Asking questions,
cooperating with others and empathizing with otlaesmain categories of social
strategies. Cooperating with peers, becoming aniaoghers’ thoughts and feelings
and asking for correction are considered as stegegfectively used for developing
students’ writing skills. It is highly emphasizédtht direct and indirect strategies
provide rich and powerful support to any languagening effort when used in
harmony. Oxford (1990) suggests that the effeaise of learning strategies
facilitates learning and there is a positive relaship between LLS and proficiency

in the area of L2 learning.



Table 2Categorization of LLS strategies, Oxford (1990)

Direct Strategies

Memory strategies such as placing new word into context, groupiregnantic mapping,
using keywords, associating, elaborating, usingyenga

Cognitive strategie: such as repeating, practicing naturalisticalljngsesources,
transferring, taking notes, summarizing, highligigtireasoning deductively.

Compensation strategie such as using linguistic clues, getting help, délg topic,
adjusting or approximating the message, using atluers, using mime or gesture.

Indirect strategies

Metacognitive strategie: such as paying attention, organizing, settinggead
objectives, seeking practice opportunities, selfitwing, self-evaluating, planning for a
language task, overviewing and linking with alre&dpwn material,

Affective strategies are for lowering anxiety, making positive statetsetaking risks
wisely, using a checklist, discussing feelings vgittmeone else.

Social strategie such as asking questions, cooperating with otldenrggloping cultural
understanding, becoming aware of other’s thoughdsfeelings.

Strategies are stated as procedural, purposefattfaf, willful, essential, and
facilitative in nature by Alexander, Graham and i$a§1998). Among these
attributes, their being “essential” has a greataotn students learning. Strategies
are considered to be essential for academic aahiewe Graham, Harris and
Alexander (1998) asserts that without accomplisipiragedures for acquiring,
organizing, or transforming information or regutatione’s performance, no one can
reach desired competence or proficiency level adirgg, writing, history or any other

academic area.



Dickinson (1987) adds that strategies facilitatssoad language acquisition and
improves student performance. He states that giratee also promotes greater
learner autonomy because the use of appropriaiegies allows learners to be more
in charge of their own learning. This enables stisléo “keep on learning even
when they are no longer in a formal classroomrsgtt{Oxford and Crookall 1988
cited in Oxford & Nyikos, 1989, p. 291). Zamel (B8urther claimes that the
quality of L2 written texts was influenced morethg use of learners’ writing

strategies than their L2 language proficiency.

Rubin et. al. (2007) indicates the importance aitegies with a common conclusion
drawn from LLS research; “learners should be tamghtonly the language but also
directed toward strategies they could use to premudre effective learning”. (Cohen

& Macaro, 2007 p. 141)

Cohen (2007) designed a questionnaire on LLS teddhe views of strategy
experts in the field. 19 experts responded to tlestionnaire. According the results
of the questionnaire, Cohen (2007) listed the psepaf LLS as follows;

To enhance learning

To perform specified tasks
To solve specific problems

0N PF

To make learning easier, faster and more enjoyable



5. To compensate for a deficit in learning

Based on these opinions, it can be argued that meesarchers agree that promoting
greater strategy use can make language learniclgding writing, easier and more

effective for learners.

The need for strategy training in writing instractiis also emphasized by Grabe and
Kaplan (1996). They state that learners ngetkable learning strategiehat can be
used in writing context. According to them, leageeed strategies for planning and
setting appropriate goals, for working with woraeldanguage structures, for
developing information and arguments, for revissfigctively, and for evaluating
their writing. Because of these reasons, strategpimes an indispensible component

of any writing instruction model.

2.4. Strategy training

The main feature of strategy training is the gradel@ase of responsibility from
teacher to student. At the beginning stages, thehtr take the role of instructor
providing explicit instruction and scaffolding. Atudents internalize the writing
strategies and improve proficiency, the teacheolmes the facilitator (Baker,

Gersten, & Scanlon, 2002; Perry & Drummond, 20@2ccin Leavitt-Noble, 2008).



Oxford (1990) states the scope of strategy traimmggven steps. According to her,
the first step is determining the learners’ neetusthe time available. This step
requires determining the type of learners, theakgeound knowledge, needs of the
learners and time available for the instructione Elecond step is selecting
appropriate strategies. At this step it is impadrtarchoose strategies that are
generally useful for most learners and that amstearable to a variety of language
situations. Selected strategies should also bedamnidegree of difficulty, that is
training should include difficult and relativelysaer strategies. Third step is related
to the integration of strategy training into thgukar curriculum. Oxford suggests the
integration of the training with the regular langedearning program because an
integrated model provides learners with more opities for meaningful practice of
the strategies. It is also possible to design aintagrated model with a well-planned
program consisting of selected strategies. Stepdoaompasses considering
motivational issues. Oxford states that learneosishhave some sort of motivation
in order to learn the strategies. Giving extra itriedt attainment, learners’ being
aware of the fact that they will become more effectearners, letting learners to
have some say in selecting strategies may be tireesoof motivation for the
training. The fifth step is preparing materials autivities. The important point is
that the materials and activities should be intergsand meaningful to the learners.

The application step, conducting “completely infedt training is the sixth step of



the training program. Oxford emphasizes that laarebould be informed as
completely as possible as to why the strategieg@ertant and how they can be
used in new situations. The seventh step is thieiatvan phase of the training.
Oxford states that learners’ comments about theitegyy use should be part of the
training. Apart from this, learners’ self-assessterstructors’ observations are also
important for evaluating the success of the tranirhe criteria for evaluation are
stated as task improvement, general skill improvenmaintenance of the new
strategy, transfer of the strategy to new taskd,improvements in learner attitudes.
The last step is revising the strategy trainingvi8lens for the materials and overall

training should be considered in light of the ewadilon step.

Rubin et. Al (2007) lists a sequence of four stegsmon to all SBI models of
instruction. The first step is the same with th&éahstep of Oxford’s (1990) model,
raising awareness of the strategies that learmeral@ady using. The second step
involves teacher’s presentation and modeling tregesgy. Providing opportunities for
extensive practice is the third step. At this stdlge essential point is students’
gradual movement through autonomy by withdrawiragher or material scaffolding.
Self evaluation of the strategy effectiveness aansferring the strategies to new

situations is the last step on the instruction rhode

Type of strategy training has been an unresolvagkeis the literature. Chamot and

O’Malley (1990) state arguments about separateugargegrated instruction and



direct versus embedded instruction models. Argusigntavor of separate training

program point out the generalizability of the stgaés and support that students learn

strategies better if they focus on strategies aatlyer than learning content at the
same time. On the other hand, those who thinki#aahing in context is more
effective than learning separate skills and thatficing strategies on authentic tasks
facilitates strategy transfer are in favor of ingd strategy instruction. Similar
arguments exist in actual training of strategiethat whether training should be
direct or embedded. In direct instruction, studemnésexplicitly informed about the
value and purpose of the target strategy. In tha af writing research a number of
studies investigated and found out the effectiveré®xplicit strategy training in
developing students’ writing skills (Santangeloakam & Harris, 2007; shin, 2008;
Helsel & Greenberg, 2007; De La Paz & Graham, 2@&mot & Kupper, 1989).
These recent studies added a metacognitive, splfatton component to the training
by informing the learners about the importance umgbose of the target strategies
and teaching them how to self-regulate and moti@strategy use. Graham and
Harris (1997) states the necessity of explicitediteaching to help writers
incorporate additional self-regulatory processés iheir writing. Self Regulated
Strategy Development (SRSD) is a recent instruatiodel that integrates explicit
strategy training and self-regulation (Graham&Hgr2007). In the embedded

instruction, students are presented activities aienrels which are specifically



designed for eliciting strategies however theyraredirectly informed about the
purpose or use of the strategy. This type of isimn was found to have less success
in terms of transferring the strategies to newggslhamot & O’Malley, 1990).
General tendency in the literature is in favor ioéck rather than embedded strategy
training (Zimmerman, 2008; Chamot & O’Malley, 19%xaham & Harris, 2007,

Chamot & Kupper, 1989).

2.5 Instruction models in teaching of writing

Researchers have developed various writing instnuechodels, which are strategy
oriented in nature, to meet the needs of diffetgoes of writers. Leavitt-Noble
(2008) investigated the research question “to vel&gnt does an Integrated Model
approach (IM) to writing instruction result in thmmprovement of the writing skills of
four sixth-grade English language learners withaitdout learning disabilities?”
She defined the IM approach as an interventionithiagrated explicit teaching,
modeling, strategy instruction and external dialygand used a procedural facilitator,
in the form of a rubric, to teach writing. The rasgher developed this approach for
her specific group of learners with the idea tlagiher than using the existing models
in the literature, developing an integrated modelild be more effective for that
specific population. The participants included feixth-grade students, three male,

one female, enrolled in an urban school distridti@w York. Their native language



was Spanish; however they were receiving instradtica bilingual program. A

teacher, instructed by the researcher about IMagmbr, implemented the treatment

during eight weeks period. The researcher colletttedlata and helped the teacher
for lesson preparation. Student writing performawae composed from pre-test
(baseline) to post-test intervention. The interi@ntesulted in improvements in
different variables. Firstly, overall quality ofostes improved after the intervention.
All four students wrote significantly longer staiand their use of adjectives also
demonstrated improvement. The success of the INMoapp was also demonstrated
by the comments of the teacher and the studemse#ther found IM simple to use
and she felt an elevated sense of self-confiderike weaching writing. The students
liked the writing activities and developed positatiitudes toward writing. Several

students thought they became better writers

Mc Mullen (2009) investigated the effectivenessamiguage learning strategies on
Saudi EFL university students’ writing through SBlrategy Based Instruction)
program. SBI was defined as a learner-centeredapprto teaching that focused on
explicit and implicit inclusion of language leargiand language-use strategies in the
second language classroom (Cohen & Weaver, 1998teasin McMullen, 2009). In
order to answer the research question, a custone-@Btprogram, based on

Cohen’s (2006) framework was designed and admnegte one university. The



procedures of the SBI program consisted of fivgesdastrategy preparation, strategy-

awareness raising, strategy instruction, strateggtige and personalization of

strategies. The strategies involved memory stragggiognitive strategies,
compensation strategies, metacognitive strategfée;tive strategies, and social
strategies taken from Rebecca Oxford’s Strateggrtory for language Learning
(SILL). The effectiveness of the intervention wasasured by comparing the final
writing marks of the students before and afterttbatment. The results indicated that
SBI helped improve the writing abilities of SaudtlEstudents. Students’ writings

improved especially in mechanics.

Fidelgo, Torrance, & Garcia, (2007) investigatee litng term effects of Cognitive
Self-Regulation Instruction (CSRI) on the writingfsgrade six Spanish students.
They defined cognitive self-regulation as the sigas that writers adopted to pre-
plan what they were going to write, and to reviewl adit the output. They also
stated that CSRI was not an alternative instruatimadel to writing process but a
general approach to writing instruction which camea features of SRSD and other

strategic interventions.

The participants of the control group (N=21) an@imention group (N= 56) were
sixth grade Spanish students. Students in thevenéon group were divided into

four classes as I, Il, Il and IV and received CRf8truction. The instruction



involved teaching of pre-planning and revising tigio a combination of direct

teaching, modeling and emulation. The purpose efrtervention was to develop

students’ knowledge and motivation to use cogniitvategies for planning, drafting
and revising their writing without external suppdrhe instruction consisted of four
stages. First, the instructor used direct-teachmethods to present an overview of the
target strategy. The teacher then modeled thesgirdity composing text in front of
the students by thinking aloud. Ten students eradltte teacher’s performance by
writing their own texts and vocalizing their thoaghThe final stage included
providing feedback to these vocalizations. Therutdion consisted of ten sessions
each lasted between 60-75 minutes. Students imat@noup received traditional
instruction for the same period. First, the teathied about the characteristics of
compare contrast essay. Then students read ongkxafthat kind of text. Third,
students produced their own texts. This was coragleither in class or as
homework. Finally, the teacher corrected theirddat organization, breadth of
content, grammar, spelling, and the presence afined)structural features. The
teacher provided no feedback and the studentsdlicemise their texts. The focus of
the instruction was on teaching spelling, gramraad vocabulary. The students did
not receive any process-oriented or cognitive-sgpainstruction. Throughout the
interventions both students in the control andetkgerimental group produced five

compare-contrast essays in Spanish. Data collectadinded a pre-test, a post-test

#



and a delayed-post-test conducted 12 weeks aitengfruction. The results
indicated that CSRI instruction had a significaifé@ in improving students writing
both in terms of the writing process and the fiersiproducts. In terms of process,
students in both CSRI and ordinary-curriculum gowpote for a longer time during
the post-test writing task than at baseline how&&RI students outperformed the
control group in terms of time spent on task. CStatlents also spent more time on
outlining. It was indicated that students who dod @ngage in any planning activity
prior to instruction paid attention to planning ithgrthe post-test. Time for thinking
about the content, reading references and writilidéxts increased for the CRSI
group too. However there was no statistical diffieeefor revising between the
baseline and the post-test, which was suggestddrtbier research. For the final
products of the post-test compared to baseliné cteherence, structure, and overall
guality showed a substantial improvement howeverethivas a slight or non-
significant difference for the length. In orderinwestigate transferability of the
strategies, students in the experimental group assgned different expository
genres for the delayed post-test. Class Il studerdgte an opinion essay and Class llI
students wrote a cause and effect essay. Thegehdved that students in both
groups spent significantly more time on planningohndicated that CSRI effects
could be generalized to other two genres as stadegrte able to transfer the

strategies to new situations. In summary, 1) C&Rulted in a substantial and



sustained increase in the time spent on pre-plgrfointhe task, 2) there was no
statistical difference for time spent on revisiagd 3) CSRI had a strong effect on
overall text quality. The delayed post-test resalé® showed that both quality and

process effects were enduring (Fidelgo, Torrandeagcia, (2007).

2.6. Self - Regulated Strategy Development (SRSD)

De La Paz and Graham (2002) state that SRSD share sommon features with
other types of instructions. For instance, teaclproviding think-aloud
demonstrations to help students gain independesing the target strategies is a
common feature for both SRSD and other types dfunsons (cf. Deshler &
Schumaker, 1986; Englert et al., 1991; SchumakBeé&hler, 1992; Wong, 1997;
Wong, Butler, Ficzere, & Kuperis, 1997). Howevehavmakes SRSD unique is
teaching of procedures for regulating use of thetestjyy. These procedures typically

include goal setting, self- instructions and setfrmoring.

Self-regulation has been investigated in diffex@ritexts in the literature. Schunk
(2005) listed the research areas of self-regulatgl) comparison of good with poor
self regulators (Pintrich, 2000; Pintrich & Zusl2002), 2) the relations between self-
regulation, motivation, and learning (Pintrich, BDP() the development of students’
self-regulatory skill§Henderson & Cunningham, 1994), 4)the effects t@nrentions

designed to improve students’ self-regulatory skaihd school achievement (Schunk



& Ertmer, 2000). He stated that these intervestigpically showed positive results

and were transferred beyond the training context.

Research on self-regulation of academic learningpenformance emerged more
than twenty years ago to answer the following goasthow do students become
masters of their own learning processes” (Zimmerr2808, p. 166). Zimmerman
(2008) refers to self-regulation as self-directfivecesses and self-beliefs that enable
learners transform their mental abilities into aadt performance. Pintrich (2000)
defines self-regulation (or self-regulated learjiag an active, constructive process
whereby learners set goals for their learning &ied aattempted to monitor, regulate,
and control their cognition, motivation, and belwayvguided and constrained by their
goals and the contextual features in the environrgi&ntrich, 2000, as cited in
Schunk, 2005). Self regulation in writing is defin@s monitoring one’s own
comprehension when writing as well as applyingaierstrategies to complete a task
(Pritchard and Honeycut, 2007). For Zimmerman aisgéiberg (1997) self-
regulation of writing refers to self-initiated thghis, feelings, and actions that writers
use to realize various literary goals, includingroving their writing skills as well as
the quality of the written texts. Self-regulati@regarded as a critical influence on
writing to promote writing achievement by Schunkl@mmerman (2007). They

claim that self-regulation skills can be taughttigh instruction.



Self Regulated Strategy Development, which hasoiss in self-regulated learning,
is a recent instructional model in teaching of wgt Self-Regulated Strategy
Development is a flexible instructional model whistused to teach writing
strategies and a variety of self-regulation techegj(e.g., goal setting, progress
monitoring, self-instructions, self-statements)gkam & Harris, 2005). For
paragraph writing, “PLEASE”, for story writing “WWW2 What, 2 How”, for
editing “C.O.P.S”, for planning “PLAN and WRITE” aisome of the strategies

suggested to be taught through the SRSD model.

SRSD instructional framework consists of six stagésse stages are flexible in that
they provide general guidelines for teaching wgtstrategies and can be re-ordered,
combined or modified in order to meet the need$iefstudents and the teachers

(Graham & Harris, 2005).



Table 3Stages of SRSD model (Graham & Hatrris, 2005 p. 26)

Stages Description

1. Develop background Teaching knowledge and skills necessary for stisdent
knowledge understand acquire and implement the strategieseifid

regulation procedures.

2. Discuss it Discussion of the strategy used to carry out sjzewifiting
tasks.
3. Model it Modeling how to use the strategy by the teacher.
4. Memorize it Memorizing the steps of the strategy.
5. Support it Practicing the strategy with peer and teacher stippo
6. Independent Independent use of the strategy
performance

Stage one: Develop background knowledd@ée main focus of this introductory
stage is to ensure that students have necessamddge or skills to understand,

learn, and execute the writing strategy and sejédiaion techniques.



Stage two: Discuss itStudents and the teacher discuss the strategytasadry out
specific writing tasks. The discussion includespgbepose, benefits of the strategy,
and how and when to use it. At this stage, studmatee commitment to learn the
strategy and be active participants as collabasdatooughout the process. Teacher

can also address students’ current negative arfeniteg beliefs at this stage.

Stage three: Model itThe teacher models how to use the strategy byaimg
appropriate self-talk and self-instruction. Seltmictions include problem definition
(“What do | need to do?”), planning (“First, | nedthink of ideas for my writing.”),
strategy use, self-evaluation (“Does this part mekese?”), error correction, coping
(“l can do this!”), and self-reinforcement (“Whageeat ending!”) statements. Each
student develops and records his/her own selfraates. The teacher can model the

strategy more than once if needed.

Stage four: Memorize itStudents memorize the steps of the strategy, any

accompanying mnemonic for remembering the strategglf-statements.

Stage five: Support itAt this stage, students practice using the tartgategy, self
statements and any other self-regulation procgssgs progress monitoring, goal
setting) with teacher and peer support until thery imdependently use them. Teacher
help may take different forms such as direct aasc in applying the strategy,

remodeling, corrective feedback, and praise. Remrsalso help each other by



working together. The important things at this stage fading support as soon as
possible and encouraging the students to applgtthgegy without assistance from

the teacher, peers or other instructional aids sagaleminder charts.

Stage six: Independent PerformancAt this stage students use the target strategy
independently. After the teacher makes sure thaesits can consistently use the
strategy and self regulation techniques on thein,dve/she can gradually fade use of

goal setting and progress monitoring too.

Graham and Harris (2005) think that strategy irctiom is necessary for several
reasons. First, a strategy specifies a guidelinedocessful completion of the writing
assignment or some part of it. Second, mental éipasthat occur during the
composing stage are made visible and concretaghrteacher modeling the stages
verbally and visually. Furthermore, struggling wr# learn new methods and
techniques for composing. While revising, it hedpsdents to consider larger and
more substantive problems of their writing inste&dninor errors of mechanics or
spelling. Lastly it enhances students’ knowledgeualvriting, the writing process

and themselves as writers (Graham & Hatrris, 2005)

Graham, Harris and their colleagues have conduiadiderable amount of research

about the effectiveness of SRSD model on studettitsl@arning disabilities.



Students ranged from second to eight grades aeddln case the SRSD model was

found to be effective.

In most studies of SRSD until 2002, participantduded students with special needs,
mostly children with learning disabilities (De La2& Graham, 2002). In these
studies, planning and revising strategies werehtiagthese children and the results
indicated that these strategies improved writingguenance. De La Paz and Graham
(2002) investigated the effectiveness of SRSD uasion with normally achieving
children in their study. The study was conductethio suburban schools in the
Southeast (the USA) with 58 seventh and eighthegstiddents, 30 in the
experimental and 28 in the control condition. Tamguage art classes were randomly
assigned to control (6 classes) and experimentab@ses) conditions. Students in
both groups were similar in terms of their plannb@paviors, essay length, word
length and overall essay quality before the ingibac Instructions in both groups
were delivered by the teachers. The focus of ttexvantion was teaching of

planning and revising. For this purpose, “PLAN &MRITE” strategy was chosen

and taught to the students following the guidelioethe SRSD model (details for
PLAN and WRITE, see Graham & Harris, 2007). Scopie instructions for both
groups were similar in terms of time, genre (exqwogiinvolving explanation and

persuasion), teaching of a five-paragraph essawy,fmaching a variety of discrete



writing skills including vocabulary, spelling andagnmar, instruction and inclusion
of feedback. However, while the experimental gretyzlents were instructed through
the SRSD model, the control group students weteucted through the traditional
model. Thus, the groups differed in terms of sgateeaching and application of self-
regulatory procedures. Students completed a ptexbelsa post-test before and after
the instructional phase of the study. The studgaéad that teaching of “PLAN and
WRITE” strategy SRSD model had a positive effectimwriting performance of
middle school students. Immediate results of tk&uction revealed that the students
in the experimental condition outperformed theiensan the control condition in that
they produced longer and qualitatively better essan their products contained
more mature vocabulary. This study had severaifggnt results. First of all it
showed that SRSD model could effectively be use@gular classroom. Secondly,
the instruction could effectively be delivered bgss teachers after they had training
on how to use the model. These features providedugaging suggestions for

classroom implications of SRSD model.

Another study conducted by Graham, Harris and Madr{2006) also supported the
idea of integrating SRSD in regular classroom lgular class teachers. They tested
the effectiveness of the SRSD instruction on repoiting performance of fifth-grade

students. The main reason of integrating SRSDuostm into the regular program



was that most of the students, including some @fsthongest writers, ignored
planning or thinking of ideas while writing thegports. The report writing strategy
(for the details of the strategy see Graham & Ka@005 p. 127) was taught as series
of mini lessons integrated into classroom writimggram. The classroom consisted
of students with and without learning difficultiesfter six weeks of training, overall

quality of students’ reports, including studentshwearning difficulties, improved.

Testing the effectiveness of the SRSD model oningriperformance of young
writers was not realized until 2005. Graham, Haand Mason (2005) investigated
the effect of SRSD model on writing skills of thigdade struggling writers and filled
this gap in the literature. By integrating anotimstructional component, peer
support, into the SRSD model they also added areffit perspective to SRSD
studies. For the study, third-grade struggling evatwere taught two genre-specific
strategies along with a more general strategy leommpng and writing a paper
(“POW”; “WWW What=2 How =2"; “TREE"). The focus dhe intervention was on
planning. The peer-support component involved ttudents working together to
promote strategy use. The students were encoutaghsicuss when, where, and how
to use the target strategies as well as opporégriti apply, monitor, discuss, and
evaluate their use beyond the instructional seti8ghird grade struggling writers

were randomly assigned into three treatment canditione instructed through the



SRSD model including peer-support component (N=@dg, instructed through
SRSD only (N=24), and one instructed through th&ats Workshop approach
(N=25) (see Calkins, 1986; Graves, 1983 cited iah@m, Harris & Mason, 2005).
The results were analyzed in terms of composing,tlength of essays, inclusion of
genre elements, writing knowledge, self efficacyd averall quality. Students in the
two SRSD groups outperformed the students in th@aoison conditions in terms of
time spent on composing, length, quality and wgitimowledge for persuasive
essays. The only area that revealed no statisliitatence between the three groups
was writing knowledge for story genre. Student$ s#icacy also remained almost
the same throughout the pre-test and the post-Eesthermore, the results of SRSD
only and SRSD plus peer support groups did notalesy significant difference in
none of the areas. The results of this study iomaot in that although inclusion of
peer support condition did not result in any siigaift difference, it was clearly stated
that SRSD is an appropriate instructional modetdéaching writing to primary

school children.

Effectiveness of SRSD instruction on writing penfiance of young primary school
students was also demonstrated by a recent ressandicted by Lane et al. (2008).
Lane and her colleagues investigated the effeBR8D model on story writing

performance of second grade students with emotiogtahvioral disorder. The scope



of the instruction included how to plan and dradtries. The target strategy taught
through the SRSD model was “WWW What=2 How=2". Galeoutcomes of the
study showed that students’ products improvedarystompleteness, length and
guality. More importantly, the improvements weraddasting. The maintenance test
results showed that intervention produced meaningfprovements in students’

performance maintained over time.

2.7. The "PLEASE” strategy

The “PLEASE” strategy is one of the strategiesgasted to be taught according to
the guidelines of the SRSD model. It is a mnemdmit provides learners with a road
map for writing a paragraph. It reminds learnersaoy out the following steps while

writing (Graham and Harris, 2007)

Step 1. Pick:The first step of the mnemonic reminds studentsdk the topic,

audience and type of the paragraph they plan tiewri

Step 2. List: The second step reminds students to generat# Igeas that they plan

to include in their writing.

Step 3. Evaluate:At this step, students evaluate their list toisé&es complete or it
is necessary to add more ideas. After they completkiation, they sequence or

organize the ideas.



Step 4. Activate:Students activate the paragraph by constructiogia sentence,

Step 5. Supply:Students supply sentences that support the tepiesce by using
their list of ideas. They are expected to turn adeh into a sentence and elaborate on

it where appropriate.

Step 6. End:The final step of the mnemonic reminds the stuslemend their writing
with a conclusion. Students are also expected atuate their work by revising their

ideas and editing their mistakes.

Table 4The “PLEASE” strategy for written expression

Pick a topic, audience and type of paragraph.
List your ideas about the topic.

Evaluate your list.

Activate the paragraph with a topic sentence.
Supply supporting sentences.

End with a concluding sentence.

and Evaluate your work.




Welch (1992) investigated the effectiveness of “REE” strategy training on sixth
grade learning disabled studenfd=7) paragraph writing. The students were taught
the “PLEASE” strategy based on the SRSD modelHfotyt weeks. The students in
both groups were instructed by two class teaclmeegttimes a week for thirty
minutes lesson duration. Eleven learning disabledents from the same district
were assigned to the control group. The groups westeucted concurrently. The
experimental group had training on “PLEASE” writisgategy through SRSD model
while students in the control group were taughttigh traditional approach which
was not process oriented and lacked in self-reguiatrategies. Data collection tools
included student surveys and students’ writing damstudent surveys were
implemented to assess students’ knowledge of pgpagrand metacognitive
knowledge of prewriting planning, composing andsig, Results of the pre-
treatment writing and students’ surveys did noeesignificant difference between
the control and experimental group. For the studanteys, the post-treatment mean
scores of the experimental group were found tadpgfeantly higher than the

control group. The experimental group outperforrtiedcontrol group in post-
treatment writing as well. The “PLEASE” was foumdite effective in developing

students’ both paragraph writing knowledge andimgiskills.



2.8. The role of planning in writing

Planning is a vital part of skilled writing; howeyeleveloping writers plan
infrequently and ineffectively (Graham & Harris,®0). Most of the students regard
planning as thinking for a while about what to wrénd tend to generate ideas as they
write. Generally their previous sentences or idaastion as a motive for the
upcoming ones and they usually complain aboutratienh of having difficulty in
idea generation. Graham and Harris (2007) statenbat of the young developing
writers consider planning as a vital element otiwg. However they point out that
many young developing writers spent little or modion planning in actual
performance. Thinking time was stated to be leas thminute for those young
writers. This situation indicates that, althoughriers have some knowledge of the
importance of planning or how to plan, they hav@adilty with or ignore it in real
practice. Available evidence supports that teachegeloping writers how to plan or

revise has a strong and positive effect on theitirg (Graham and Harris, 2009).

Chamot and O’Malley (1990) investigated existingtgtgy knowledge of EFL
students in their longitudinal study. The resuftthink-aloud protocols showed that
foreign language learners used a variety of comgitegies separately or in

combination with each other. For writing tasksy#@s found that organizational



planning strategies such as planning to compoaenpig for total product, planning

for goals, planning particular sentences were bsettie learners.

For Flower (1993), getting started to write is aajuestion of ability or knowledge;
rather it is a strategy problem. She states thawiére an ability or knowledge
problems, good writes or experts wouldn’t have ayble in getting started. She
considers planning as a secret pawer Hayes and Nash (1996), the main advantage
of planning is that it makes the task easier ankles\& less cognitively demanding
(cited in Manchon & Larios, 2007). Graham and HafB007) provided us with a set
of planning activities that were found to be effeetsuch as brainstorming or free
writing about students’ existing knowledge or wttey want to know, completing an
outline or graphic organizer, exploring more ab@tpic by reading books, viewing
a film, interviewing an expert, etc. They also stathat to gain the maximum benefit
from these prewriting activities, teachers musti&xyptheir purpose, describe how to

carry out them and model the activity.

One way of developing students writing is stratemgruction in planning. The scope
of the instruction involves explicit teaching odphing strategies to the students with
the goal that they will learn how to use them iretegently and flexibly (Graham &

Harris, 2007).



Strategy training through SRSD instruction on plagrwas tested with a variety of
genres including story (e.g. Harris, Graham &Atka@95; Graham, Harris & Mason,
2005; Glaser, 2004; Albertson &Billingsley, 200&Xplanation (e.g. De La Paz &
Graham, 2002; De La Paz, 1999), and persuasiomé@raHarris & Mason, 2005;
De La Paz & Graham, 1997a, cited in McArthur, Grah& Fitzgerald, 2007). As
stated before, many of the SRSD studies includettjpants with learning
difficulties which was the case in the area of plag as well. However, several
studies compensated this lack in the literaturenblading normally-achieving
elementary school children as participants.

A recent study about the impact of SRSD for plagrand drafting stories
contributed to the literature with clearly statexsipive results for the effectiveness of
SRSD instruction for elementary grade normally-aeimg students. Tracy, Reid
&Graham (2009) conducted their study in 2006 inralrelementary school with 127
third grade normally-achieving students. Studerdgsewandomly assigned to
experimental (three classes) and control (thregsels conditions. Students in the
experimental condition were directly and systenadifdaught how to use specific
strategies for planning and drafting stories (8ggtl: POW Strategy; Strategy 2:
WWW; 2 What and 2 How, see Graham & Harris, 20Q7)dgular class teachers.
The intervention involved teaching students howyiply the strategies and self

regulatory processes (goal setting, self monitoand self-speech). Teachers were



provided with clearly explained lesson plans arytiere trained about how to carry
out the SRSD instruction. The control group receitraditional writing instruction
delivered by three class teachers. The traditimsatuction included teaching of
basic writing skills such as spelling, grammar, giuation, sentence combining with
relatively less emphasis on process writing. Teacbely taught planning, text
organization and revising strategies at changiteywals, several times a month. The
data analysis included stories (students had ictsbn) and personal narratives
(students did not have instruction) written by stoid before and after the treatment.
SRSD students wrote qualitatively better and lorsgieries at post-test than the
control group. According to the maintenance testiits administered two weeks
following the end of the treatment, SRSD studerasiained the gains they had and
quality of their products was significantly bettban the control group. Although
students were not instructed about how to writsqeal narratives, it was observed
that SRSD students could generalize what they éebdaring SRSD instruction on
story writing to personal narratives. This studgyded empirical support for
teaching writing strategies to elementary graddestts. Another important point of
this study was the delivery of instruction by regutlass teachers. It shows that if
teachers are provided with support (lesson platsaoning), they can effectively use

this model in their regular classrooms.



Another unique study about the effectiveness of BRStruction for planning on
typically able students’ writing was conducted by Da Paz in 1999. In her study,
middle school children with and without learningalilities were taught a strategy
for planning and writing expository essays. Thdipgrants were 22 eight and
seventh grade students categorized as learninglellsén=6), low (n=6), average
(n=6) and high achieving (n=4) from two differenhsols. The instructions
continued for four weeks and were carried out lag<slteachers. Teachers were
provided with instructional materials and lessoanglin advance. Scoring included
the quality of the plans, length of the essays,leteness of essay elements and
overall quality. Results of the study indicated mement in all variables for all
students. As for planning, it was stated that aitfoonly seven students engaged in
planning before the instruction (93% without evidemwf planning), after learning the
strategy, all of the participants generated plai® po writing their compositions.
The following utterances from the participants weliaced in the study to indicate
effectiveness of planning instruction in studeagproaches to writing: “Making a
plan helped me organize ideas”, “I could get idwmad details down on paper”, “The

plan helped me go beyond main ideas and remindet m#d supporting details.”

Apart from strategy instruction, creating an atni@sp supporting students’ planning

is also highlighted as a tool for helping develgpiwriters become good planners by



Graham and Harris (2007). To create this atmospkardents should become
knowledgeable about the importance of planning, ptamning helps writers and
when they should use planning. They also stateftkedichers accomplish to
establish a predictable writing routine where plagns encouraged, planning
becomes a predictable part of students’ writingd8nts’ planning behavior also
flourishes when students’ remarkable planning beina\are praised. Planning
requires spending a considerable amount of timas Tétudents need a supportive
writing environment and they should be providedwahgaging writing tasks if they

are expected to spend time on planning.

2.9. Summary of the literature review

In this chapter of the study, the literature ontwg instruction was reviewed from
different perspectives. Fist, approaches to L1lghdriting with a focus on process
approach were presented. Based on the views trettohthe implications of L2
writing came from L1 writing research, similaritiaad differences between L2 and
L2 writers were discussed. Emphasizing the impagasf strategy use in language
learning, different writing instruction models bedsen strategy training were
presented along with a detailed explanation ofSR&D model. The “PLEASE”
strategy, used for the current study, was explabyeckferencing prior studies.

Finally, role of planning in developing studentstimg skills was discussed by



referring to various studies indicating that plarghhad a substantial influence on
students writing both in terms of product and pssc& he overall impression of the
related literature is that 1) writing should beghubased on process approach, 2)
strategy training is an important component of wgtinstruction, 3) planning is one
of the most crucial stages of any writing taskif)augh students, especially younger
ones, have an idea about the importance of plantiieg engage in little or no
planning prior to writing thus it is necessary émse students’ awareness about the

importance of planning, and 5) they should be tahglv to plan before writing.



CHAPTER IlI

METHOD

3.0. Presentation

This part is composed of five sections: 1) statdméthe research questions; 2)
research methodology; 3) pilot study; 4) informatabout participants; 5) data

collection instruments and procedures; 6) datayarsprocedures.

The overall aim of this study is to investigate éfect of the “PLEASE” strategy
instruction through the SRSD model on fifth gratlelents’ descriptive writing

skills.

3.1. Research methodology

The study examined the effects of “PLEASE” stratggining for descriptive writing
through the SRSD model on written products of fgtade EFL students. The focus
of the instruction was teaching of the “PLEASE’as#gy for planning and organizing
during pre-writing and drafting stages. The lesgmtedures were based on the
guidelines suggested by the SRSD model. The study intervention study. As
stated by Fraenkel and Wallen (2003), in intenagnstudies a particular method or

treatment is expected to influence one or moreamés. The major methodology



used in intervention research is the experimenttit@current study one-group pre-
test — post-test experimental design was usechén-group pre-test — pos-test
design, a single group is measured and observéde bashows the design of the the

study.

Table 5The One-Group Pretest-Posttest Design

o X O

Pre-test Treatment Post-test

(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2003, p.72)
Although experimental studies are stated undetitileeof quantitative research
methodology, the current study contained both dtaive and qualitative features in
terms of data collection procedures. Thus a meltggproach was used for data
collection in order to strengthen the methodolodyenzin (1978) named this
multiple approach as triangulation — “the combioatdf methodologies in the study
of the same phenomenon” (cited from Jick, 19790R) 6T he idea behind
triangulation is that the weakness in each singtéhod will be compensated for by

the counter- balancing strengths of another mettmotthe current study, one of the

data collection tools was the questionnaire inclgdinly close-ended questions in

the form of a Likert-scale. The second data catbectool was retrospective verbal



reports conducted both for the writing pre-test tedwriting post-test to explore
students’ writing process. Researcher also tael fiotes about approximate time
spent on planning while students were writing. Af@m retrospective verbal
reports, the students were also interviewed tocghe perceived effectiveness of
the intervention. The last data consisted of sttglevritten products which were

evaluated holistically.

The study was reviewed by Middle East TechnicaMdrsity Ethical committee.
Permission to conduct this study was requested fhenschool principal, head of the
English department, the parents of the participantsthe participants themselves.
All documents including consent forms, interviewegtions, and questionnaire were

evaluated and approved by the committee.

3.2. Setting

The study was conducted in fall, 2009-2010 acadegwsc in a private primary

school in Istanbul, Turkey. The philosophy of thstitution is stated as;

“the school aims to raise democratic, optimistatf-sonfident and sensitive
individuals who has cultural consciousness, whothaskills for conducting
researches and inquiries, who can express higlbas iand feeling easily, who
can transfer his/her knowledge into action and Wa®the skills of problem
solving.”

Starting from the grade 1 in primary school, Erghdain Course and Skills courses



are offered by both English native teachers andi$hiteachers of English. Starting
from the grade 5, the students learn a secondgiofanguage e.g. French, German,
Spanish. The social facilities are varied e.g Ibalte skating, creative drama,
swimming, gymnastics, tennis. The classrooms amgposed of twenty students at
most. The available resources in each classroolmde@ computer, projector,
bulletin boards, and a blackboard. For the edonatiactivities, the students choose
a social activity or club in line with their agesills and interests. As it was not
possible to integrate the instruction into the fagaurriculum, the researcher
designed a writing class with the title of “Writi@jub” and offered it as an
extracurricular educational activity at school.thé¢ beginning of the fall semester,
the students voluntarily chose this club and théigpants of the study consisted of
those eight students. Students and the researadtenoe a week on Fridays in a
classroom. The available resources in the classinolided a projector, a board, a
computer, and bulletin boards. As the last weethefmonth was allotted for regular
classes, extracurricular activities were limitedree times in a month. The duration
for each meeting was seventy minutes, approximateyregular class hours. The
study was completed in 13 weeks allocated as; kWweeclass discussion and warm-
up, 1 week for the pre-test administration, 10kgder instruction, and 1 week for
the post-testadministration. Throughout the irgation, students’ products were

stored in individual files. To alleviate potentddta loss, the files were collected by



the instructor after each lesson. Students’ inddgetwritings were displayed in an
exhibition held at school. All fifth grade studep@rticipated in the exhibition with
different products. The topic of the exhibition waster'. Thus, 3 lessons were
allotted for writing on “water”. The participant$ this study prepared two posters
and wrote descriptive compositions about the ingra¢ of water in people’s life

along with compositions written on self-selectepi¢s.

3.3. Participants

The participants consisted of eight fifth grademalty-achieving EFL students
studying in a private primary school in IstanbulifRey. They were aged from 10 to
11 years old. Five of them started learning Engliskindergarten. Two participants
started learning English at grade one in this scl@oee participant enrolled in this
school in grade two. In grade one she studiedpualdic school where English
lessons were not offered at that grade level. épaints did not differ in terms of
language proficiency and were at pre-intermedetell None of the students had
participated in a formal writing course before YWating Club. In grade five, they
have 10 class hours of English lessons in a wde&adéd as 6 hours for main course

and 4 hours for reading & writing lessons. Mainseuessons focus on teaching of

grammar and students are instructed through a edask specifically designed for

EFL learners. Main course lessons are taught bkiJluspeakers of English



teachers. Reading & writing lessons are taughtdiive speakers of English and
focus on the development of four skills, mainlydieg skills. In these lessons,
students read a series of readers. Main activitade reading and responding to
the text by answering comprehension questions,btdasy exercises, project works
and reading circles. A close examination of fiftade English yearly plans revealed
that little emphasis was given to writing instroctiyet students were familiar with
the terms such as planning, drafting, revising egtiting. In the plans there was no
explicitly stated writing instruction in the curdalum. Main writing activities

included letter writing, copying a given piece afitimg by changing certain parts,

changing the end of a story, writing the summarg efory with given words.

3.4. Pilot study

In order to identify areas of difficulty, a pilotgly was conducted in the spring
semester of the academic year 2008-2009 in a praatool in Ankara. The
participants consisted of grade gi=12) and grade fivéN=8) EFL students. The
group did not differ significantly in terms of tméevel of English. The researcher
designed a writing class with the title of “Writit@jub” and offered it as an

extracurricular activity. At the beginning of thering semester, the students

voluntarily chose this club. Those 20 volunteedstits were the participants of the

pilot study. The instruction was delivered by theaarcher. The researcher and the



students met once a week, on Fridays, in a classrdbe allocated time for the club
was seventy minutes. The available resources iol#ssroom were an interactive
white board, bulletin boards for displaying studentorks and visual materials, and
a projector. The data collection tools were 1) astionnaire conducted before and
after the intervention, 2) interviews done at thd ef the intervention in order to
collect information about students ideas aboueffectiveness of the intervention,
and 3) students’ written products conducted aptbdest and the post-test. The
intervention lasted for 8 weeks. Throughout themv¢ntion students worked on how
to write descriptive paragraphs and learned asefieognitive and metacognitive
strategies including topic selection strategies)gigraphic organizer strategies, self-
monitoring strategies and self evaluation stratediée pilot study led to some

changes as follows;

1) The questionnaire used in the pilot study consietelD6 closed ended items
in the form of Likert-scale (see Appendix 1). Whikaidents were answering
the questions, the researcher observed some prebhastly related to the
length of the questionnaire. Students had difficirtfocusing on too many

guestions. More importantly, it was observed tloae of the students

2) answered the questions without reading them prgpefinish the

guestionnaire as soon as possible. Consideringtteaé problems might have



3)

significant effect on the results of the study, goestionnaire was shortened
to 28 items for the current study. The items se¥or the same purposes
were determined and only several of them were dedun the current
guestionnaire. The scope of the questionnaire vgasnarrowed down in a
way that it only inquired students’ beliefs abcwgmselves as writers, their
knowledge about writing in general, their knowledgel attitudes about

planning and strategy awareness (see Appendix 2).

In the pilot study, the interview was conductethatend of the intervention

in order to find out the perceived effectivenessheftraining by the students.
Considering that just the questionnaire would re@ebough to investigate
students” knowledge and attitudes about plannidglaa writing process, the
design and scope of the interview were changeds,Tthe current study
included 1) retrospective verbal reports condubietth at the beginning and at
the end of the intervention along with the writig-test and the writing
post-test, 2) student interviews conducted at titka# the intervention in

order to explore perceived effectiveness of therugntion.

The retrospective verbal report was Ericson and8is(1993) and taken
from Renner (1999). The same guiding questions wsed for both pre-test

and post-test (see Appendix 3).



4)

5)

The post interview conducted at the end of thevetation was adapted from
Sundeen (2007). The purpose of adding this stud&iew was to
determine the perceived efficacy of the strategining for the learners (see

Appendix 4).

Another pretest instrument was added to the custeiwly to strengthen the
findings regarding learners existing backgroundvdedge. Wilucki’'s (1984)
writing interview was used (taken from Renner, 1)98%rder to establish a
starting point regarding the existence of strategywledge or lack of same
before the “PELASE” strategy was introduced (sppeéndix 5). The
interview was conducted as a class discussionigctiduring the discussion,
It was ensured that almost each participant tooksttor each question. The

discussion was audio-recorded.

The topic of the pre-test was also changed intotlbaewas more fun to write.
The topic used in the pilot study was writing abantimaginary classroom
(see Appendix 6). Comments from the pilot studytipigants revealed that
the topic was not interesting enough to write abdbe topic of the current
study enabled participants to have more power oosihg what to write
about. Thus for the current study, the studentgwasked to describe the

things behind a magic window (see Appendix 7).



6)

7)

For the post-test of the pilot-study students wanteheir self-selected topics.
The post-test prompt of the current study was glwethe researcher (see
Appendix 8). The prompts of the pre-test and pest#ept similar to each
other in order to prevent any data corruption thaght have stemmed from

the topic.

Different from the pilot study, participants of thidy also completed a
writing assignment in their regular classroom idesrto observe their pre-
writing planning at the independent performancegest&or this, a writing
assignment was prepared by the researcher angjfdtte English teachers
applied it. All fifth grade students, including tparticipants, completed the
assignment in their regular classrooms. Here ttemiion was to create a
natural atmosphere for the participants. Duringrtb@mposing process, the
teachers observed the participants of the studyibed a form given by the
researcher (see Appendix 9). The participants diknow that they were

being observed.



3.5. Current study

The instructor re-planned the procedures for thieeati study by applying all changes

entailed by the pilot study.

3.6. Instruction materials

Topic T-Chart Graphic Organizeifopic T-Chart is a graphic organizer developed

for topic selection by Peha (2003) which is basednaking two lists consisting of
opposites in the shape of a “T”. The suggested sipgwinclude like-hate, typical-

unusual, fun-have to, regret-proud of (see Appeddix

Hand Graphic Organizertt is a hand template used as an organizer to genigleas

for sensory details. Sight, sound, taste, toucti,sanell are placed on each finger of
the hand (see Appendix 11). Graphic organizers bageessfully used in writing
instruction (Englert et al., 1991; Idol & Croll, 88; Sturm & Rankin-Erickson, 2002,
cf. Sundeen, 2007). They are defined as specifiagmf prewriting strategies for
generating ideas. Graphic organizers are founddaae cognitive overload and

enable students to formulate higher quality wrigpenducts (Sundeen, 2007).

Writing Process PosterA writing process poster was hung on the wall tigfaut

the intervention in order to help students intam@athat writing was not a one-step

process in which their first draft served as tfie@l copies. Rather, it was a multi-



step recursive process consisting of planningtid@gfrevising, sharing, editing,

publishing and assessing (see Appendix 12).

Good Descriptive Writing Poste©n the first day of the instruction, as a groupkvo

activity the learners listed characteristics obadjdescriptive writing by working on
good descriptive writing samples (see Appendix $B)dents prepared a poster on
which the main characteristics of a good descrgtiviting were listed. The poster
was hung on the bulletin board for 7 weeks. Therglkthe instructional aids, the
poster was removed before the independent perfaenstage as suggested by the

SRSD model (Graham & Harris, p.26)

“PLEASE” instructional chart:On the first day of the instruction, the “PLEASE”

instructional chart was hung on the bulletin baasd scaffold for the learners (see
Appendix 14). Then the chart was removed one wéek i@moving the Good

Descriptive Writing Poster.

3.7. Data collection tools

Data collection tools included: 1) writing pre-tesid writing post-test 2)
guestionnaire; 3) pre-test and post-test writingospective verbal reports; and

4)student interview.



3.7.1. Writing pre-test and writing post-test

Students wrote descriptive compositions prior td after the intervention. The
prompts for the pre-test and the post-test werergby the researcher and kept very
similar to each other in topic so that the reswitsild not be affected by the topic
choice. The prompts did not require any backgrdumalvledge and addressed
general writing knowledge to minimize any possigfiect of student content
knowledge on the results. Prompts were also chfusdyeing relevant to
participants’ interests and for allowing use of gimation (see Appendix 7 and 8). It
is important to note that, the researcher provalegace of the writing pre-test paper
where students could draw picture. During the wgitpre-test condition the students
were told that they could draw picture if they wethtThe aim was to see if students
would engage in any pre-writing planning eitherdogwing picture or listing ideas
on the provided space. Space for planning wasalaifor the post-test writing

assignment as well.

The quality of students’ written products was meaduased on the Written
Expression Rubric (WER) which was taken from a Einstudy conducted by
Sundeen (2007) (see Appendix 16). The rubric ireductiteria as to focus, clarity of
the organizational pattern, and development of stipyy ideas. The rating scale was

between 1-6. Unscorable written products got 0. §tbdents’ written products were



also analyzed in terms of length. The length ferwhiting pre-test and the post-test
was measured by counting number of words writtére corer unfamiliar with the
purpose of the study filled the length score fomepared by the researcher (see

Appendix 17).

3.7.2. Questionnaire

The writing questionnaire consisted of 28 closeeehnitems in the form of a Likert-
scale. The questions were taken from Victori’'s @9§uestionnaire. The researcher
sent an e-mail to him for permission and she wlasval to use it in the current
study. The format of the questionnaire was chanlyetthe original questionnaire, the
criteria were provided as 1 (strongly disagred}jiagree), 3 (neither agree nor
disagree), 4 (agree), 5 (strongly agree) and thiecgmeants were expected to write the
number next to each item according to their answésthe current questionnaire
the criteria were provided above just like in thgimal one, however the numbers
were written in circles next to each question dregdarticipants were expected to
tick the number according to their answers (seeefgpx 2). Thus, participants could
follow the criteria more easily and any confusiegult that might stem from
handwriting was prevented. The questions were latsinto participants’ L1 in
order to prevent any confusion related to langu&ge validity reasons the following

procedures were implemented; 1) the researchetvan¥A students studying in the



department of English language teaching retrargskdge questions into Turkish and
the translations were compared to each other, Engflish teacher teaching English
at a private university retranslated the items English, 3) the translated items
(Turkish) were checked by a fifth grade class teaébr the appropriateness and
clarity of language (Turkish) for fifth grade studg, 4) the final version was
approved by the advisor of the researcher. Thetigumesire was analyzed by
subcategories; 1) students’ beliefs about themsedseawriters 2) their knowledge
about writing in general 3) their knowledge andtadies about planning and 4)
strategy awareness The same questionnaire was iathred before and after the
intervention to investigate any changes in studgygeceptions about the categories

stated above.

3.7.3. Pre-test writing and post-test writing retrgpective verbal reports

“Verbal reports are oral records of thoughts, pided by subjects when thinking
aloud during or immediately after completing a ta#asper, 1998). Verbal reports
have been widely used in many areas including tnyetson of cognitive processing
in writing. (Kormos, 1998). In retrospective verbaport, the subjects verbalize their
thoughts after they perform the task. (Kormos, 3988 suggested by Ericsson and
Simon (1993) the important point in retrospectiehat retrospective reports should

immediately follow the task so that learners’ recékhe events is easier and does not



fade (Renner,1999). Students were not informedtkiet were going to be
interviewed about their writing process. Ericssad & mon (1980, 1993) argue that
the participants should not be informed of theasective interview before they
complete the task in order to prevent any interfeeeof foreknowledge with their
performance (Kormos, 1998). The interview questiwase adapted from Renner’'s
(1999) study which is an adaptation from Ericssoth &imon (1993) (see Appendix
3). The interviews were conducted prior to andrdfte intervention following
immediately the writing pre-test and the writingsptest. During the interviews, the
products were available to the learners, so tlet flad chance to have a look at their
products when they needed to. The interviews wene @ a separate available

classroom individually and were audio-recorded.

3.7.4. Student interview

The participant students were interviewed followihg last day of the intervention to
investigate students ‘perceptions as to the effentiss of the training for them. A

semi-structured format was used for the intervisee(Appendix 4).

3.8. Scoring procedures

Quality of participants descriptive writing was reaeed by written expression

scoring rubric (WER) taken from a similar study®yndeen (2007). The same



scoring procedure in that study was applied tcctireent study. Two raters were
involved in the scoring procedure. One of the sateas a fifth grade reading &
writing teacher, a native speaker of English, wogkin the school. The other rater
was an MA student studying in the department ofliEhd.anguage Teaching with a
BA diploma in the same department. He also hastdicate ofteaching and
assessing academic writirgpowing that he has successfully completed theirica
program in the area of writing instruction and asseent. The two raters were
informed about how to use the WER scoring rubmeplkasizing that elements of
conventions of grammar, spelling and punctuatiorevexcluded. They were told to
read each paper carefully to obtain a general isgiwa of the overall quality. The
raters scored the students’ original papers. Eapempwas scored independently by

each rater. The final score was assigned by avegdlge scores of the raters.

In addition, the researcher recorded the lengtinad spent on planning and any
planning notes written by students were collectéche spent on planning was
calculated by recording the time interval whenghealents were told to start writing
and when the students actually began writing. rEésearcher also took notes about
students’ behaviors throughout the writing proc@$® lengths of the written
products were measured by counting number of wioidsding the ones that were
misspelled. A graduate student unfamiliar with design and the purpose of the

study counted the words for both the writing pret-tend the post-test.



3.9. Study implementation

Three phases were incorporated as part of therdésighe current study: 1) pre-

intervention, 2) intervention, 3) post-interventioAll the procedures in this study

were performed by the researcher.

Table 6Study phases

Writer's interview

Week 1

The writing interview was
conducted as a class discussig
activity on the first day of the
club activity.

>

Pre-tests
Questionnaire

Writing pre-test

Phase |

Writing pre-test retrospective
verbal report

Week 1
Each participant completed the
guestionnaire on the first day o
the club activity after the class
discussion.

Week 2

Participants completed the
writing pre-test on the second
week.

Each student gave retrospectiy
verbal report following the
completion of the writing pre-
test. They were asked a series
guestions about their writing
process

of




Table 6Study phasegont’d)

Phase Il

Instruction through SRSD
model

“PLEASE” strategy training for
descriptive writing.

Student interview

Week 3 - 12

Instruction involved ten 70
minute sessions held once week.
Participants completed three
descriptive writings on self-
selected topics throughout the
intervention.

Each student was interviewed
about the effectiveness of the
strategy training

Phase lll

Post-tests

Questionnaire

Writing post-test

Post-test retrospective verbal
report

Week 13

Participants completed the same
questionnaire conducted at the
pre-intervention phase.

Students completed the writing
post-test

Participants gave retrospective
verbal report on the writing-pos
test.

—




Table 7Timeline of the study

October 9, 2009 Writer's survey (class discussion)
Pre-test questionnaire

Octoberl6, 2009 Writing pre-test
Retrospective verbal report on the writing pre-test

November 6, 2009 Lesson 1

November 13, 2009 Lesson 2

November 20, 2009 Lesson 3

December 4, 2009 Lesson 4

December 11, 2009 Lesson 5

December 18, 2009 Lesson 6

January 8, 2010 Lesson 7

January 15, 2010 Lesson 8

January 25-26, 2010 Out of writing class assignriiedependent
performance)

February 12, 2010 Lesson 9

February 19, 2010 Lesson 10
Student interview

February 26, 2010 Writing post-test
Retrospective verbal report on the writing post-
test

Post-test questionnaire




3.9.1. Phase |: Pre-intervention

Week 1

The first week of the intervention was allocatedrfeeeting with the students, raising
their motivation towards writing and exploring séuds’ existing strategy knowledge.
After a warm welcome, the researcher initiatedsasdiscussion by using the
guestions in Wilucki’s (1984) writing interview. Ela student expressed their ideas
for each question. The class discussion was aediorded. Then students completed
the pre-test questionnaire. After the class disonssnowball fight game was played.
For this game, students wrote their negative idegtings or experiences about
writing in English on a piece of paper and threenthat each other. With the
teacher's command, students stopped and read tdewsgntences written in the
snowballs. With the help of this game, they realitteat all students had similar
difficulties in writing which raised their motivatn towards learning the strategies to

write better.

Week 2

The writing pre-test followed by the retrospectisegbal reports were conducted at

the second week of the intervention. Students waaemposition on a given topic.



The prompt was read aloud by the researcher amasitensured that all students
understood what they were asked to do. In orddetect any planning behavior, the
researcher provided space on the given paperdargtudents were informed that
they could use the space as they wanted. The &lbtiane for writing was 40
minutes. While the students were writing, the redear took field notes, especially
for time spent on planning, students’ any planrbagavior and their observed
anxiety or comfort while writing. Immediately aftdrey finished writing, each
student was interviewed about their writing proc&ss this, retrospective verbal
report technique was used. Each student verbafiwared questions directed by the
researcher about the writing process. Interviewewaeadio-recorded. As suggested
by Ericson and Simon (1993), retrospective repantaediately followed the writing

task so that the writers recalled the events e@Riyner, 1999).



3.9.2. Phase IlI: Intervention

The “PLEASE” strategy

Table 8The “PLEASE” strategy for written expression

Pick a topic, audience and type of paragraph
List your ideas about the topic.

Evaluate your list.

Activate the paragraph with a topic sentence.
Supply supporting sentences.

End with a concluding sentence.

and Evaluate your work.

It is important to note that some changes wereiegpbd the strategy due to
participants’ progress during the intervention gh&tudents’ pre-test writings were
at the paragraph level. However, starting fromrtfiest writing practice at the
“support it” stage of the intervention, some studeproducts became longer in
length and went beyond a single paragraph levels Btudents were instructed how
to organize their writings into separate paragrapesause of this, the fourth step of

the mnemonic was changedAsstivate the composition with an introduction, ahd t



sixth step was changed Bed with a conclusion. Apart from these, as typéhef
paragraph was knowRjck type of paragraph statement replacedPlzk a purpose
(see Appendix 15). Apart from this, students wesgructed about how to organize

their ideas into separate paragraphs. The chamgesimmarized in table 9.

Table 9Revised “PLEASE” strategy for written expression

Pick a topic, purpose and audience

List your ideas about the topic.

Evaluate your list and organize your notes
Activate the composition with an introduction.
Supply supporting details.

End with a conclusion.

and Evaluate your work.

The SRSD model typically includes six stages: Dewyd&ackground Knowledge,
Discuss It, Model It, Memorize It, Support It, almtlependent Performance. The
lessons were designed according to these stepsnaidifications considering
individual students’ needs. One or more days dfulction occurred in each stage,
according to students’ needs and rate of progtesse(et al, 2008). Each of these
stages was italicized and placed in parenthesen Wwioecurred in the following

explanations of the lesson procedures.



Week 3 - Lesson |

This lesson focused on developing background krniydeabout process writing and
descriptive writing in general. First, the studentse informed about the overall aim
of the club. Then the process approach to writiag mtroduced by providing
examples about how the written texts looked likeaath step (Peha, 1995-2003) (see
Appendix 18). To introduce descriptive writing, tinstructor projected a good
example of descriptive paragraph on the board ead it aloud. Then students were
asked to make a tentative list about the charatiesiof a good descriptive writing in
their groups. After a small discussion, by eli@tideas from the students the
instructor prepared an instructional chart listing characteristics of a good
descriptive writing to be used as a scaffold inrém@aining lesson®evelop
background knowledgeee Appendix 13Each characteristic was then discussed.
First, the parts of the well written paragraph (¢aggentence, supporting details, and
concluding sentence) and the coherence of the golagvere discussé®iscuss it).
Then students worked on describing a given nouuasinyg adjectives and details
appealing to five senses in groups (see Appendix tBorder to deepen their
understanding, the instructor read aloud descripifca place and asked the students
to listen to it while eyes were closed and trym@agine that place. The description

was read two times, one with substantive adjec@wesnumerous sensory details, the



other with limited adjectives and inadequate deta@lmini class discussion was held
about the differences of the two descriptions bypleasizing the importance of
sensory details. Then a common goal was deterniior@tle students’ future writing

products -ereating a vivid image in the reader’s mind.

Week 4 - Lesson |l

The “PLEASE” strategy was introduced in this lesbgrusing the “PLEASE”
strategy chart. The students were motivated btethat they are going to learn a
trick (strategy) to write better. Each step of tmeemonic, the benefits of them, when
and where to use the strategy were discud3esatuss it) As the type of the
paragraph was pre-determined, “pick type of thagaph” statement was replaced
with “pick the purpose” so that students would bkedo remember to discuss ideas
around a main idea while writing. In pairs studemtsked on memorizing each step
of the mnemonic. Then together with students a gaal set to learn and use the
strategy. Students made commitment to learn anthes&trategy. A sample
paragraph was analyzed to help students idenfifig tfentence, supporting details
and conclusion. Students also wrote the explanati@ach letter of the mnemonic

on their own “PLEASE” chart and kept it in theileB (see Appendix 20).



For the first step of the mnemoni®itk a topic”, students were introduced T chart
graphic organizer (see Appendix 10). After a disausabout the benefits of writing
on self selected topig¢®iscuss it)the instructor modeled how to use the graphic
organizer to choose her own topic by thinking al@dddel it). Then students chose
their own topics to write about in the following &kes with the help of the instructor
(Support it).After the topic selection stage, students pickatdience and purpose for
their own writing. The second step of the mnemdhiist your ideas” was carried out
with the help of the hand graphic organizer (sepefalix 11). A class discussion
was held about how listing ideas before writing Woease their composing process.
The instructor asked about students’ current plambiehavior and addressed how no
planning prior to writing might negatively affecbtth their writing process and
product(Discuss it).Then, the benefits of using hand graphic orgamzse

discussed (helps us remember five senses for lgetseription and organize our
notes more easilypDiscuss it).The instructor projected the graphic organizethan
board, wrote her own topic in the middle and modi¢lew to generate ideas for each
senses by thinking aloytodel it). The whole process was led by the teacher. While
modeling the process, the instructor uttered gatements which included coping,
strategy use, and self-reinforcement. How thedaakk positively influenced the

process was then discussed. After that, the wholeegs was repeated with a



different topic to help students internalize theqass before independent practice.
This time most of the ideas were generated byttsests. The instructor was in the
role of a facilitator at this stag&upport it).The lesson was closed by telling each

step of the “PLEASE” strategy chorally.

Week 5 - Lesson Il

The lesson started with a revision of the previwask. Each student told what
“PLEASE” meant from memory. Then students drewrtbein hand on a piece of
paper and created their own graphic organizersh Wi help of the instructor and
their peers, they generated ideas on their sedegad topicgSupport it).For the
sharing stage of the process, the instructor pragea volunteer student’s completed-
graphic organizer on the board. Based on the icisirs and the students’ feedback,
the ideas were revised by adding and deleting emgtaphic organiz€Support it).

The instructor introduced the remaining stages bgeting how to write a paragraph
(Model it). The instructor emphasized that a topic sentenaeldlencapsulate or
organize the entire paragraph and a concludinggeeatwas needed to show that the
writer completed what s/he wanted to say and teel@afinal statement in the
readers’ mind. Thus a collaborative writing expade was realized. The instructor

and students set a goal to create a vivid imagé®neader’'s mind, and then planned



and wrote a descriptive paragraph together usihdge ASE” strategy accompanied
with the hand graphic organizer and self statemhipport it).Then a mini class
discussion was held on how “PLEASE” strategy helwete a good descriptive
paragraph and how this strategy could strengtheat stiadents currently did

(Discuss it).

Week 6 - Lesson IV

The lesson started with a revision of the previask. The “PLEASE” mnemonic
was practiced to make sure that all students cameember the steps without
looking at the instructional cha¥lemorize it).Characteristics of a good descriptive
writing were discussed and how planning prior tding could improve both the
process and the product was emphasf{Pestuss it) By emphasizing the importance
of self-talk and giving examples from her own st#ftements in the previous week,
the instructor asked students to note down their s&lf statements that they might
use while writing (see Appendix 16, example saltatents).Then, students started
to write their own paragraphs. The instructor infed students that she was always
available if they needed any help. Students wese a@lowed to use an online

dictionary when they neede8ypport it).

In this lesson, it was observed that some studemishgs were beyond the

paragraph level in length. Their writings were nhpsbmposed of an introductory



paragraph, two or three body paragraphs and awsiool paragraph. However, for
the pre-tests, none of the students went beyonpategraph level. To the
researcher’s question about how they could writeentioan a paragraph, their
answers revealed that they transferred essay wiitiormation from their Turkish
lessons. They said that as they had lots of ideasite due to planning with the hand
graphic organizer, they wrote longer. However,rthebducts lacked a clear
organizational pattern. They tended to write ideashe graphic organizer one by
one without concerning the organization . At {haént, the scope of the “PLEASE”
strategy was decided to be changed. The fourthddtde strategy was changed as
“Activate the composition with an introduction” aihe Sixth step was changed as
“End with a conclusion”. Apart from this, Organizatiof ideas was emphasized at
“Evaluate your list” step of the strategy. It wasrpled for the next lesson that

students would be taught how to organize theirddeto separate paragraphs.

Week 7 - Lesson V

In this lesson, volunteer students shared thetings with the rest of the class for
collaborative revising and editi@upport it).For this, the instructor scanned the
students’ written products and projected each etlon the board. The strengths and

weaknesses of each writing were discussed. Thesfotcthis sharing stage was on 1)

#$



planning (pick a topic, audience and purpose afet&fe use of hand graphic
organizer), 2) use of the plan while writing (thelusion of ideas previously written
on the hand graphic organizer), 3) creating a vilgdcription in the reader’s mind
through ample use of descriptive details, 4) tlaeitgl of the introduction and
conclusion, and 5) following a clear organizatiopaltern. It was not possible to
provide extensive instruction and opportunity tagtice for organization because of
time limitations. For instance, students did ndtagey instruction about using
transitions for organizing ideas. However, theyev@ld about the expected
organizational structure of descriptive writing lvithe help of volunteer students’
products and a well organized descriptive writirgraple (see Appendix 22). The
focus of the instruction about organization carstsmarized with the following
guestions: 1) Can a reader easily follow the wstdow of ideas? 2) Is each
paragraph focused on a single idéa@velop background knowledgé).light of the
feedback, discussions and the instruction abowtrozgtion, a common goal was
determined; revising drafts for ideas and orgaropafT he instructor modeled how to
revise by revising her own writing in front of tblass. The whole process of revising
was carried out by thinking aloyodel it). For revising, a checklist adapted from
Graham and Harris (2007) was used (see AppendixA2@r instructor’'s modeling,

students practiced revising their own compositiopsising the checklist. During the



lesson, the instructor supported each student Ioglarang around and providing
feedbackSupport it).The revised papers were collected by the instruotprovide

feedback.

Week 8 - Lesson VI

This lesson started with remembering the adapté&EASE” mnemonic.

Memorizing the mnemonic was emphasized by infornsitnglents that the mnemonic
chart would not always be available to them. Theguestion & answer technique a
mini class discussion was held to summarize whatdegn covered until that time.
The discussion points included details about théngrprocess, characteristics of a
good descriptive writing, planning before writingge of the “PLEASE” strategy
while planning and writing, idea generation witle thelp of the graphic organizer and
organization of the written texts. In this lessstudents revised and edited their
papers in pairs in light of feedback provided bg tbsearcher. After they completed
their final products, volunteer students read leisffaper to the rest of the students
and told about their writing process from the begig. At the end of the lesson, all
strategies and important details were written @nréiated stage of the writing

process poster.



Week 9 - Lesson VI

This lesson started with a revision of what hadchdene until time. Throughout this
lesson, students worked in pairs and carried @uwiole process on their own with
lessened help from the instructor. Each studentearis/her own writing and asked
for help to his/her partner when needed. They chiosie own topics, created their
own hand graphic organizer, and carried out eadestf the “PLEASE” strategy
(Independent performance with little suppoAj this stage the instructional charts,
which were the “PLEASE” strategy and charactersstita good descriptive writing
were removed. Instructor scaffold included suppodarrying out the “PLEASE”

strategy, use of the graphic organizer, and orgamihe paragraphs.

Week 10 - Lesson VI

In this lesson, students revised and edited thiaftslwritten in the previous lesson
by using the checklist. To remind students howde tine checklist effectively, one of
the volunteer students’ writing was used for cadlabive revising and editing. On
that day there was a facility in the school andstuelents wanted to attend it.
Because of this, the lesson was shortened. Thuisjmg included only major points
such as, organization and development of suppodtgils. The process was

directed mostly by the students, and the instruatted as a facilitatgSupport it).



Because of time limitation, students took their quapers to home to revise. Some

students did not bring their papers back.

After conducting this lesson, the instructor asttefifth grade English teachers to
administer a writing test (prepared by the reseaijan one of their lessons. In this
lesson, all students, including the participantthefstudy, wrote on a topic given by
the researchdindependent Performancéee Appendix 24). The whole process was
carried out in students’ regular classes. The thratf the lesson was 40 minutes.
The English teachers observed the participantseo$tudy for their planning
behavior while writing, approximate time spent danming, their anxiety or
confidence while writing, time spent on writing,daany behavior performed by the
participants different than the other studenthiendlassroom. While observing, they
filled a form including questions mentioned aboseg Appendix 9). The main
purpose of this test was to detect if the particip@f the study engaged in any

planning before writing outside the writing club.

Week 11 - Lesson IX

In the remaining lessons students worked for thatéw exhibition which was going
to be held in school in May. Thus the main focughefstudents’ written products

was the importance of water in life. For this aidyivthe students were divided into



two groups; one group described things in an atezrevthere was no water, the other
group wrote about things in an area with plentyafer. Before writing, possible
writing prompts were discussed through brainstogwéthnique. Then students in
each group decided on topics to write about. Stisdgpent time on planning and
drafting for the rest of the less@@upport It).The instructor was available as a

support throughout the lesson.

Week 12 - Lesson X

In this lesson students prepared posters by draandgcoloring them to display in
the exhibition. For this, students in both grougsd their drafts to their group
members. The listeners took notes about what to ddaile listening to their friends.
After the sharing stage, they prepared their psgte Appendix 25). While students
were working on the posters, each student was ta@karseparate room and
interviewed by the instructor about his/her writjprgcess to see their level just
before the conduction of the writing post-test. Goestions of this unofficial
interview were similar to the ones asked for theospective verbal reports. As a
week passed on students’ writing, they sometimesdiféiculty in recalling their
writing process. Following this unofficial interwie student interview was conducted.
The researcher asked each student questions &leoefféctiveness of the

intervention (see Appendix 4).



3.9.3. Phase It Post-Intervention

Week 13 - Lesson X| Post-test

For the writing post-test students wrote on a gitggric which was very similar to the
pre-test (see Appendix 8). They were given 40 neistd complete their writing. The
instructor did not provide any support. There wasanstructional charts or
reminders available to the students. Also, theyewett allowed to use the dictionary
while writing (Independent Performancé)he instructor read the prompt aloud to
make sure that all students understood what theg asked to do. The instructor
took field notes while the participants were wigtii he field notes included
students’ planning behaviors, time spent on plagyrtime spent on writing, the
participants’ observed confidence or anxiety. Afian these, any question,
comment or behavior related to the scope of theeatistudy was noted down.
Students completed their writings in 40 minutesmiediately after the completion of
the writing post-test, each student gave retrospegerbal report about his/her
process (see Appendix 3). After retrospective Vemgaorting, students completed

the post-test questionnaire.



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

4.0. Presentation

This chapter presents the analysis of the restittseonriting pre-test and the writing
post-test, retrospective verbal reports, questimarzand student interviews. The data
was interpreted with regard to the research questd this study and this chapter

aims to investigate answers for the following reseauestions;

1. Does “PLEASE” strategy instruction through SRSD eldtave a significant
effect on fifth grade normally achieving EFL stutiémescriptive writing in

terms of length and overall quality?

1.a Do students’ planning behaviors improve dftey are instructed on the

“PLEASE” strategy through the SRSD model?

1.b Do students beliefs about themselves as witeage after they are

instructed on the “PLEASE” strategy through the BRfodel?
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4.1. Overview of the study

One-group pre-test post-test design was used éocutrent study. This study
was conducted to measure the effects of the “PLEABBtegy training
through SRSD model on fifth grade EFL studentstdpsive writing. The
participants of the study consisted of eight fitlade EFL students. The
intervention was not integrated into the regulariculum. The researcher
designed a writing class titled as “Writing Cluts’ an extracurricular activity.
The patrticipants of the study included the studests voluntarily chose to
participate in this club. The researcher and thdesits met once a week,
except from the last week of each month, througkiweiintervention phase.
The intervention focused on explicit teaching & tRLEASE” strategy
following the guidelines of SRSD model (Graham &fadris, 2007). The
instruction lasted for 13 weeks including the cartthin of the writing pre-test
and post-test, retrospective verbal reports (End&imon, 1993), student
interview, questionnaire (Victori, 1995) and classcussion (Wilucki, 1984).
The questionnaire, the writing pre-test and post-d@ecompanied with
retrospective verbal reports were conducted botbréand after the
intervention to find out any change with respecitialents’ writing in terms

of overall quality and length, planning before wgf, and their self-beliefs as



writers. Each student writing pre-test and theingipost-test were
holistically scored using WER scoring rubric (Suexe2007) by two raters.
The highest score in the rubric was 6 and the lbgsese was 1. The writings
that were unscorable got 0. Each final score whslledied averaging scores
given by the two raters. The length of each wriftepduct was scored by
counting the number of words written regardlesarof spelling mistake.
Students gave retrospective verbal reports abeirtwhriting process both for
the pre-test and the post-test. Semi structureddbwas used for the
retrospective verbal reports. Students answerestigns asking about their
writing process of the pre-test and the post-testh retrospective verbal
report lasted approximately for approximately 44Butes. The questionnaire
was conducted both at the beginning and at theo&tite intervention and
aimed to investigate any change in students’ keelibbut themselves as
writers, their awareness of planning and writingtgtgies, and general writing
knowledge. At the end of the intervention, eachip@ant was interviewed in
order to investigate perceived effectiveness ofthategy training. At the
beginning of the intervention a class discussios eld using writing
interview (Wilucki, 1984) in order to obtain a gzal idea about students’
approach to writing. For confidentiality, pseudones were used for the

participants instead of their real names.
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4.2. Data analysis

4.2.1. Class discussion

A class discussion was held at the first week efitihervention in order to have an
idea about students’ beliefs about and approaehiting. For this discussion,
Wilucki’s (1984) writing interview questions wersed to guide the discussion
(Renner, 1999). Class discussion indicated thalestis’ primary aim of participating
this club was to improve their writing. They aldated that they want to carry their
creativity beyond its’ current level. Below are tpgestions (in italic) and

interpretations of the students’ answers:

When you are asked to write and do not know howit to write, what do you do?
Only one student could provide a related answénaéajuestion; “I would choose a
topic that | liked”. Although the researcher emphed that the questions was asking
not for the topic but for the students’ writing pess, the other students kept talking
about the topics that they would like to write abswch as space, comic characters

etc.

Do you know any good writers?

Students talked about their favorite writers.

$$



What makes him/her a good writer?

Imagination, being able to express one-self, iglibout real life were reported as

things that made someone a good writer.

Do you think he/she ever doesn’t know how or whatrite?

Two students stated that s/he would think roughhatto write before writing and
generate more ideas after starting to write. Tlsésements provided evidence that

some of the students were aware of the role ofapitng planning.

When he/she does not know about how or what te wvitat do you think he/she

does about it?

Giving a break, using prior products as referemmoagining were verbalized as being

helpful in such a situation by four students. Ottexdents remained silent.

If you knew that someone was having difficulty iitimg, how would you help that

person?

Students uttered the following sentences; “| wdelthim/her close his/her eyes and
wake his/her imagination.”; “I would tell him/h#rat a composition includes three

parts as beginning, middle and ending.”; “I wowdtl him/her some of my ideas.”; “I



would motivate him/her.” In the middle of this dission, researcher asked “what
would he/she have done in order not to have tlidlity?” to elicit any idea as to

planning but none of the students mentioned ablaminpng.

How did you learn to write?

They stated that they learned how to write at skHost in their Turkish lessons.
The answers revealed that student had not partiécdpa any writing course before

the writing club.

Do you think you are a good writer?

All of the students said that they were good wsite

4.2.2. Analysis of the writing pre-test and the writing pcst-test

The writing pre-test was administered a week betfoeentervention started and the
post-testing occurred immediately a week afterirtkervention ended. For the pre-
test and the post-test students wrote a descriptiteng to a given prompt. The
prompts of both tests were kept very similar toheaiter in order to prevent any data
corruption that might stem from topic selectioneThesearcher took field notes with
regard to participants’ planning behavior, levebwgérall anxiety or comfort during

the writing process and time spent on planninge Whtings were scored by two



raters using WER scoring rubric. Final pre-test post-test scores of each

participant were calculated by averaging the scgnean by the raters. Results are

provided in Table 10.

Table 10Pre-test and Post-test writing mean scores

Student Pre-test Post-test Score increase Percent increase
Deren 1 43 35 330%

Cevlin 2 3 3 150 %

Hale 3 3.5 25 83 %

Ecem 2 43 2 125 %

Emre 25 3 25 100 %

Ebm 2 4 2 100 %

Avlin 1 2.3 13 150%

Dogan 1 2 1 100 %

As indicated in table 8, each student’s writing ioyed from the pre-test to the post-

test condition. The highest increase in percenteagecalculated as 350 % which

was 3.5 in raw score. Deren whose score was otieedbwest for the pre-test

demonstrated the greatest overall gain. Ceylin Aaylth also demonstrated high

percentage of gain with 150% increase in percectehses were observed across all

participants which indicates an improvement in allexriting quality of all

participants.Graphic analysis for pre-test and-p&st scores can be seen in figure 1.
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Figure 1The writing pre-test and the writing post-testres

Table 11The writing pre-test and the writing post-testrage scores compared

DPre-test (Mean) DPost-test (Mean) Increase Dercent Increase

1.8 4.1 23 127%

Table 11 compares the pre-test and pos-test avscages of the whole group. The
group demonstrated 127% increase correspondingtga?n in raw score.
The results of the writing pre-test and the posttevealed an increase in each

student scores from pre-test to post-test. Thiease indicated that each student’s



writing improved in terms of overall quality frorheé administration of the pre-test to
post-test.

Apart from quality, it is evident that students’itten products improved in terms of
length after the training. Figure 2 compares tingtle of the writing pre-test and the

writing post-test of each student.
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Figure 2Number of words written for the writing pre-tesidathe writing post-test

Each student wrote longer at the post-test. Asesged during the post-test
retrospective verbal reports, the main reasonefribrease in length was that
students could generate more ideas with the hgbpesfvriting planning which in
turn had a significant effect on length. Figurer8gents the increase in length by

percent.



700%
600%
500%
400%

300%
200% - B Percent increase

100% -

0% -

N S © RS
06@' Qp@go‘@? ?ﬁ\\ \2\"} Q)Qa&@@ Qcﬁ\\

Figure 3 Increse in length from the writing prettesthe post-test by percent

As seen in figure 3, six of the eight students'tiwg length increased above 100%.
Emre, whose post-test writing quality showed sutishincrease with 2.5 points in
raw score, demonstrated the lowest increase irstefriength. During the post-test
retrospective reports, Emre mentioned that he athgs topic because his first topic
was not appropriate for the genre, descriptiveimgitBecause of this change, he lost
time which in turn resulted in a shorter writingthit would have been in a normal
condition. The other student who achieved the lowesease in length also
demonstrated the lowest improvement in terms diivgriquality with 1 mean score

for the writing pre-test and 2.5 for the writinggpaest.



The “PLEASE” strategy training had a positive effen time spent on planning.
Rather than spend little time on planning as waenked in the pre-test condition,
students used approximately 5-10 minutes of tlmie for planning during the
writing post-test. Five students who planned tid@as prior to writing pre-test by
drawing picture demonstrated considerable proghessighout the intervention
phase and wrote their post-tests with more enhaplegohing. Two of the students
who did not engage in any planning during pre-$esint approximately six minutes
on planning during the post-test. The remainingeit did observable planning
neither for the pre-test nor for the post-testwiweer, during the retrospective verbal
interviews he reported that he planned his ided®ad. He was the one who
achieved the least progress throughout the intéirem terms of both overall

writing quality and planning. However his writingiproved in terms of length with
282 increases in number of words written. Nevéegehis post-test writing got the
lowest score in terms of overall quality as it @néd full of loosely related ideas and
lacked in organization.

4.2.2.1. Interrater reliability

Each student writing was scored by two raters ug#itR scoring rubric. The raters
were instructed about how to score the papers.els$ttelents’ writings that were
written during the intervention phase were useestablish an agreement about

scoring. First, each rater scored the papers imabgely. The results were then
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compared and a discussion about the scoring proeecdas held on the scoring
procedure. After establishing a common approackdas the WER scoring rubric,

each rater scored the writing pre-tests and theéngrpost-tests independently.

Pearson-product

A Pearson Product Moment Reliability test was agabto compare the correlation
between the pre-test and the post-test scores biwéme raters. A correlation
between the pre-test scores given by rater 1 ard2ashowed that their scores were
significantly relatedr 91,n = 8,p < .01 which indicated a strong positive correlatio

between raters’ scores.



Table 12Writing pre-test inter-rater reliability

Pretest_Rater 2 Pretest_Rater_1
Pretest Rater 2 Pearson Correlation 1.000 908*
Sig (2-railed) 02
N 8.000 8
Pretest_Rater_1 Pearson Correlation 908" 1.000
Sig (2-tailed) 002
N 8 8.000

** Correlationis significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

The correlation between the scores given by faterd rater 2 also indicated that a

strong correlation was established between thestwoesy ,72n = 8,p < .01.

Table 13Writing post-test inter-rater reliability

Posttest Rater 1 Posttest Rater 2
Posttest Rater 1 Pearson Correlation
1.000 723°
Sig. (2-tailed) 043
N 8.000 8
Pearson Correlation
7257 1.000
Sig (2-tailed) 043
N 8 £.000




A strong positive correlation for both the writipge- test and the writing post-tests
showed that raters applied consistent scores tothetpre-test and the post-test.

Thus the scores given by the raters were showe teliable.

4.2.3. Independent performance outside writing class

Following the eighth lesson of the interventiomd&nts were given a writing
assignment similar to the pre-test. The assignmeets completed by all fifth grade
students, including the participants, in their lagelassrooms. The English teachers
were given a form prepared by the researcher andwiere asked to observe the
participants of the study while they were writifidne observation guidelines in the
form included if the participants did any planniagproximate time spent on
planning, participants’ anxiety or confidence whilating and any behavior
performed by the participants different than theeotstudents. The observation forms
were collected with the assignments. One of thégpaants lost his writing but the
teacher kept the observation from. The results slawat six of eight participants
engaged in planning before writing. Approximatedispent on planning ranged from
4-10 minutes. As reported by the teachers, sevditipants were comfortable and
self-confident, and none of them showed anxietylewvriting. One participant
seemed anxious while writing. She was the one wthmatt plan before writing. The

observers did not specify time spent on writingtfoee participants. Approximate



time spent on writing was recorded as 25-30 minfatethe remaining five
participants. As was reported by one of the Engksithers, one participant behaved
differently than the other students. After the teadistributed the assignments,
Emre raised his hand and asked for permissionamesgome strategies that he
learned in writing club. Approved by the teacher came to the board and started to
teach his friends how to use the “PLEASE” stratddgy.talked about how choose a
topic, how to list ideas by using a graphic organithe importance of introduction
and conclusion in a writing. his behavior indicatkdt he could transfer strategy

knowledge to a different context and he had a cbotrer his learning experience.

4.2.4.Analysis of student interview

All participants were individually interviewed dte end of the intervention, a week
before the administration of the writing post-téssemi-structured interview format
was used for the interview (see Appendix 4). Beeaigime limitation, the
interview was conducted following a retrospectiesbal report which was done in
order to prepare students for the post-test re¢xispe verbal reports. Thus,
throughout the interview students sometimes redetweheir writings that were used
for retrospective verbal reporting. Ten themes vadenesloped for the interview as

shown in table 14. All students were very posiib®ut participating in the “Writing



Club”. One of the students asked if the same clablévbe offered next year. He
expressed his willigness to learn more strategiesther genres. Seven of eight
students explicitly stated that their writing shaseibstantial improvement. The
remaining student, Dan, said his writing improved after the researcsied him if
the strategy helped him write better. However, didd@ not explain when he was
asked how it helped. During the intervention ph#sis,student was resistant to
learning the strategy. He did not want to write &eduently disturbed other students
during the lessons. However he did not want toddhe club. He completed only
one assignment during the intervention phase. H¢ewour pages for that
assignment. The researcher had difficulty in catidg both the interview and the
retrospective verbal reports with him. His repkesre usually short and terse and
sometimes out of context. He was the one whoséngiiinproved the least with 1

point increase in raw score.



Table 14tudent interview themes

Overall | Helped | Helped Helped me | Helped me | Planning | Conside | Using for Helped me | Boring, did
assessm| me me write | organize write easier | before ring other lessons | be a better | not like, not
ent write longer my writing writing audienc | or writer helpful
better e and assignments
purpose
All 7 of 8 6 4 explicitly | 5 explicitly | 7 said 1 5 said that All said 1 said
were stated mentioned| stated that | stated that | they referred | they used the | they “PLEASE”
positive | that their| that they | training they could planed to strategy both | became did not help
about writing could helped write easier. | before consider | for Turkish better him to
particip | improve | write them Majority of | writing ing and English. 1| writers; remember
atingin | d. 1 longer organize them could | after they | audience| said he used | generated | the steps of
the implied their generate learned before the strategy fon more ideas, | the writing
Writing | that the writings. 1 | ideas more | planning | writing. | writing poems.| organized | process as
Club training especially | easily thanks strategies. 1 stated that | better, he had
and helped emphasize | to planning. she used only | wrote already
learning | him it once. 1 said he faster, known
writing | write throughout used it but did | easier, and | them. He
strategie| better the not explain more benefited
S. but interview. how. detailed, from T-chart
could and Hand
not graphic
explain organizer.

how.




Majority of participants commented on idea generaby stating that they could
come up with more ideas to write with the help lainping. Two students compared
their writing pre-tests and the last assignmentee Qf them clearly pointed out the
improvement by saying “At the beginning of the tetratarted to write directly
without planning. I think it wasn’t good enough.i¥lone (the last writing before the

writing post-test) is much better”.

Six students commented on the improvement in leridiby stated that they wrote
longer because they could generate more ideasaoyiplg. One remarked “Before
participating in this club, my writings used to\ery short. | could not generate
ideas. | could not think of anything [to write]cbuld not think while writing. After
participating in this club, | learned strategiesah generate ideas. | can find my

topics more easily. | can write faster and better”.

Five students mentioned that the strategy helpexh thrite easier. One student
expressed that since she did planning for conteshbaganization prior to writing,
she could write easier. Before joining this clute $ended to generate ideas while

writing which caused problems mostly with the origation of the ideas.

The training was found to be effective in termsan$ing students’ awareness of
planning. Seven students indicated that they staot@lan prior to writing. One
student pointed out that he already did plannirfgregoining this club but as he did

not know any strategy, he had difficulty in ideaggrtion and organization. He



mentioned that the strategies made planning eastmore effective. However he
was the one who said that the “PLEASE” strategymitihelp him remember how to
carry out the writing process. He claimed that ae already known the steps to be
followed while writing. He thought that rather thtére “PLEASE” mnemonic, T-
chart introduced forPick a topic” and hand graphic organizer introdufeed‘L ist

your ideas” were very helpful.

The interview did not include any questions abautsidering purpose or audience.
However, one student mentioned about importano®didering audience while
writing. Although students did not mention audiedceing the interview, four of
them considered audience during the post-testngrand expressed it during the

retrospective verbal reports.

The strategy was found to be useful for other lessespecially English and Turkish,
too. Seven students stated that they had alreagtyumeng it for other lessons. One of
them said that he usedist your ideas” for writing a poem. Before writitige poem,
he listed his ideas and then rhymed the lines. Rerattudent said she used the
strategy only once for English reading & writing$en. One student started to talk
about how she had been using the strategy for Slutksson without asking the
guestion whether she planned to use the strategyher lessons or not. She told that
her class teacher started a new task. They hadvirgterg daily on a notebook called

composition booklet in their Turkish lessons. Skel@ned how she benefited from



the strategy for that new application. She empledsizat she had learned what she
should do prior to writing. It was clear from theidents’ answers that they could
transfer the strategy knowledge into other conféiis can be considered as a

support for the self-regulation dimension of thatgtgy training.

All students explicitly stated or implied that thegcame better writers. The most
frequent utterances were about improvement in geéeeeration, organization, length

and writing pace.

In general, perceived effectiveness of the “PLEASEAtegy training was mostly
positive. The strategy was reported to be helgfgenerate ideas, write easier and

longer, and organize better.

4.2.5.Questionnaire analysis

The questions were categorized under four titlestddents’ self-beliefs as writers;
2) awareness of pre-writing planning; 3) strategqm@ness; and 4) writing
knowledge. The first category included items inigagtng whether students thought
of themselves as good writers. The questions iséeend category asked whether
students engaged in planning prior to writing aodsitdered their plans while
writing. The main focus of the third category wasdents’ strategy awareness in the
writing process. The forth category included iteasking students’ general writing

knowledge.



The same questionnaire was administered in botinpteiction and post-instruction
conditions in order to find out any difference tndents’ ideas before and after the
strategy training. Paired sample dependent T-tastwsed to analyze each category.
Since sample size was very small and the dataaticheet the assumptions of
conducting parametric tests, the non-parametricd¥on Signed Ranks Test (the
non-parametric counterpart of dependent T-test)imptemented. The aim was to

determine whether participants changed signifigaattoss occasions.

The current study fulfilled the following assumptiof Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Tests

Assumption 1: Each pair of observations must repprea random sample from a
population and must be independent of every othergh observations. The paired
scores of each participant were independent op#ired scores of other participants

(Green & Salkind, 2008).

However the study could not meet assumption 2 @larticipants. Thus the results

of the test may not be fairly accurate.

Assumption 2 The z test yields relatively accuratailts to the extent that the sample

size is large (N=16) (Green & Salkind, 2008).

A Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test was conducted to etalwhether there was a
significant change in self-belief scores of papisits between pre and post tests. The
results indicated a significant difference betwehba pre-test and the post-test scores

of the participantsz = 0.27,p < .05.



The results revealed that a significant increaseiwed only in students’ self-beliefs
as writers which indicated that students’ selfdgfedis writers developed significantly

in a positive aspecz €0.27,p<.05).

Table 15Descriptive statistics for self-belief as writatings

N M 5D Minimum Maximum
Pre-test 8 16.50 2.070 14 19
Belief
Post-test g 18.12 1.642 15 20
belief o T - -

According to the results of Wilcoxon test there wassignificant change in

participants’ awareness of planning ratings=(.09 ,p > .05)

Table 16Descriptive statistics for students’ awarenesplahning ratings

N M SD Minimum Maximum
Pre-test planning 8 38.00 3.024 33 43
Post-test planning g 41,38 3,583 34 a5

Students writing knowledge did not demonstrategaicant change from pre-test to

the post testp=.206,p > .05).



Table 17Descriptive statistics for students’ writing kneage ratings

N M 5D Minimum  Maximum
Pre-test
writing g 48,38 3,503 4 34
knowledge
Post-test
writing 8 50,12 4,357 141 58
knowledge

The results of the Wilcoxon test indicated that¢h@as no significant change in

students’ strategy awareness in the writing prodpss461,p > .05)

Table 18Descriptive statistics for students’ strategy aerass ratings

N M 5D Minimum — Maximum
Pre-test strategyv ~ ~
8 14,00 1.195 12 13
awareness
Post-test
strategv g 13.62 1.685 11 15
awareness

As data shows, students’ self beliefs as writers thia only subcategory that
demonstrated significant increase from pre-tegiiégoost-test condition. This result

supports the effectiveness of the “PLEASE” stratgining in developing learners’



motivation and self-confidence for writing. On thiger hand, small number of
participants resulted in unreliable data for coheneterpretation of other sub-

categories of the questionnaire.

4.2.6. Analysis of retrospective verbal reports for the witing pre-test and the

writing post-test

The pre-test and the post-test verbal reports wamgared based on three main
categories: 1) planning; 2) strategy use; 3) conmsalnout the pre-test and the post-
test writing process. These main categories fudheded into sub categories. All

categories were developed by the researcher.

Table 19Retrospective verbal report categories

1) Planning
a) Considering purpose and audience
b) Planning for topic
¢) Planning for content

d) Planning for organization

2) Strategy Use
a) Strategy use for planning content
b) Strategy use for organization
c) Application of the “PLEASE” strategy steps

d) Variations in strategy use

3) Commenting on overall writing process




Below each category was exemplified and interpreted

1. Planning

4.2.6.1.1. Considering purpose and audience

During the writing pre-test verbal reports nonehef students told about purpose and
audience of their writings. For the writing possttgerbal reports, four students
clearly stated that they thought about the purpdsleeir writing and considered
audience before writing. For instance Ecem told sha chose her family as the
readers and she mentioned things about her famitei writing. She concluded her
writing by stating how much she loved her familjar&s topic was related to
environment and she wrote her essay because shedvarerywhere clean. Thus she

wrote about what a clean world looked like behimel thagic door.

4.2.6.1.2. Planning for topic

At the intervention phase, students were taught teoshoose a topic to write about
by using T-Chart graphic organizer. Students wpatie of words on the columns of
the T-Chart and listed possible topics under eatlmen. Word pairs included
opposites such as like-hate, fun-have to, typicalsual, regret-proud of. Among
them students mostly preferred to use like-hatet @ral most of the time they wrote
about topics that they liked throughout the tragniafter the second writing of the

intervention phase, the T-chart graphic organizas vemoved and students were



guided to think of their topics in their mind by phasizing that T-chart would not be
available to them for other assignments. Duringwthiéng post-test verbal reports,
five students explained that they thought abouttvteey wanted or what they liked
for a while and chose a topic which made them happyinstance Hale thought that
the magic door would open to wherever she wantedlzan decided that it opened to
her dream house. From these five students onlytutent had said that she wrote
about a topic that she liked for the pre-test dythre pre-test verbal report. During
the pre-test verbal report, Deren said that shegimea things which she liked and
then decided on the topic. However, for post-testsaid “The topic just came to my
mind”. Except from Deren and Hale, other studehtsse their topics either by
thinking for a while or looking around to be inggdrfor the pre-test. It can be
inferred from the pre-test and the post-test vemabrts that T-chart introduced for
the “Pick a topic” phase of the “PLEASE” strategiged students to focus their
thoughts for topic selection. The strategy madeptioeess shorter and more efficient.
Rather than getting lost in topics that came ta tiénds while thinking about what

to write, students could now be able to focus thggntion to choose a good topic.

4.2.6.1.3. Planning for content

The letter “L” in the “R.EASE” strategy stands fot st your ideas” which directs
students to generate a list of ideas that they mniglude in their writing (Graham &

Harris, 2005). For this step of the “PLEASE” stgy, students were provided with



“hand” graphic organizer to list their ideas acdéogdo five senses. Student
interviews revealed that they had substantial befiem “List your ideas” which
directly influenced overall quality and length bgtr written products. The writing
post-tests verbal reports evidenced that the naigtaable effect of the “PLEASE”
strategy training was found at this stage of thiéivg process. Seven of eight
participants engaged in planning for content dutivggpost-test condition. According
to the field notes taken by the researcher, stgdgent time on planning
approximately 5-8 minutes. Table 20 presents apprate time spent on planning at

post-test condition by each student.

Table 20Approximate time spent on planning prior to wigtifor post-test

Student Hale Ebru Emre Ceylin Aylin Ecem Deren (F: )]
Planning 5 min. 4 min. 6 min. No 10 min. 5 min. 6 min. No
time planning content planning
at first, 5 min.
Organization
later 11min.
4 min.

The second question of both the pre-test and teetpst verbal interviews asked for
students’ planning prior to writing. For the prattehe researcher intentionally
provided a space on the assignment papers whetenssucould draw picture. She
informed the students that they could draw pictiitleey wanted. The aim behind

this idea was to understand if students had awasasfeplanning prior to writing.



Five students started to draw a picture beforamg,the remaining three students
started to write immediately after they were handetthe assignments. The pre-test
verbal reports showed that four students used phetures for idea generation before
writing. Deren stated that she drew picture fired ased her picture while writing
especially when she had difficulty in moving ahe@lde also admitted that her
picture did not exactly match with her writing. ébie, Aylin and Ebru verbalized
similar reports for their pre-test writing that yhgenerated ideas while drawing their
pictures. These verbal reports showed that studertsn awareness of the need for
content planning prior to writing. Hale did not draicture but she stated that she
roughly thought about what to write in her headdarhile and then detailed her
ideas while writing. She continued that she keptkihg while writing. She admitted
that although she was comfortable through the maidflher writing, she did not

know what to write at the beginning and she hafilcdity in concluding her writing.
Her utterances revealed that she did not engagetural planning, rather she just
thought 30-45 seconds what to write in a very breetse. This can be considered as
a natural tendency for all people asked to writaething. For the question “What
was the easiest thing you had to do?” Emre reglibé middle part. It is the longest
part of my writing because | think of all ideas ehivriting this part”. This statement

clearly showed that he did not plan for contenbipto writing.



The writing post-test verbal reports clearly dentatsd that students’ awareness and
competence of content planning as well as quafiplans improved to a

considerable extent. Six students engaged in plgrmefore writing. At the
intervention phase, students were taught hand grapganizer to list their ideas.
During the post-test none of the students drew Imaneever they used different
shapes to list their ideas. Deren, Ezgi and Agitew sun and listed their ideas on the
arrows of the sunlight, Ecem drew five arrows, &mare and Hale decided on the
paragraphs of their writing first and then listbdit ideas next to the related
paragraph. As stated above, rather than spend ahmdsne on planning during the
writing pre-test condition, Emre made a detailezhping for content and

organization by using a chart created by himsedeldaon the “PLEASE” strategy in
the post-test condition. Ceylin started to writeeathinking for a very short time but
approximately 4-5 minutes later, she decided tpldaning. During the post-test
retrospective verbal report, she stated that shegit about what she wanted behind
the magic door for about two minutes and startealrite. After writing a few
sentences, she remembered to list some ideas gheumse in her writing and wrote
down some key words. When the researcher askedhpeeded to list some ideas
she replied that she thought she could write edssée did it. Through the end of the
interview the researcher asked if she would be roonefortable while writing had

she done a detailed planning before writing andagipeoved the researcher’s



comment. During the pre-test verbal reports Cestited her difficulty in generating
ideas. She said that she was comfortable at thaerag but she could not generate
ideas through the ending. For the pre-test she drpigture but not for the purpose

of idea generation but just for fun.

According to the field notes, Dan did not engage in any planning. A close
examination of his paper showed that he only ndt®en his purpose of writing and
audience but he did not list ideas for content ipilagp and did not write any notes for
organization. However he reported during the pest-terbal reports that he planned
ideas in his head. It is important to note thahldos pre-test and post-test writings

got the lowest scores in terms of overall quality.

Some students mentioned how listing their ideasdeti®e writing process during the
post-test retrospective verbal reports. For insamlgen the researcher asked “How
did you know you should do this (planning)?”, Qansplied “I cannot write if | do
not do these (palnning)” and Ebru answered thattsteght she could write easier
when she did planning. After talking about whatiea#id before writing, the
researcher asked what she did to continue. Hereargvowed how listing ideas
made the writing process easier for the learndrs.stated “I just turned these ideas

(the listed ideas) into sentences. That is all!”



4.2.6.1.4Planning for organization

Another improvement was recorded in organizatiowtten products which was
evident both in the written products and the reteasive verbal reports. According to
the pre-test retrospective verbal reports, it waardhat none of the students
considered organization (introduction, middle andieg) before writing. For
instance the following answer from Ceylin to thesgion if she had difficulty while

writing was a clear indication of no consideratafrorganization prior to writing.

Ceylin: “ At the beginning, it went quite well, buhad difficulty in
generating ideas through the ending. | wanted ttewsnger”

Researcher: “How did you think of ideas to writager? “

Ceylin: “I thought for a short time, without goimgfo details. The last part
came to my mind later. My beginning and ending weregood enough.
Actually | could write the things that | wrote &etend here (showing the
middle of the paragraph). I think it is not gooasbegh.”

At the pre-test verbal report, the researchercaflcem and Emre what they would
do if they came up with new ideas while writing lvihe intention of eliciting any
statement implying planning of organization. Th&ated that they would change

their ideas to fit to the part they were writingladt time.

Confirming the retrospective verbal reports, latkm@anization was stated as a
common impression from the scorers as well. Thé-tass$ verbal reports indicated
that students made a substantial progress in tefimganizing their ideas. Emre,

Hale, Aylin, Ceylin and Deren planned how to orgartheir ideas prior to writing.



They decided on what to write for the introductitie body and the conclusion. Hale
and Emre decided on parts of their writings (bemignmiddle and ending) first and
then listed their ideas next to each part. Dergiinfand Ceylin organized their notes
after they had listed their ideas. For instanceeDsrplanning notes revealed that she
planned a clear organizational pattern for herimgiiccording to five senses. Apart
from introduction and conclusion, she wrote what saw in one paragraph, then
what she smelled and tasted in another paragrapthan what she heard and

touched in another paragraph.

Although other students did not mention about plagorganization, their utterances
demonstrated that they considered the organizafitime ideas while writing.” Doa
said “I started by writing ‘'l opened the magic dgesterday...” Then | continued to
the body part ‘One day.....” and here is the endér&stated “| wrote the
introduction first, then | wrote the rest by turgithe listed ideas into sentences, but
I’m not sure about the conclusion”. Ebru said “Flr&irote my introduction. Then |
wrote the details by using five senses (showinggtlaghic organizer). And then |

ended my writing.” As was stated one of the craeni WER scoring rubric,

improvement in organization was evident in the flest scores of each student’s

writing which supported the post-test retrospectiedal reports.



4.2.6.2. Strategy Use

4.2.6.2.1. Strategy use for planning content

The pre-test retrospective verbal reports reveddatdsome students had already have
strategy knowledge for planning to a certain exteaur students reported that they
drew picture before writing because it would beexd®r them to write by looking at
their pictures. Drawing was sated as an effectreewriting strategy beneficial for
young learners’ writing performance since theyeelon their drawings as a
reference point to continue their writing (Normdokhtari &Reichard, 1998). No
strategy use mentioned for idea generation bygh®ining students. At the
intervention phase, students were introduced the geaphic organizer folL'ist

your ideas” stage of the “PLEASE” strategy. At beginning stages of the
intervention, students used only hand graphic aegataught by the researcher.
Towards the end of the intervention, some studsarsed to add variations to the
strategy and asked the researcher if these varsatiere acceptable. They were told

that any strategy would be acceptable as longladped themList” their ideas.

The “PLEASE” strategy was reported to be helpéulifiea generation during the

student interviews however it was still doubtfulhe students would really made use

of the strategy during the actual practice, thdimgipost-test condition. The post-test
retrospective verbal reports showed although vanemntent and appearance, all

students used the “PLEASH it your ideas) strategy for idea generation pioor



writing. Only Do an did not write anything on his paper for plannéxgept from

purpose and audience. However he claimed thastesllideas in his head.

4.2.6.2.2. Strategy use for organization

During the pre-test verbal reports, only one stadeentioned things which implied
strategy use for organization. Ecem stated thabsalenized her ideas simultaneously
while drawing her picture. This showed that shealized organization of her ideas.
The post-test verbal reports indicated that stigdesed the “PLEASE” strategy
(Evaluate and organize your ideas) to organize ti@is. Aylin, Ceylin and Deren
explicitly stated that they organized their notiésrahey listed their ideas. Two
students, Emre and Hale, reversed the steps stithiegy and decided on the
paragraphs first, then listed their ideas on theted paragraphs. For example, Emre
wrote about a trip in the forest. He organizedwrising as the entrance, walking
through and the exit which was also evident inptesining notes. Self-regulation
dimension of the training effect was clear at fogt. These two students adapted
the strategy according to their own needs and aieleeto regulate their own writing

process.



4.2.6.2.3. Application of the “PLEASE” strategy stps

This part of the analysis included only the post-tetrospective verbal reports since
students did not know the “PLEASE” strategy prmthe intervention. According to
post-test retrospective verbal reports, all stuslésitowed the steps of the
“PLEASE” strategy. The questions “What did you dstP” and “What did you do

to keep going?” were asked to find out if the shiddollowed the steps of the
“PLEASE” strategy. The example utterances beloanstd successful

implementation of the strategy steps.

“First | chose the topic. Then | thought why | wedhis essay. Then | decided
who were going to read my writing. Next, | listey deas according to five
senses... | wrote the introduction, then | wrote itletat the end, | concluded
my writing.” (Ebru)

“First | chose the topic. My topic was Magic Oce@hen | started to plan. |
decided on audience and purpose. | listed my ideBsst | wrote the
introduction. Then | wrote my ideas by separatimgnt into paragraphs. At the
end | wrote the conclusion.” (Deren)

4.2.6.2.4. Variations in strategy use

As students were not taught any strategy befor¢réiv@ng, this part of the analysis
included only the post-test verbal reports. As reggbby the students the strategy use
varied. Instead of drawing hand taught forst your ideas” Aylin, Deren and Ebru

drew a sun with five arrows which was very simtlathe hand shape. Ecem drew



just arrows and listed her ideas on them. Ceyliechdown some key words at the
bottom of her paper and detailed them while writidgle and Emre first decided on
parts of their writings (the introduction, the bgogragraphs and the conclusion) and
listed their ideas on the related parts, thus sackethe steps of the “PLEASE”
strategy. These variations in strategy use indictitat students could regulate their
own writing process in light of the training thegchduring the intervention phase.
Emre’s one comment was a noteworthy indicationav? ISRSD model enabled

students become self-regulated learners. When asghathe did first, he stated:

“First | applied a strategy that | originally dewpkd myself. This is a chart
for planning. | writeintroductionon the first linedetailson the second line
andconclusioron the third line. Then | list my ideas next to leaart”

After asked if he benefited from the writing clué &aid: “Of course, this chart (the

chart developed by himself to generate ideas aganize his notes) is the proof. ”

4.2.6.3Commenting on overall writing process

Students’ overall comments about their writing @sxwere mostly positive during
the pre-test verbal reports. As reported, sincgtbhept asked them to write by using
their imagination, they did not have difficulty @arrying out the process. However,
some students stated that they had difficulty @aideneration. One said she could

not decide what to write about, two students dagy could not start and conclude



their writings. During the post-test retrospectwagbal reports all students said that
they were comfortable while writing. The problensted above were not mentioned
during the post-test retrospective verbal rep@tsdents’ progress in their self-

confidence while writing was evident in the followji utterances:

“I was comfortable while writing this time (writingost-test), | was not comfortable

in our first writing (writing pre-test).” (Daoan)

“Since | was comfortable while writing, | could tiki of lots of ideas.” (Aylin)

“After doing lots of thing, (learning all these atiegies), | am now more self-

confident while writing.” (Emre)

“It was easy. | did not have any difficulty.” (EQru

Table 21 summarizes exemplifies students’ answaignthe categories of verbal

report analysis



Table 2Major and sub-categories for the writing pre-tasd writing post-test verbal reports

Retrospective Verbal Reports

Major Sub-category Definition Utterances
Category Pre-test Post-test
Considering Thinking about the | Not mentioned “...Sonra bunu neden yazuh
purpose and main reason of the di Undim. Sonra da kimlerin
audience writing and the okuyaca na karar verdim.”
reader of the text. “...Then | decided on purpose
and audienceof my writing.”
P (Ebru)
L Planning for Thinking about the | R: “ Ik once ne yapt n?” S: “Ne DU Undum bir stire. Neyin
topic topic yazaca m du undim.” olmas n isterdim diye
A dd andum.
“l thought what to write about” “For a while | though what |
N (Do an) wanted”
(Ceylin)
I Planning for Planning for ideas | lk once kafamda kaba taslak ne | “.... sonra planlamam yapt m.
content to be written yazaca m olu turdum. Fikirlerimi listeledim.”
N “Then | planned. I listed my
“First | roughly thought what | was| ideas”
G going to write” (Hale) (Deren)
Planning for Planning how to (mentioned by only one student | “... sonra (f kirleri listeledikten

organization

organize the essay
or the paragraph

only for the introduction part)
“Ondan sonra (resim ¢izdikten
sonra) yaz ma nas | bayabilirim
diye di tndim.”

“Then(after drawing picture)
thought how | can start to
write.” (Deren)

sonra) pragraflardaki konular
sectim.”

“After that (after listing ideas) |
chose what to write for each
paragraph.

(Aylin)




Table 21(cont’'d) Major and sub-categories for the writipge-test and writing post-test verbal reports

Strategy use Strategy use while | “ Ik dnce resim yapt m. Resmime | “PLEASE":

S for planning generating ideas | bakarak, oradan esinlenerek yaz y “ Ik 6nce el gizmek yerine bir

T content before writing yazd m.” gune ¢izdim. Buralara (showing

R arrows) yazd m; smell, taste, se

'_?_‘ “First | drew a picture. Then | touch, hear. Sonra fikirlerimi

E wrote by looking at my picture.” yazd m.”

G (Ebru)

v “First | drew a sun instead of a
hand. The | wrote smell, taste,
touch, hear and see here
(showing arrows)Then | wrote

LSJ down my ideas(Aylin)

E

Strategy use
for
organization

Strategy use while
organizing writing

“Resmi cizerken ilk akl ma ne
geldiyse yaz ya dyle bkad m.
Zaten ayn anda yaz yormgibi.”

“| started my writing with what |
drew first. It was like | was drawing
and writing at the same time.”
(Ecem)

“First | applied a strategy that |
originally developed myself. Th
is a chart for planning. | write
introduction on the first line,
details on the second line and
conclusion on the third line.
Then | list my ideas next to eac|
part” (Emre)
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(cont'd)

Table 21(cont’d) Major and sub-categories for the writingegtest and writing post-test verbal reports

Application of
the

“PLEASE”
strategy steps

Following the steps
of the “PLEASE”

strategy throughout]
the writing process.

Not applicable

Ik 6nce topic (konu) sectim
Sonra planlamam yapt m.
Fikirlerimi listeledim. Once
introduction (giri) yazd m.
Sonra fikirlerimi paragraf
paragraf yazd m En sonunda da
conclusion’a (sonuca) girdim.

“First | chose the topic. Then |
planned. | listed my ideas. First
wrote the introduction. Then |
wrote my ideas by seperating
them into paragraphs. At the
end, | wrote the conclusion.”
(Deren)

Variations in
“PLEASE”
strategy use

Adding variations
to the original
strategy

Not applicable

R: Ik dnce ne yapt n? Stk
once organizasyon yapt m. Ug
paragrafa ay rd m. Her bir
boélimde neler yazacan
belirledim.R: List your ideas

k sm n organizasyon Uzerinder
yapm n.S: Evet.

R: “What did you do first?”

S: “First | planned for the
organization. Then | listed my
ideas for each part.”

R: “So you listed your ideas
based on the organization!”

S: “Yes.” (Hale)




Table 21(cont’d) Major and sub-categories for the writipge-test and writing post-test verbal reports

Commenting
on ones’
overall writing
process

n—H4zmZ=Z00

Commenting on
one’s own writing
process , e.g.,
confidence or
anxiety while
writing, ease or
difficulty of the
process

“Cok rahatt m bunu yazarken,
¢unkid kendi hayalimde olamyleri
yaz yordum. “

“I was very comfortable while
writing because | was writing thing
in my dreams”(Hale)

“llk ba ta oldukca iyi gitti. Sonlara
do ru pek fikir Gretemedim daha
uzun yazmak isterdim. “

“First it was going well but | could
not generate ideas through the en
I would like to write longer.”
(Ceylin)

“Bir konu hakk nda baya birey
yap nca (yazma konusunda)
elbette kendime guvenim artt .”

“As we did that many things
about writing, my self confideng
increased.”

(Emre)

[

“Rahatt m yazarken. Rahat
oldu um i¢in akl ma daha ¢ok
fikir geldi.”

“l was comfortable while
g writing. So | could think of many
ideas.” (Aylin)




4.3. Discussion of the results

The results were discussed with regard to the relsepiestios:

1) Does “PLEASE” strategy instruction through the SR@&bBdel have a
significant effect on fifth grade EFL students’ cigstive writing in terms of

length and overall quality?

The writing pre-test and post-test scores indictatieach student experienced
improvement in terms of overall quality and lengfttithe written products. The
lowest score increase from the writing pre-tesheowriting post-test was calculated
as 1, and the highest increase was calculatedbas Baw score. Increase in each
student’s writing score was a clear indication thatPLEASE” strategy training

had a positive effect on overall writing qualityhd students’ writing showed
improvement especially in terms of organizatiorthAlgh students’ writing pre-
tests mostly lacked in a clear organizational patéand a complete introduction or a
conclusion, the writing post-tests demonstratedrganized presentation of ideas
with a clear introduction or conclusion. Anothempimvement was observed in
providing supporting details. As was reported dginetrospective verbal reports,

students could think of numerous ideas usingt'your ideas” step of the



“PLEASE” stratgey so that they could develop thaiiting more easily. The
improvement was also perceived by the studentanBthne interviews all students

clearly stated that quality of their writings impeal.

The noteworthy increase in length of the postusegten products also evidenced
the positive effect of the strategy training ondstots’ writing. Six of eight
participants’ writing length increased above 100T%e other two participants’
writing length increase was calculated as 16% &%.4'he student whose writing
length increased 16% changed his topic after spgrabme time on his previous
topic at the post-test. Because of this reasopdss-test writing might not be an
indication of his real performance in terms of lgmdhis inference was stated
based on his remarkable improvement in terms ofatheriting quality with 2.5

points increase in raw score.

1.a Do students’ planning behaviors improve aftey are instructed on the

“PLEASE” strategy through the SRSD model?

Based on interviews conducted with young developiriters Graham and Harris
(2007) concluded that most of the young developiriters considered planning as
a vital element of writing. However, they pointeat that many of them spent little
or no time on planning in actual performance. Thigkime prior to writing was

found to be less than one minute (Graham and H&0B37). The results of the



current study confirmed this argument. Analysishef questionnaire data revealed
no significant change in students’ awareness ofrptay. As explained by Cohen
(1996) questionnaire items are more likely to elearners’ beliefs about what they
do, rather than their “actual” parctice. Thus, duesaire might provide results
unreliable to make an accurate inference. Sincedah®le size was small and their
age was not appropriate enough to have a relialdstmpnnaire data, retrospective
verbal reports were integrated to the study. Qomsaire analysis showed that
before the strategy training, students were alreadyre of the importance of pre-
writing planning and they engaged in detailed piagfefore writing. However
retrospective verbal reports, the verbalizatioaatial performance, revealed that
only four students planned their ideas (by drawdiogure) for the writing pre-test.
Their writing and drawing revealed some inconsisieswhich indicated that they
generated ideas while writing. Some of them alsbalezed that they thought of
most of the ideas while writing. No planning a®tganization was mentioned for
the writing pre-test. On the other hand, the pest-terbal reports evidenced that
majority of the students engaged in detailed plagfor content and organization.
They also considered purpose and audience priwritmg which was not
mentioned by any of the students during the previebal reports. Students’
answers to the Interview questions also demonstthtd they started to plan for

their writings after they learned the strategy. yrespecially emphasized how the



strategy helped them become more efficient in glgeration prior to writing

which in turn helped them write easier and bett&tudents also reported that they
used the strategy in other lessons to plan theimgrassignments. This showed that
students could transfer the strategy and usedoithier contexts, which is thought to
be the effect of the self-regulation techniqueglddroughtout the intervention
phase. To conclude the “PLEASE” strategy trainiepbd students become more
aware of the need for planning prior to writingl students experienced a

remarkable progress in terms of planning not omlgnind but also in real practice.

1.b Do students beliefs about themselves as witeange after they learn

the “PLEASE” strategy?

The strategy training was found to be effectivearial aspect. Students developed
positive attitudes towards writing, their self-cmi@hce enhanced and they thought
that they became better writers after the intefeentlThe questionnaire data
analysis demonstrated a significant improvemestudents’ self-beliefs as writers.
During the interviews and retrospective verbal repstudents also expressed that

they could write easier, longer and more comfoxtalfler the training.

In sum, the “PLEASE” strategy instructed througl 8RSD model was found to be
effective. Overall quality and length of studemsitten products improved from the

pre-test to the post-test. The students became amcaee of pre-writing planning



and they started to engage in planning in realtecT he students also experienced

increased self-confidence for writing.

It was concluded from the current study that stpateaining on planning
(“PLEASE?” stratgey) had a positive influence ondgnts writing both in terms of

the product and the process.



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

5.0. Presentation

This chapter presents the summary of the studyendws the methods used for
the study. Then the summary of the results is ptesge It also addresses
implications of the study for English language teéag and provides suggestions for

further research.

5.1. Summary of the study

This study was conducted to investigate the effetctn explicitly taught writing
strategy (“PLEASE”") on the written products of fifyrade EFL students. The focus
of the intervention was raising students’ awaremégse-writing planning. The
study investigated progress in overall qualitytofdents’ written products, their
engagement in planning before writing and theif-Beliefs as writers. First a pilot
study was conducted with twenty participants. Aétpplying necessary changes

suggested by the pilot study, the current studyimgemented. The participants



consisted of eight fifth grade normally achievitgdents studying in a private
school in Istanbul. Single-subject pre-test - gest-design was used for the study.
The study conducted at three phases: 1) pre-imi@ore2) intervention and 3) post
intervention. A writing pre-test followed by thetmespective verbal report was
conducted to determine students’ existing levedescriptive writing performance
and to compare students’ scores with the resuliseoivriting post-test followed by
the retrospective verbal report. Students’ exisiagkground knowledge about the
writing process was explored by conducting a athssussion. Students’ progress
was also examined with a questionnaire conductéddidhe pre-intervention and
the post-intervention phases of the study. At tiee@ the intervention, each student
was interviewed to investigate the perceived efffecess of the strategy training.
The intervention consisted of ten lessons. Studeats taught the “PLEASE”
strategy for planning and writing descriptive essdhe lessons were delivered by
the researcher based on the instruction step&iBRED instruction model. The
pre-test and the post-test written products welistizally scored by two raters
using WER scoring rubric. The average of raterstas for each written product
was used as the data. Ten themes were developgbee bysearcher to analyze the
student interviews. For the retrospective verbpbrts, a category schema was

developed by the researcher. The categories cedsi§three main and nine sub



categories. The retrospective verbal report datamalyzed with respect to these

categories.

5.2. Summary of the findings

The findings can be summarized as;

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Overall quality of students’ written products impea from the writing pre-

test to the writing post-test.

Length of students’ written products increased frmerintervention to the

post-intervention.

Students’ planning improved in terms of awarenastjal engagement in

pre-writing planning and time spent on planning.

Questionnaire analysis revealed that students xmed a positive increase

in their self-beliefs as writers; they thought thecame better writers.

Questionnaire analysis showed no significant chamgéudents writing
knowledge, strategy awareness and planning awas é&mas pre-

intervention condition to the post-intervention daion.

Some students transferred the strategy knowledigedyauring the

intervention phase to other contexts, e.g. Turkisth English lessons.



7) Students reported that the strategy eased theng/ptiocess.

8) Students could self-regulate their writing procasshey could adapt the
“PLEASE” strategy according to their own needs eadld transfer strategy

knowledge to other contexts.

5.3. Limitations of the study

This study has some limitations concerning thegfeand the sample size. For the
current study one group pretest-post test designusead that is a single group was
measured and observed after being exposed toetentent and also before. This
type of design is considered as weak because ofahexistence of any control
group. (Fraenkel &Wallen, 2003). Students’ programdd only be measured by

comparing the pre-intervention and the post-intetioa tests.

The study also has limitations with regard to thtenvention timeline. The
instruction weeks could not be designed on reguéekly intervals. The
arrangement of the school club weeks, other faslitequiring attendance of fifth
grade students and mid-semester break interfertbdtie expected timeline of the
study. For instance, after the eight lesson ofrtte¥vention phase, students had two
weeks mid-semester break which was as a long lioealesired application of the

intervention.



Apart from these, students’ progress in Englisbdlghout the intervention can be
considered as an external effect for the study.ifiteevention lasted for about one
semester. During this time students attended thgirlar English classes and
experienced progress in use of English, vocabWaoyledge, and language skills.
This external effect was reduced to a certain éxigrexcluding conventions, word

choice or use of English from the scoring rubric.

Use of small sample size also negatively affectdprehensive analysis of the
guestionnaire data. The data analysis did not feekable results because of small

sample size.

Concerning generalizability, the research findiagd conclusions reflect the
performance and characteristics of only a parheftarget population since the
study may not be generalizable enough to accourthéperformance of all fifth
grade EFL students in Turkey. As the study was gotadl in a private school, the

results cannot be generalized for students studgipgblic schools.

5.4. Implications for ELT

Two main findings of the study may suggest new iogpions in ELT in Turkey.
The first major finding was that explicit pre-wng strategy training has a

considerable effect on students’ quality and leraftivritten products. By



conducting a comprehensive curriculum planning;vpriéing strategy training can
be integrated in the English language teachingattum of Turkey and of other

EFL contexts.

Self-regulation component of the instruction ackthrough the implication of the
SRSD model which enabled students to transferggtlydtnowledge and use the
target strategies in different context. Based ameffective learning experience, the
ELT curriculum implementation can be revived imterof integration of self-
regulation in teaching of English. Students shdaddexplicitly taught self-
regulation strategies and provided with opportufotyample practices so that they

become self-regulated learners who have the cootitbleir own learning process.

The “PLEASE” strategy is a general paragraph wgistrategy and can be applied
broadly to a variety of different genres (Grahari&sris, 2005) Thus the strategy
can be used for other genres in English lessongests should not be only be
asked to write but also be trained how to writesTdan be achieved through

explicit teaching of the writing strategies.

All procedures in this study, including the instian were carried out by the
researcher. This teaching experience showed th@mgvstrategy instruction

through the SRSD model can be delivered by redtrglish teachers after have



training on it. As an extension of the study, abea training program can be

developed for ELT teachers about how to integratgegyy training in their lessons.

5.5. Suggestion for further research

Based on the research finding and consideringth&ations of the study, there are

several suggestions for future research.

This study may be replicated with a larger samye By including a comparison
group to have more reliable data. As for data ctitha tool, think-aloud protocols
(verbalization of thoughts while working on a tggkicson & Simon, 1981)) can be
used instead of retrospective verbal report. Algioit is stated that participants are
able to recall their retrospective thoughts aca&lygEricson & Simon, 1981), it is
also probable that the participants may report @heion or thoughts in a more

desirable fashion to impress the researcher (Ka&$tdul, 2000)

The participants of this study included studenggriang English since grade one.
Another similar study may be conducted with paptits from public schools in
order to investigate the effects of strategy tragnon writing skills of students who
expose to English at grade four. This study mag &k replicated with participants

from different grade levels.



Apart from the design and the data collection tothls study may also be replicated
with other writing strategies for other genres. fAstance another study can be
conducted about the effects of story writing sggteaining on EFL learners’ story

writing performance.

Scoring alternatives to holistic scoring may bedfiml. Rather than applying
single score for overall quality, students’ progrean be measured with an analytic
rubric. So that the results can be interpretedensomprehensively by stating which

students improved in which aspect at which level.

The SRSD model specifically emerged in responseéals of the students with LD.
The study may be replicated by including Turkish ¢tDdents as participants. Apart
from this, the SRSD model was used to teach siedeg L1 learners. Further

studies can be implemented in the area of Turkigh\{riting instruction.
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APPENDIX 2

CURRENT STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE
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APPENDIX 3
RETROSPECTIVE REPORT QUESTIONS

(Ericson & Simon, 1993)

1. Hangi konuda yazd n?

2. Konuya nas | karar verdin?

3. |k 6nce ne yapt n?

4. |k 6nce ne yapacan nas | bildin?

5. Devam etmek i¢in ne yapt n?

6. Yapman gereken en zogy neydi?

7. Yapman gereken en kolagy neydi?

8. Yazma surecin hakk nda ne dintiyorsun?

9. Bu konu hakk nda tekrar yazmak zorunda kalsayce giyn ekilde mi

yazard n?



APPENDIX 4

STUDENT INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

. Yazma kulibinde dendi imiz “PLEASE” stratejisi sana yard mc oldu
mu?

. O rendi in planlama stratejilerinin sana nas | faydas @ldu

. Bu stratejiyi (“PLEASE”) 6 renmeden dnceki durumunlandiki durumunu
kar la tr; yazmaya bdamadan dnce planlama icin art k daha ¢ok vakit
geciriyor musun?

. Planlama stratejisinin yaz n gdlrmende faydas oldu mu? Nas |?

. O rendi in stratejileri bu kuliip d nda di er derslerindeki yazma

cal malar nda da kullanmay diandyor musun?

. Yazma konusunda bu kulibe girmeden 6ncekimgliki halini

kar la trd nda kendine ne gibi farklar gériyorsun?

. Eklemek istediin bir ey var m ?



APPENDIX 5

WRITING INTERVIEW _ CLASS DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

(Wilucki, 1984)

1.

aprwbd

© N

Sizden bir konu hakk nda bir kompozisyon yazmasterise, ve ne
yazaca n z ve nas | yazacan z bilmeseniz ne yapard n z?

Bildi iniz iyi yazarlar var m ? Kimler?

Sizece onu iyi bir yazar yapan nedir?

Sizce ne yazacan ve nas | yazacan bilmeyen biri midir?

Ne yazacan ya da nas | yazacan bilmedi i zamanlarla sizce ne
yap yordur?

Kompozisyon yazma konusunda zorluk ¢eken birilerkdr la rsan z ona
nas | yad mc olursunuz?

ngilizce yazmas nas | dendiniz?

yi bir yazar olduunuzu ditnidyormusunuz?



APPENDIX 6

PILOT STUDY WRITING PROMPT

Name:

Teachers decorate their classrooms different frach@ther’s. Think of your idea if
perfect classroom and write a paragrdphcribing it.
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APPENDIX 8

CURRENT STUDY POST-TEST WRITING PROMPT




APPENDIX 9

INDEPENDENT PERFORMANCE

TEACHER OBSERVATION FORM

Student name:

Did he/she do any planning? Yes No
Approximate time spent on planning: inuas
Was he/she anxious while writing? Yes No
Was he/she self-confident while writing?  Yes No
How much time did he/she spent on writing? minutes

Did he/she do any different thing from other studén
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APPENDIX 11

HAND GRAPHIC ORGANIZER

(Example from teacher’s modeling)
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APPENDIX 12
WRITING PROCESS POSTER




APPENDIX 13

CHARACTERISTICS OF A GOOD DESCRIPTIVE WRITING POSTE R



APPENDIX 14
“‘PLEASE” STRATEGY CHART ORIGINAL

Pick a topic, audience and type of paragraph.
L ist your ideas about the topic

Evaluate your list.

Activate the paragraph with a topic sentence.
SJppIy supporting sentences.

End with a concluding sentence.
and

Evaluate your work.

#$



APPENDIX 15
“PLEASE” STRATEGY CHART (ADAPTED VERSION)

Pick a topic, audience and purpose.
L ist your ideas about the topic.
Evaluate your list and organize them.
A ctivate the writing with an introduction.
SJppIy supporting details.

End with a conclusion.
and

Evaluate your work.



APPENDIX 16 WER SCORING RUBRIC

Student Name:

Writte n Expression Rubric (WER)

Score

Description

The writing is well focused and purposeful. Theamvigational pattern is clear a
provides for a logical progression of ideas. Theettgoment of supporting details
is substantial, specific, relevant, and concrete.

The writing is focused on the topic and its orgational pattern provides for
logical progression of ideas. The support is dgyedithrough ample use of
specific details and examples.

The writing is focused on the topic and includes, fié any loosely related idea
An organizational pattern is apparent. The supigarbnsistently developed, but i
may lack specificity.

The writing is focused but may contain ideas thatl@osly connected to th
topic. An organizational pattern is demonstrated itomay lack a logical
progression of ideas. Development of support mayreven.

The writing addresses the topic, but may looseddmuincluding extraneous
loosely related ideas. The organizational pattstrally includes a beginning,
middle and ending, but these elements may be Aref.development of support
may be erratic and nonspecific, and ideas may fxeated.

The writing marginally addresses the topic, bioses focus by includin
extraneous or loosely related ideas. The respoagehave an organizational
pattern, but it may lack a sense of completenestosure. There is little, if any,
development of the supporting ideas, and the stippey consist of
generalizations or fragmentary lists.

Unscorable

The paper is unscorable bece

» the response is not related to what the prompiested the student to do,
« the response is simply a rewording of the prompt,

« the response is a copy of a published work,

« the student refused to write,

« the response is illegible,

« the response is written in a foreign language,

» the response is incomprehensible (words are gedhim such a way that
no meaning is conveyed),

» the response contains an insufficient amountridfng to determine of
the student was attempting to address the promghtgonriting folder is
blank.




APPENDIX 17

LENGTH SCORING FORM

Student name:

Number of the words written: rdeo

ScordR:




APPENDIX 18

WRITING PROCESS EXAMPLE (PPT) (Peha, 1995-2003)

PICK A TOPIC

DRAFTING



APPENDIX 18 (CONT'D)

WRITING PROCESS EXAMPLE (PPT)



APPENDIX 18 (CONT'D)

WRITING PROCESS EXAMPLE (PPT)



APPENDIX 18 (CONT'D)

WRITING PROCESS EXAMPLE (PPT)

#l



APPENDIX 19

FIVE SENSES CORNER ACTIVITY POSTER EXAMPLE

9

%




APPENDIX 20

“PLEASE” CHART STUDENT VERSION

HH#



APPENDIX 21

EXAMPLE SELF STATEMENTS POSTER

$$



APPENDIX 21 EXAMPLE SELF STATEMENTS
(STUDENTS’ OWN SELF STATEMENTS)
(Ebru)

(Hale)



APPENDIX 22
EXAMPLE WELL ORGANIZED DESCRIPTIVE WRITING

(retrieved from http://www.thewritingsite.org/)






APPENDIX 23

SELF MONITORING WRITING CHECKLIST & COUNTING WORDS



APPENDIX 24

OUT OF WRITING CLASS INDEPENDENT PERFORMANCE
ASSIGNMENT PROMPT



APPENDIX 25

WATER EXHIBITION POSTERS (WET LAND GROUP)



APPENDIX 25

WATER EXHIBITION POSTERS (DRY LAND GROUP)

3!



APPENDIX 26
RETROSPECTIVE VERBAL REPORTS

Aylin Retrospective Verbal Report Tapescript

Pre-test Post-test

R: Hangi konuda yazd n? R: Sesin kaydediliyor biliyorsun.imdi
S: Ben kendi hayal guctimi kulland m. en son yazd n yaz yla ilgili bir
ak Ima hep farkl farkl eyler geliyordu. gori me yapacaz. Daha yeni

Onlar birle tirdim. bitirdiniz. Hat rl yorsun deil mi yazma
R: My window dream. Peki! Guzel. surecini?

R: Neler yazacan nas | diundin? S: Evet.

S: Etraf mdaki eylerden ilham ald m.  R: Tamam o zaman. Sen hangi konuda
Gulimsemekle ilgili baz sorular yazd n?

yazd m.Ornein burda (in the picture) bu S: Ben Facebook’un igine diii tmle

iki buluté bulutun gézleri, bu balon ilgili yazd m.

burnu, ucak da & n olu turdu. R: Gayet yarat ¢ bir konu.

R: Resim cok gtizel olmu R. Peki konuya nas | karar verdin?

S: Hayal glicimu kulland m igin S: Son ginlerde facebook ile ¢cok
normal sa¢ yapmak istemedim. Pembe ilgileniyorum. Cok fazla facebook

sac¢ yapmak istedim. oyunlar oynuyorum.

R: Ik 6nce resim mi ¢izdin,yazy m  R: Ik dnce ne yapt n? Ben sana bu
yazd n? ka d verdim, ilk 6nce ne yapt n?

S: Resim gizerken benim akl ma daha S: |k 6énce el ¢cizmek yerine bir gline
cok ey geliyor. O yuzden ilk resim ¢izdim. Buralara yazd m (showing the
¢izdim. Ucgan ev falan gizdim. sun) smell, taste, see, touch, hear (five
R: Sonra bunlar yaz nda m kulland n? senses)

S: Evet. R: Baya fikir gelmi akl na.

R: Cok guzel. S: Evet, daha ¢ok “farmwill” den (a

R. Peki zorland n yerler oldu mu yaz n game) geldi.
yazarken? T kand n noktalar oldu mu? R: Sonra?

S: ki tane Uphelendiim ey var. S: Paragraftaki konular sectim.

R: Peki ne yapt n o anda? R: Ik paragraf n ne?

S: Sozlukten falan yard m almad m. S: |k paragraf m burada, magic island.
Yazd m. Turkgelerini yazd m. Yani happy island’a gittim. Ondan sonra
R: Yani kelimelerin ngilizcelerini arkada m da odama girdi, bilgisayara
bulmakta tak Id n. Anlad m! dokundu u anda benim yan ma geldi.

R: Peki yazma sirecinin geneliile ilgili R: Ik dnce ne yapacan nerden bildin?

$Il



hissettin?

S: Kendimi iyi hissettim

R: Zorland n m ?

S: Cok zorlanmad m. Kendi hayal
gucumle olduu i¢in zorland m olmad .
R: Zorlanmad n so6yliyorsun ama
zorlanabileceini di Gndi tGn ey ne
olurdu?

S: En ¢ok zorland m ey s6zcukleri
yazmak.

R: Bilmedi in kelimeleri yazmak m ?
S. Evet.

R: Peki baka? Mesela fikirler hemen
akl na geldi mi?

S: Biraz zor geldi. Ama resim cgizerken
daha cok ey akl ma geliyor demtim ya.
R: Peki sana en kolay geleay neydi?
S. Resim c¢izmek.

S: Five sense den akl ma geldi. Cok iyi
olmad ama olabildince doldurmaya
cal tm.

R: Planlamay yapt n, organizasyona
karar vedin, peki sonra devam etmek
icin ne yapt n?

S:Oynad m tim oyunlar icine katt m.
R: Bal yazd ktan sonra ne yapt n?
S:Bal yazd ktan sonra boltmleri
yazd m.

R: Ik 6nce hangi bolumu yazd n?

S: Introduction. Sonra, en son
conclusion.

R: Peki “PLEASE” startejisindeki s ray
takip ettin mi?

S: Evet

R: Peki yazma slrecinde rahat m yd n?
S: Rahatt m. Rahat oldwm i¢in akl ma
daha cok eyler geldi. Facebook’un

R: Peki bu konu hakk nda tekrar yazmalc¢inde ¢ok konular var.

durumunda kalsan yine ayrekilde mi

R: Planlamada sana yard m etti mi?

yazard n? Mesela resim ¢izmen icin bir (“PLEASE” stratejisi)

yer vermedim. Yine ayn ekilde mi
yazard n?
S:Ayn s n yapmam. Yenieyler

yaratmaya cal r m. Yine hayal gicimi

kullanarak akl mda bir resim
olu tururdum. Sonra da yazard m.
R: Peki, teekkirler

S: Evet.
R: Peki teekkir ederim.



Deren Retrospective Verbal Report Tapescript

Pre-test Post-test

R: Ben bu konuyu sana bekilde R: Hangi konuda yazd n?
vermeseydim konuya nas | karar verirdin?S: Magic Ocean (Sihirli okyanus)
S: Bir slire beklerdim, diiindrdiim. Yani  R: Peki konuya nas | karar verdin?
sevdi im eyleri hayal ederdim. Oradan, S: Akl ma birden geldi.

glzel yazabilecem, be endi im bir eyi  R: lk 6nce ne yapt n?

secerdim. S: Ik 6nce topic (konu) sectim; The

R: Bu konuyu nas | diiindiin? Ik 6nce Magic Ocean (Sihirli Okyanus). Sonra
resim mi gizdin? planlamam yapt m. Fikirlerimi listeledim.
S: Once resim ¢izdim Sonra planning yapt m. Topic (konu),
R: Resmi gizerken mi diindiin neler audience (okuyucu) ve purpose (amag)
yazay m diye? sectim.

S: Evet R: Sen “PLEASE?” stratejisinin hepsini
R: O zaman bu resim bu yaz y yazmandaiygulam s n demekki! Yazarken

bir yonlendirici oldu! dikkatimi ¢cekti! Ayr nt| ayrnt|

S: Evet. (not sure about herself!) planlama yapt n.

R: Peki ilk 6nce ne yapt n? R: Peki sana yard mc oldu mu bu

S: Ondan sonra (resim c¢izdikten sonra) planlama?

yaz ma nas | bdayabilirim diye S: Evet, paragraflarda hep yard mc

dd indim. Sonra resmimdenki en guzel, oluyor.
en dikkat cekici eyi yazmay dindim. R: Peki sen ilk 6nce bunlar yapman

R: Yazmaya bdad n, peki aralarda gerekti ini nas | bildin?

tkand n m hig? S: Bunlar yapmazsam ben zaten

S: Evet bir kag kere yazam yorum!

R: Ne yapt n o zaman peki? R: Devam etmek i¢in ne yapt n?

S: O zaman resmime bakt m tekrar. S: Once introduction (gir) yazd m.
Yazmad m eyleri diindim. Baka R: “PLEASE” stratejisinderactivate the
neler olabilir diye diindiim ve onlar topic!

yazd m. S: Evet

R: Peki onlar (yeni fikirleri) aralara m S: Sonra fikirlerimi paragraf paragraf
ekledin yoksa devam nda m yazd n? yazd m.

S: Devam nda yazd m. S: En sonunda da conclusion’a (sonuca)
R: Peki yazma surecinle ilgili olarak ne  girdim.

dU Untdyorsun?yi miydi, k6ta maydda... R: Peki yazarken geriye donip okudun mu
mesela kag verirsin kendine 5 Uzerinden?hig¢?

S: 5 uzerinden 4 veririm. S: Evet ama baan sona okumad m. Parca
R: Neden? parca, paragraf paragraf okudum.



S: Cunkl resmimdeki bazeyler yaz ma  R: Peki rahat m yd n yazma sureci
pek uymad . boyunca? Kendini nas | hissettin?
R: Peki en ¢cok zorland n ey neydi? S: Sonlara doru, u son uglncl paragrafta
S: Asl nda ¢ok zorlanmad m. Ama bir zorland m biraz. Onun dnda kolayd ,
yerde bir kelime yazacakt m. Anlamn  ¢ok kolayd .

bilmiyordum. Onun yerine b&a bir ey R: Yani iyi yazabiliyor musun art k?
yazd m. Yani orada biraz zorland m. S: Evet!

R: Yani bal k bulma, giri veya sonug

yazmada zorlanmad n dyle mi?

S:Hayr.

R: En kolay neydi?

S: Sonucland rmak.

R: Peki... Tekrar bu konu hakk nda

yazmak durumunda oldunu dadn, resim

¢izmen icin bir yer sdamasayd m, sadece

konuyu verseydim yine aynekilde mi

yazard n? Once yine resim mi gizerdin?

Nas | balard n?

S: Bu kadar biylk olmasa da 6nce yine

kiguk bir resim cizerdim. Cunki resim

Uzerine yaz y daha rahat yazd m.

R: Guzel... Teekkirler



Ceylin Retrospective Verbal Report Tapescript

Pre-test Post-test
R: Ben sana genbir konu verdim. R: Son yazd nyaz ile ilgili olarak nas |
Konuyu nas | 6zelldirdin? yazd n anlatacaks n bana. Daha yeni

S: Kendi hayalimdedi ilkokulu yapt m. bitirdin. O yizden hat rl yorsun dé mi
Birinden yard m almad m, s6zlé de  yazma sirecini?
bakmad m. Birazc k diiindiim, ¢ok S: Cok buyuk planlama yapmad m ama

fazla deil. Sonra akl ma geldi. anahtar kelimeleri belirledim.

Okudu um bir kitapta da vard . Benim R: Hangi konuda yazd n?

de akl ma 6yle bir anda geldi. S: Bir yazar olsayd m nas | olurdu diye
S: Hatalar m olabilir yaz mda, 6zellikle di Gndim.

grammar (dilbilgisi). R: Peki konuya nas | karar verdin?

R: Olsun, onlar hi¢ sorun dg. S: DU Undidm bir sire. Neyin olmas n
R: Ik dnce ne yapt n? isterdim diye diindim.

S: Ik 6nce resmi ¢izdim. R: Ne kadar diiindin?

R: Neden? S: 2 dakika falan.

S: Oyle yapmak istedim. Resim basit R: Peki, ilk 6nce ne yapt n?

oldu zaten. 2 dakikada hemen ¢izdim. S: Ik 6nce yaz ya bdad m. Ama daha
Yaz Uzerine tabiki daha ¢ok dindiim. sonra anahtar kelimeleri belirlemek
R: Peki yaz nda resimden farkeyler  akl ma geldi.

varm? R: Peki neden ilk 6nce planlama
S: Tabi, ama resimde olanlar n bir k smyapmadan yaz ya biad n? Neden daha
da var. sonra anahtar kelimeleri belirleme

R: Peki! Konuya karar verdin, ilk dnce ihtiyac hissettin?
resim ¢izdin. Devam etmek i¢in ne S: Daha kolay yazar m diye. Ama mesela

yapt n? yazarken akl ma plan m dnda baka bir
S: No answer fikir geldi. Onu buraya ekledim (showing
R: Pekitak Id n yerler oldu mu the writing) plan mda yazmant m.
yazarken? R: Peki devam etmek i¢in ne yapt n?

S: Elbette. Ik ba ta oldukca iyi gitti. S: Ik ba ta ne olmas n istedimi,
Sonlara doru pek fikir iretemedim. ortalarda olabilecekleri, en sonunda ba

Daha uzun yazmak istedim. bunlar yapmak i¢in ne yaptm yazd m.
R: Peki uzun yazmak i¢in fikirleri nas | R: Organizasyonu buraya yazmasn,
did indin? kafanda planlad n m ?

S: Birazc k duundum, cok fazla S: Evet kafamda planlad m.

di tnmedim detayl . u son b6lim R: Yazma surecinde kendini nas |

sonra akl ma geldi. Pek balang ¢ ve  hissettin?
sonug gibi olmad . Sonugrrada da S: Rahatt m.



(showing the middle of the paragraph) R: Peki planlaman ayr nt| yapsayd n
yaz labilirdi asl nda. Pek olmad ama... daha rahat olur muydun sence?

R: Asl nda baka bir ka da tekrar S: Belki olabilirdi.

yazabilirdin. (Drafting) R: Ayr nt| bir planlama yapsayd n ne
R: Peki genel olarak yazma surecinle yapard n?

ilgili olarak ne dutnuyorsun?yi S: Be duyumuzu kullanabilridim.Bunda
miydi, zorland n m, k6t maydu? (post-test) gérme duyusunu daha ¢ok

S: Zorlanmad m. Ama acaba iyi yazd nmkulland m.
m diye diUndim. Emin olamad m R: Peki, teekkdrler.
yaz mdan asl nda. Yazarken ¢ok
zorlanmad m ama en sonunda acaba iyi
yazd m m diye diiindim.

R: Peki en zorland n ey neydi?

S: Cumleleri ngilizce yazmak.

R: En kolay geleney neydi?

S: No answer, (thinking).

R: Fikir bulmakta zorland n m ?

S: O kadar deil.

R: En kolay neydi senin igin?

S: Konuyu oluturmakta o kadar
zorlanmad m. Hayalimde olaryler
zaten, okulda 6dev olmamas ,

0 rencilerin farkl tlkelerden gelmesi...
R: Peki tekrar bu konuda yazmak
durumunda kalsan yine ayrekilde mi
yazard n? Farkl birekilde mi

yapard n?

S: Farkl bir ey yapmazd m.

R: Te ekkir ederim.



Do an Retrospective Verbal Report Tapescript

Pre-test

Post-test

R: Ben sana bu konuyu vermemi
olsayd m konuya nas | karar verirdin?

R: Yaz n daha yeni bitirdin, hat rl yorsun
de il mi yazma surecini.

S: Once dilinirdim, cevreme bakard m, S: Evet.

biraz hayal giicimle birl&rirdim. Sonra

R: Sen hangi konuda yazd n?

mutlaka ortaya bir fikir ¢ kar zaten. O fikri S: Sava.

evire gevire yazar m.

R: Ik dnce ne yapt n?

S: Ne yazacam du undim.

R: Nas | dudndun?

S: Kafamda duindim. Kafamda akl ma
gelen eyin tasla n yapt m. Baka bir
ka da gecirdim.Ondan sonra yazd m.
R: Resmi ne zaman ¢izdin?

S: lk once.

R: T kand n yerler oldu mu?

S: Oldu.

R: Ne yapt n o zaman?

S: Cevreme bakt m. Kald m yeri

hat rlad m. Oradan tekrar dad m.

R: Peki yazma sirecinle ilgili olarak ne
dd Gndyorsun?yi miydi? Kotd maydu?
Zor muydu? Kolay myd ?

S: 5 Uizerinden ben 4 verirdim kendime.
R: Neden?

S: 5 veremem cuinkd daha uzun
yazabilirdim. Normalde ¢ok daha uzun
yaz yorum.

R: En ¢ok zorland n ey neydi?

S: Resimdeki arka plan yapmak.

R:Sen neden surekli savhakk nda

yaz yorsun?

S: Akl ma daha cok fikir geliyor.

R: Konuya nas | karar verdin?

S: Asl na akl mda savavard ama bilgi ve
sava hakk nda yazacakt m. Akl ma
bilgiyle ilgili cok fazla fikir gelmedii icin
sava hakk nda yazd m.

R: Peki ilk 6nce ne yapt n?

S: |k 6nce Pick a topic falan filan...
“PLEASE”i yapt m. Sonra bdad m.

R: Nas | yapt n?

S: Kafamda.

R: Neler yapt n?

S: Topic’i zaten buraya yazd m. Topic,
purpose ve audience’ . Sonra akl ma gelen
tum fikirleri yazd m.

R: Peki bunlar planlad n m daha
Onceden?

S: Bir kism n planlad m, bir k sm
sonradan geldi.

R: Peki ilk 6nce ne yapman gerehtii
nas | bildin?

S: Siz 0 rettiniz.

R: Resim d nda zorland n yer oldu mu? R: Peki devam etmek i¢in ne yapt n?

S: Akl mda fikir retmek.
R: Ba ka bir ka t kulland m demitin ya.

S: Akl ma gelen fikirleri stizgecten
gecirdim.

O ka tta yeteri kadar fikir iretemedin mi?R: Nas | balad n sonra?

S: Cok urettim, yirmiyi gecti.
R: Peki burada neden yazmad n?
S: Eleme yapt m o fikirlerden.

S: | opened the magic door yesterday...
R: I'm a warrior in the world (researcher
reads the introduction) Evet, ben ilk



R: Peki sana en kolay geleay neydi?

ctimlelerini okuduumda savahakk nda

S: Resim ve yaz da ¢ok fazla fikir iretmekyazaca n anl yorum. Guizel bir bdang ¢

R: Bu konu hakk nda tekrar yazmak
durumunda kalsan ne yapars n?

S: O 19 fikirden yine eleme yapar m. &
ba ka bir fikir ¢ kmazsa yine didntrim.
Sonra da onlar kat r p yazar m.

yapm sn.
R: Sonra ne yapt n?

S: Sonra one day diyerek gethe
bolimind yapt m. u k sm da son. Yani
end!

R: Yazma surecin boyunca kendini nas |
hissettin?

S: Rahat hissettim bu sefer.

R: Bu sefer diyorsun, gecen sefer (pre-
test)

S: O zaman rahat hissetmedim.

R: Te ekkdrler.



Ecem Retrospective Verbal Report Tapescript

Pre-test Post-test

R: Ben sana bobir ka t versem konuya R:Bu descriptive writing (betimleyici
nas | karar verirsin? yazma) i¢cin yazmam z gereken son

S: u andaki bulundwm durumu , mecut yaz yd . Daha yeni bitirdiniz yazmay . O
durumu duatnurim. Kendimle ilgili bir ylzden yazma surecinin tamam n

eyler yazar m. Yan mdaki hat rl yorsun deil mi?

arkadalar mdan, cevremden yararlanarakS: H h ...

karakterleri belirlerim. R: Tamam! Sen handi konuda yazd n?

R: Peki ilk 6nce ne yapt n? Resmi mi S: Kap nn arkas ndayad m bir saray
cizdinyazy m yazdn? var onu yazd m.

S: Resmi gizdim. R: Konuya nas | karar verdin? nas |

R: Neden ilk dnce resmi ¢izdin? dd indin?

S: Ik 6nce birkacg resim cizdikten sonra S: En ¢ok mutlu olabilecem ey. O
yazmak daha kolay geliyor. sarayda benim istedm her ey

R: Yazmak daha kolay geliyor! Tamam, olabilecei icin, istedi im her eyi de bir
glzel. yerde toparlamam gerekiyordu. Oyle yani.
R: Peki resmi ¢izdin, yaz ya ilk nas | R: Peki! Ik 6nce ne yapt n be sana bu
balad n? ka d verdikten sonra?

S: Resim c¢izerken ilk akl ma ne geldiyse S: Oklar... duyu organlar yleeyleri

onunla yapt m. Zaten ayn anda yazd m.
yaz yormu gibi. R: uras (Researcher shows on the paper)

R: Anlad m, yani ilk resmettin eyi énce S:H h...
yazd n! Bakay m ilk rainbow (gbkka ) S: Az yazd m ama yeterli oldunu
hakk nda yazms n, ilk 6nce rainbow mu di andam.

(gbkku a ) cizdin? R: Olsun, kelime kelime yazns n. Ama
S: Evet. baya da yeterli!

R: Peki, balad ktan sonra ortalarda R: Sonra ne yapt n?

tkand n yer oldu mu? S: Yaz ya balad m. Bir de unlar

S: Yok, zaten kafamda belirlentim yapt m: Amac mla kimin okuyacan
cizerken o yuzden sadece yazd m. yazd m.

R: Peki akl na yeni fikirler geldi mi R: Kim okuyacak?

yazarken? S: Ailem.

S: Evet. R: O zaman ailenden mi bahsettin birazc k
R:Peki ne yapt n onlar ? yaz nda?

S: Onlar da yazd m, resimde yok ama. S: Gibi...

R: Peki 6rnein akl na urada bir fikir R: Tamam! Peki ilk 6nce ne yapaca

geldi (showing therelated part) ama asl ndeerden bildin?



onun urada olmas gerekiyordu (showingS: Kulipten (laughing). Slaytlardan
the related part) ne yapars n bu durumda® renmi tim.

S: O fikri biraz daha d4 tirerek, yani cok R: Peki devam etmek i¢in ne yapt n?
glizel bir fikir olsa da onu de tirerek, onu S: Buradaki yazd m eyleri, konular

bu bélimden sonra gelecedkilde
aktararak anlatarak yazard m.

R: Peki karalama kad na yazsan daha
kolay olmaz md ?

daha dorusu cumle haline getirdim o
kadar.

S: Akt hemen (fikirler).

R: Akt hemen diyorsun (laughing).

S: Evet o0 da var da ama unutursam boyleS: |k 6nce ban , introduction (girii)

yapar m.
R: Peki en zorland n ey ne oldu?
S: Zorlanmad m.

R: Peki zorlamad m diyorsun ama
zorlanabileceini dii Gndd Gn bolim
neresi?

S: Konuya ilk girdim ondan sonra ne
anlataca mda biraz zorland m. Yani

yazd m anlamam i¢in. Ondan sonra zaten
gerisi duunerek geldi. A¢ klad m ilk 6nce
bir sarayda oldwmu, 6yle 6yle

oldu unu saray n. Oyle akt .

R: En sonda sonug ciimlen var m ?

S: Gibi.

R: O rendi imiz “PLEASE” stratejisinin
basamaklar n uygulad n m ?

normalde! Bunu ¢ok basit yazd m ama ¢ols: Evet, 6 rendi imiz gibi.

basit yazmad m konularda.

R: Peki ne yap yorsun o normal
zamanlarda yazd n konularda?

S: Derinlere gidiyorum hayal gictimle.
R: Peki sana en kolay geleay neydi?
S: Devam ettirmek.

R: Peki yazma surecinle ilgili olarak neler
dd Gndyorsun?

S: Rahatt m

R: Seni biraz diinurken buldum.

S: DU Undrken buldunuz, ¢inkt ctimleleri
kuramad m. Ama rahatt m genellikle.

R: Peki ben sana bu konuyu tekrar verseR: Peki cimleleri kuramaman fikir

ne yapars n farkl olarak?

bulamamandan m kaynakland yoksa

S: Farkl bir dinya hakk nda yazard m. Bir ngilizceden mi?

imdiki diinya bir de b&a bir dinya
hakk nda yazard m.

S: Kelimeden. Garip kelimeler vard
kullanmam gereken o ytuzden bulamad m.

R: Konuyu dei tirirdin. Peki konu d nda R: Peki teekklr ederim.

yazarken ne yapard n?Ayrekilde mi
yazard n?

S: Ayn ekilde yazmad m bu kez
dinyad n kotultklerini de yazard m.
R: Peki teekktr ederim.



Emre Retrospective Verbal Report Tapescript

Pre-test

Post-test

R: Ben sana buekilde bir konu
vermeseydim konuya nas | karar verdin?
S: Konuyu iyi tan mlamak igin yaz y iyi
yazmak gerekiyor. Yaz n n daha iyi

tan mlay ¢ olduunu diuniyorum. En az
resim kadar.

R: Yanl anlad n galiba, konuya nas |
karar verirdin, hemen yazmaya m

ba lard n?

S: Musfetteye yazard m 6nce?

R: Peki konuya nas | karar verirdin?

S: Hig bir konu vermeseydiniz mesela
sevdi im konular, mesela gelecekteki
ucaklar falan. Zaman ma gore konuya
karar verirdim. Zaman ma gore hangisi
uygun olacaksa onu yazard m.

R: Konular yazard m m diyorsun?

S: Evet, planlama yapard m 6nce.

R: Super.

R: Peki ben sana bu ka verdim (pre-

test). Ik dnce ne yapt n? Resmi mi ¢izdin,

yazy m yazd n?

S: lk dnce resmi tamamlad m. Evde
olsayd m cizmezdim.

R: Evde olsayd n ilk 6nce ne yapard n?
Resmi mi gizerdin, yazy m yazard n?
S: Ik dnce yazy yazard m.

R: Neden peki?

S:Yazy yamak benim daha ¢ok huma
gidiyor. Resim kabiliyetime gore yaz
yazma kabiliyetim daha iyi. Ozelliklgir.

R: Bu yaz n 40 dakikada yazd n. Yeni
bitirdin daha. Yazma slrrecinin tamam n
hat rl yorsun deil mi?

S: Evet.

R: Sen hangi konuda yazd n?

S: Cevreyle ilgili bir konuydu. Cevrenin
insan yaam nda ¢ok dnemli oldwnu,

do an n ¢ok énemli bir unsur oldunu ve
dunyadaki en buyik mucize oldunu
belirtmek istedim.

R: Sen galiba bir ara konunu detirdin
de il mi?

S: Konumu dei tirdim.Cevrenin 6nemli
oldu unu bu bal k alt nda yans tman n
cok iyi bir fikir olaca n di Gndum.

R: |k ba taki konun neydi?

S: O da gevreyle ilgiliydi ama o direkt
bilgi vermekti. Neden insanlar cevreyi
kirletiyor gibi.

R: Peki ne gibi bir de iklik yapt n?

S: Bu daha iyi oldu. Sonucta descriptive
writing’in kurallar akl ma geldi. Sonra
bunu decriptive writing kurallar
cercevesinde nas | anlatabilirim diye
dd andum.

R: Ik 6nce ne yapt n?

S: Ik dnce ben kendime has bey
uygulad m. Kendime has biey var.

R: Nedir 0?

S:Bir chart. Planlama. te bir sat ra
introduction yaz yorum.Bir sat ra details

R: Peki bu resim olmasayd , ne yapard n?yaz yorum. Bir sat ra da conclusion

S:Yani Oyle bir ey var. Ben yaz
yazmaya bdad m zaman
dokaluyor.Bitiremiyorum ki. Yaz ya

ba lay nca zaten tutam yorum.

R: Mesela u bélume kadar yazd n
(showing somewhere on the papegraya

yaz yorum. Sonra bu sat rlar devam
ettiriyorum ve oraya yaz mla ilgili neler
yazabileceimi yaz yorum.

R: Writing kuliipte 6rendi imiz
stratejilerden yola ¢ karak bunu kendin mi
olu turdun?

geldin (again showing another part coming: Evet, kendim oluurudum.
after the previous one) akl na yeni bir fikir R: Stpersin.



geldi ne yap yorsun?

S: Ik 6nce nas | ekleyebilecani

di dndyorum.

(Interview was interrupted by another
student for approximately one minute.)
R: Yaz ya balad n, devam etmek i¢in ne
yapt n?

S: Fikirler geldi dyle.

R: Peki yazma surecinle ilgili olarak ne
di dntyorsun?yi miydi, koti miydu?
S: O retmenim her yazma banalenceli
geliyor.

R: Zorland n bir ey oldu mu? En
zorland n ey neydi?

S: Hi¢ zorlanmad m.

R: Fikir uretmekte zorland n m ?

S: Hay r, benim akl ma zaten geliyor.
S: Bazen ngilizce'ye dokmekte

zorlan yorum.

R: Sana en kolay gelerey neydi?

S: Kendi ¢ kar m m olmas benim igin de
muhteem.

R: Peki “PLEASE” startejisine uygun mu
bu ad mlar?

S: Evet. Kendi chart mla organization
yapt m. Ondan sonra bu yaz y
introduction’dan bdayarak conclusion’a
kadar guzel birekilde yazd m.

R: Peki devam etmek i¢in ne yapt n?

S: Introduction ile bdad m. Cevrenin
guzelliklerinden ve dcan n faydalar ndan
bahsetmek cevre bilinci uyand rmak icin
¢ok 6nemli iki unsur. Ben de bunlar
belirtmek istedim. Details k sm nda da
bunlar belirtmeye calt m.

R: Peki bu details k sm nda bahseiti
fikirleri daha 6nceden chart n iginde
notlar halinda yazd n m ?

S: Chart mda dyle bir ey yapt m.
Introduction; enter, yan na how I fell,

S: Orta boluim. Orta bolim benim en uzunDetails; walk.. | see animals, flowers...

yazd m bolum. Cunkd batdn fikirler o
zaman geliyor. Sonug bolumind zaten
akl mdan yap yorum. Béang ¢

bélimunden kopyalayarak yaz yorum.

R: Nelerden bahsededei 6nceden

yazd n yani.

S: Evet.

R: Peki genel anlamda yazma sirecinle

R: Balang ¢ bélumiunt yaparken zorland iigili olarak ne didniyorsun?yi miydi?

m ?

Zor muydu? Rahat m yd n?

S: Balang ¢ bélumind yaparken de konu S: Bir konu hakk nda baya biey yap nca
seciyorum ya hani. Konular secerken zatatbette kendime giivenim artt .

akl mda her konuyla ilgili bireyler oluyor.

Ben de onlardan bir tanesini secip
yaz yorum.

R: Yaral oldu yani senin i¢in yazma
kulGbu.
S: Evet bunun bir kant dau kendi

R: Peki bu konu hakk nda tekrar yazmak chart m (the student is showing the chart

durumunda kalsan yine ayrekilde mi
yazard n? Farkl olarak neler yapard n?
S: Konuyu dei tirirdim.

R: Ba ka?

S: Kétu bir dinya hakk nda yazard m.
R: Peki teekdrler.

that he developed by himself based on the
things he learned throughout the training).



Ebru Retrospective Verbal Report Tapescript

Pre-test

Post-test

R: Ben sana bu konuyu
verdim.Vermeseydim ne yazacaa nas |
karar verirdin?

S: Hayal gtcimu kullan rd m. Mesela
serbest bir konu verseydiniz ben yine
hayvanlarla ilgili yazard m.

R: Ne yapard n o konuya karar vermek
icin?

S: Cevremdekilere bakard m. Diintrdiim
ne yapabilirim diye. Akl ma de ik eyler
getirirdim ona gore karar verirdim.

R: Ik dnce ne yapt n?

S: |k 6nce ne yapacama karar verdim.
R: Ik 6dnce resmi mi yaptn, yazy m
yazd n?

S: Ik 6nce resim yapt m. Resmime

R: Buyazy 40 dakikada tamamlad n.
Yeni bitirdin daha, yazma sirecini

hat rl yorsun deil mi?

S: Evet.

R: Sen hangi konuda yazd n?

S: Bir bahge hakk nda yazd m, temiz bir
yer.

R: Konuya nas | karar verdin?

S: Ben asl nda konuyu kolay

du Gndyorum. Bir 5 dakika neler
yapabilirim diye diindim. Zaten batin
yaz lar mda genelde temizlik temas n
kullan r m. O yizden bunda da onu
kulland m.

R: Evet sen genelde cevre ile ilgili

yaz yorsun. Ne kadar guizel. Cevre bilincin

bakarak, oradan esinlenerek yaz y yazd mar.

R: Devam etmek icin ne yapt n?

S: Kafamda ne yapcam tasarlad m.
Sonra biraz diiindiim ve yazd m.

R: Yazarken ayn zamanda dindiin mu?
S: Evet.

R: O du induklerini nas | ekledin oraya?
S: Ik 6nce akl mdakileri gecirdim. Sonra
ekleyebileceklerimi diiindim. Konuyla
ilgili olanlar ekledim.

R: Silip yazd n yerler oldu mu hig?

S: Hig silmedim.

R: Bundan baka ka t kulland n m ?
S:Hayr.

R: Peki yazma slrecinin buttinuyle ilgili
yazarken? Zorland n m ?

S: Rahatt m. Hi¢ kendimi zorlamad m
direk akl ma gelenleri yazd m.

R: Ik 6nce ne yapt n?

S: Ik 6nce konumu sectim.Sonra neden
bunu yazd m di Gndim. Sonra da
kimlerin okuyaca na karar verdim. Sonra
be duyumu kullanarak fikirlerimi yazd m.
R: Be duyu icin el mi gizdin?

S: Hay r gune cizdim.

R: Bunu kendin mi geltirdin?

S: Bir yuvarlak ¢izdim. Betane ok

¢ kard m.

R: Ik 6nce bunlar , yani planlama yapman
gerekti ini nas | bildin?

S: Daha kolay yaz yzabileceni

di indum. Oyle yani.

R: Peki writing kultibe girmeden dnce de
yap yor muydun buekilde planlama?
S:Hayr.

R: Pekiiini kolaylatrd m sence



R: En ¢ok zorland n ey ne oldu? planlama?

S: Ne ¢izeceimi bulmak. Zaten resmi S: Evet, paragraflar zaten tamamen bu
sildim ve dei tirdim bir kag kere. see, hear, touch, smell, taste ile yazd m.
Zorland m, yani ilk bata konuyu bulmakta R: Ondan sonra ne yapt n?

zorland m. S: Ik giri imi yazd m. Sonra beduyumu
R: Peki bunun Ustesinden nas | geldin? yazd m. Sonra oray anlatt m. Sonra da
S: Bilmem, yani son karar m verdim. bitirdim.

R: Senin i¢in en kolay olarey neydi? R: “PLEASE” stratejisinin butin
S:Yazy yazmak. basamaklar n uygulans n bu durumda.
R: Nas | yani. S: Evet.

S: Yani resimden esinlenerek yazd m.  R: Peki yazma surecinle ilgili olarak ne
R: Peki bu resim ¢izme olmasayd , sadecdu tniyorsun?

yaz y yazmak durumunda olsayd n daha S:Kolayd , zorlanmad m yazarken.
¢ok zorlan r m yd n sence? R: Te ekkirler. Senin eklemek istedin
S: Evet. bir ey var m ?

R: Bu konu hakk nda tekrar yazmak S: Yok.

zorunda kalsan, yine ayrekilde mi

yazard n?

S:Hayr.

R: Ne yapard n?

S: Hayvanlarla dolu bir diinya yazard m.

R: Peki teekkirler.



Hale Retrospective Verbal Report Tapescript

Pre-test Post-test

R: Yaz n ka¢ dakikada yazd n? R: Daha yeni bitirdin yaz n, Yazma
S: 30 dakikada. surecini hat rl yorsun dél mi?

R: Konuyu vermeseydim hangi konuda S: Evet.

yazmak isterdin? R: Hangi konuda yazd n?

S: Gelecekte dinyan n nas | olaca S: Hayalimdeki yer. Hayalimdeki

R: Peki o konuya nas | karar verirdin? evimin yeri.

S: Haberlerde falan gelecelyle olacak, R: Konuya nas | karar verdin?
gelecekte boyle olacak diye duyuyorumsS: Sihirli kap n n istediimiz yere
Ordan akl ma geldi. Yani biryerlerde  ac¢laca n di 4ndim. Filmlerde falan
duydu um konulardan yola ¢ kard m.  6yle oluyor. Bir stire diiindiim.

Ama sevdiim bir konu secerdim. R: Ik 6nce ne yapt n?

R: Ik 6dnce ne yapt n? S: Organizasyon yapt m.

S: Ik 6nce kafamda kaba taslak ne R: Organizasyonla b&ad n yani.
yazaca m olu turdum. Sonra yazmaya Organizasyonu nas | yapaca m
balay nca daha ¢ok ayr nt ya girdim.  di Gndin?

Yani ilk dnce kendi dinyamda kendi  S: Evet. |k 6nce U¢ paragrafa ay rd m
rolimi dadndim. Ben kendi diinyamdayazaca m eyi. Birinci paragrafta
genelde yanl z olmak isterim. Kalabal k kendimi anlat yordum. Sihirli kap y

istemem. Onlar diiindim. nas | gérdiimu anlat yordum.kinci

R: Ik dnce resmi mi ¢izdin yoksa yaz y paragrafta sihirli kap dan igeri girince ne
m yazd n? oldu unu anlat yordum. Uglincli

S: Ik 6nce yaz y yazd m. Sonra resmi paragrafta da (sonuc) sihirli kap dan
cizdim. ¢ k nca nas | hissettimi anlat yordum.

R: Peki devam etmek igin ne yapt n? R: Peki “PLEASE” stretejisinin

S: Surekli yazmad m. Mesela ilk yaz ya basamaklar n takip ettin mi planlaman
balad mda surekli yaz yordum. Sonrayaparken?

daha farkl eyler de geldi akl ma. Yani S: Evet.

hem yazd m hem dandum. R: Pick a topic yapms n. List your

R: Peki yazma surecinle ilgili olarak ne ideas k sm n organizasyon Uzerinden
du Undyorsun? Rahat m yd n? Zorland ryapm n.

m ? S:Evet.
S: Cok rahatt m bunu yazarken. Cunki R: Ik 6nce bunlar yapman gerekii
kendi hayalimde olareyleri nerden bildin?

yaz yordum. Bu beni ¢ok rahatlat yordu.S: Bu kulUpte 6rendim.
R: Peki en ¢cok zorland n ey ne oldu? R: Devam etmek i¢in ne yapt n?
S: Ben sonunu bitirirken hep S: Ik cimlemi tasarlad mlk ciimlemi



zorlan r m.Cunku akl ma yeni fikirler

tasarlad ktan sonra yaptm

gelir, onlar da yazay m m yazmayay morganizasyona tekrar bakt m. Ona gore

m diye diUntrim.

R: Peki sana en kolay geleay neydi?

S: Yaz m n ortalar na dau olan yer.

Cunkd yaz m n bdang ¢ nda dailk ne

yazaca m bilmiyordum. Ama sonra

yaz m n balang c n yaz nca ortalar na

do ru ne yazacam daha da netld.

R: Peki ayn konu hakk nda tekrar

yazmak durumunda kalsan yine ayn
ekilde mi yazard n?

S: Farkl ekilde yazard m.

R: Nas | mesela? Tekrar o zorluklar

ya amamak i¢in ne yapard n?

S: Yina kaba taslak diintirdim. Sonra

yazmaya bdad mda ayr ntlar n

yazard m. Ama daha cok ilginey
bulmaya cal rd m. Okuyan kiinin
ilgisini cekecek eyler bulmaya

cal rdm.

R: Peki teekkir ederim.

fikirler Gretmi tim. Sonra o fikirleri
kafamda s raya koyup yazmaya

ba lad m. Fikirleri taslak olarak yapt m.
Ayr nt lar koymad m. Yazarken

ayr nt lar ekledim.

R: En sonunda da sonu¢ bolimini mu
yazd n?

S: Buradan bd yor, evet.

R: Yazma surecinle ilgili olarak ne

diu Undyorsun? Rahat m yd n? Zor
muydu? Kolay m yd ?

S: Rahatt m.

R: Baya da uzun yazns n.

S: Evet.

R: Daha iyi yazabiliyorsun art k dyle
mi?

S: Evet.

R:Te ekkurler.



APPENDIX 27
INTERVIEW TAPESCRIPTS

Student interview tapescript_ Aylin

R: Yazma kultiibiinde @endi imiz “PLEASE” stratejisi (researcher goes over the
steps of the strategy with the student) sana yardoidu mu?

S: Evet

R: Nas | yard mc oldu?

S:Konu segmemde yard mc oldu. Cumleleri kurmamda yac oldu.
R:Onceden yazma stratejileri bilmiyordun demi?

S:Hayr.

R: Peki 6 rendin! Yaz n i¢in bu stratejileri @enmeden 6nceki durumunlandiki
durumun aras nda ne gibi farklar oldu?

S: Daha ¢okngilizce 6 rendim. Kelime bilgim artt m. Paragraflarda kongrseyi
0 rendim. Nas | konu secedeni 6 rendim. Bir de five sense ile neler
yapabileceimi 6 rendim.

R: Peki yaz lar n n uzunlwnda dei me oldu mu?

S: Yaz lar m daha uzunlg, fikirlerim ¢o ald .

R: Sonug olarak sen bu stratejinin yaz n delinende faydas oldwnu
soyleyebilir misin?

S: Evet.

R: O rendi imiz stratejileri kuliip d nda di er derslerinde de kullanmay

dd Gndyor musun? Ya da kullan yor musun?

S: Kullan yorum. Turkce dersinde de kullan yorumgilizce dersinde de yaz
yazd m zda kullan yorum. Pragraflar yazarken.

R: Peki yaz nda olumlu de iklikler olmu . Sende ne gibi deé iklikler oldu?
Kendine glven a¢ s ndan, rahatl k a¢ s ndan.

S: Eskiden Turkce kompozisyon vegilizce komposizyon yazmay hig
sevmiyordum. Ama buraya geldikten sonra sevmeykathan. Akl ma art k daha
cok fikir geliyor.

R: Gulzel, peki senin bka eklemek istedin bir ey var m ?

S:Hayr.

R: Te ekkdrler.



| Student interview tapescript _ Deren

R: “PLEASE” stratejisi 6renmi tik. Pick a topic, List your ideas... Pick a topn
“T-Chart” yapm tk, List your ideas i¢in “Hand” graphic organiz@pm t k
“PLEASE” stratejisini destekleyici. “PLEASE” strgit® sana nas | yard mc oldu?
S: Daha cok fikir trettim. Daha ¢ok yazd m.

R: Daha cok fikir Urettin! Beka?

S: Duzgin bir yaz olmas icin planlad m. Daha duzgimey ortaya ¢ kt . Boyle
karman ¢corman kark olmad .

R: Organizasyon olarak diyorsun!

R: Rahatlatt m seni yazarken? Daha rahat hisseitiendini?

S: Evet, fikirler haz r, ben onlarla ilgili cimle kidmm. Yani daha rahat.

R: Yazma kultibiine girmeden 6nce bu stratejileri binilun. Yazma kultbtine
girmeden onceki durumunlandiki durumunu karla t r; ne gibi dei iklikler
oldu?

S: Bu kuliibe girmeden 6nce bir kere yaz lar m ¢olalotuyordu. Hig fikir

¢ km yordu yani. Dutinemiyordum, yazarken akl ma gelmiyordu. Ama buikel
girdikten sonra stratejileri @endim, fikir Grettim, konumu daha kolay bikilde
buldum. Daha h zl birekilde daha ¢ok yazd m. Daha guzel yazd m.

R: Sipersin!

R: Peki 6 rendi in bu stratejileri kuliip d nda da kullanmay diintyor musun?
S: Evet yazmam z gereken bir kompozisyon vard . Zakatl oldu undan el
cizmedim ama oklarla falan belirterek fikirlerimralad m.

R: Tabi! llaki el ¢cizmek zorunda désin. Sonug olarak planlama yap yorsun art k
yani, o biling yerleti.

S:H h!

R: Super!

R: Pekala! Yaz n n uzunlw de i ti, daha cok fikirler tretmeye bad n. Peki
sende nas | de iklikler oldu yazma kulibine girmeden 6nceki hadigirdikten
sonraki halin aras nda?

S: Ben kuliibe girmeden dnce zor yaz yordum. Dahayamryordum. Ama Writing
kullibe girdikten sonra daha rahat yaz yorungilizce daha rahat yaz yorum.

R: Ba ka eklemek istedin bir ey var m ? Ya da sormak istedi bir ey var m ?
S:Hayr.

R: Peki, teekklr ederim.



Student interview tapescript _ Ceylin

R: Yazma kuliibinde @endi imiz “PLEASE” startejisinin sana faydas oldu mu?
S: Oldu.

R: Nas | faydas oldu anlatr m s n?

S: Mesela yaz lar mda 6nce planlad m. Sonra fikiners raya koymakta yard mc
oldu. Konu segmemde yard mc oldu. Hikaye yazmakde il ama mesela be
duyu ile bir ey anlat rken faydal oluyor.

R: Hikaye yazmak icin b&a strateji 6reneceiz zaten.

R: Bu kulliibe girmeden dnce sen bu stratejileri bilondgun deil mi?

S: Bilmiyordum.

R: Bu kulliibe girmeden onceki yaz lar nla, kullibe titein sonraki yaz lar n

aras nda fark var m ?

S: ngilizce yaz ag¢ s ndan bakarsak yaz lar m baydeitk. Turkce a¢ s ndan
bakarsak planlamam geii

R: nglizce a¢ s ndan anlat 6nce.

S: ngilizce a¢ s ndan baya yararl oldu.

R: Nas | farklar var mesela?

S: Mesela giris, sunug falan... bunlar yapmazd medlen. Planlard m ama mesela
ilk yaz m biraz ilgin¢g olmutu. Yine ¢ok kot deldi ama.

R: Peki uzunluk a¢ s ndan bir deme oldu mu?

S: Uzunluk a¢ s ndan geline oldu.

R: Peki art k planlama yapmak icin daha ¢ok vakitiggar musun?

S: KulUp icindeki ¢cal malar m zda baya ilerleme oldu ama itiraf edeyingilizce
dersleri icin evde ¢ok fazla yaz yazm yorum. Tigk@z yorum.

R: Yazmak durumunda oldunda?

S: Her zaman olmasa da bazen.

R: O rendi in bu stratejiyi kulup d ndaki derslerde de kullan yor musun ya da
kullanmay duundyor musun?

S: Kullanmay dudntyorum. Bir kag 6devimde de kulland m.

R: Peki yaz ndaki deé imleri konu tuk. Sende ne gibi de imler oldu?

S: Planlamaya daha ¢ok 6nem vermidum. Onun d nda ¢ok biyuk bir de iklik
olmad .

R: Peki eklemek istedin bir ey var m ?

S: Yok te ekkdrler.

R: Te ekkdrler.



Student interview tapescript _ Doan

R: Yazma kuliibinde @endi imiz “PLEASE” startejisinin sana faydas oldu mu?
S: Olmad .

R: Neden peki?

S: Pick a topic (the first step of the stratgey) ndikir belirleme. Onu eledim bir
kere.

(Student says something bu the researcher doesdetstand what he says.)
R: Anlamad m.

S: Yazabileceim ka tvar m?

R: Ka d ne yapacaks n?

S: Gosterecam.

R: Neyi gostereceksin?

S: Pick a topic yapmad mda zaten hepsi gidiyork dnce yapmt m.

R: Ama yapm n mesela bu yaz nda. List your ideas bolumunUtagery n.
S: Pick a tpic yapmad mdan oldu. Ik 6nce yapt m.

R: Hig bir ey anlam yorum sdylediklerinden.

S: Ka tverin gbstereyim.

R: Ka tyok uan yan mda. Sorumu tekrarl yorum. “PLEASE” stjiatgenel
olarak yaz lar nda faydas oldu mu?

S: Evet

R: Nas | yard mc oldu?

S: Mesela ben desert hakk nda yazmnm ya (a topic that he wrote about
previously), onda ¢ok yard mc oldu mesela. Buikmlér desert hakk nda.
R: Fikir Gretmene yard mc oldu yani

S: (Shakes head; approving)

R: Baka?

S: “PLEASFE”

R: Peki imdi bu stratejileri drenmeden énceki durumunlandiki durumunu
kar la tr. Yaz lar nda bir dei me oldu mu?

S: Bir tanesinde 5 sayfa yazrim.

R: Peki art k planlama i¢in daha fazla vakit geciripousun?

: En az iki kat na ¢ kt .

: Peki planlama stratejisinin yaz n gélimende faydas oldu mu sence?

: (Shaking head; approving)

: Nas 1?

: (No answer. Talking about something else)

: Peki bu stratejileri kultip dnda di er derslerinde de kullan yor musun?
. Evet.

S
R
S
R
S
R
S
R: Nerelerde kullan yorsun?



S: Evet

R: (warning the student by saying his name)

S: Okulda, evde, kompozisyon yanas yapmt k bir arkada mla orada birinci
olmu tum.

R: Peki yazma kultibtine girmeden 6nceki durumuimtaliki durumun aras nda
de i imler oldu mu? Ornen kendine giiven a¢ s ndan, yazmay sevip sevmeme
ac s ndan, yazarken kenme a¢ s ndan...

S: E lenme ac¢ s ndan var ama kendime guiven konusundhipedy
diyemeyeceim.

R: Eklemek istediin bir ey var m ?

S: Evet var. Ben s nfn gevezesiyim. O var.

R: Peki teekkur ederim.



Student interview tapescript _ Ecem

R: imdi bu yazma kulibtinde “PLEASE” stratejisiniréndik. Pick a topic,List yor
ideas, hat rl yorsun zaten gerisini. Bu stratejisama nas | faydas oldu? Ya da
faydas oldu mu?

S: Oldu tabiki. Kompozisyona blamadan 6nce neler yapabilegai 6 rendim.
Mesela 6retmenimiz (class teacher) dedi ki bir kompoziskidapg yapaca z.
Herkesin kendine 0zel kitapg¢ olacakt . Kompozisyonlar yaz yoruz oraya gunlik
olarak. Orada daha bilin¢li davrand m. Daha esreekahabildim. Daha ¢ok
zorlan yordum ¢unki yazmakta.

R: Peki.. bu kompozisyon kitap¢ Turkce dersinde mi?

S: Turkce dersinde.

R: O zaman sen bu kullpteréndiklerini baka derslerinde de kullan yorsun.

S: Evet.

R: Super! Sevindim!

R: Peki planlama stratejilerinin sana nas | faydddu®

S: Daha rahat yaz yorum. Kone¢cmede T-chart’ n ¢cok faydas oldu mesela.
Akl ma herhangi bir konu gelebilir ama bolumlererayak daha kolay oldu.

R: List your ideas icin drendi imiz “Hand” nas | yard mc oldu?

S: Planlad m eylere bakarak daha rahat yazabiliyorum. Sadecéecliatine
getiriyorum.

R: Yani oraya (on “hand” graphic organizer) 6ncedamdy n eyleri cimle haline
getiriyorsun. Super.

R: Peki, bu stratejileri drenmeden 6nceki halinlemdiki halini kar la tr.
Planlama i¢in daha fazla vakit harc yor musun &rt k

S: Daha fazla harc yorum. Cunki daha ¢ok dnemsiyoimki sene banda (pre-
test) direkt yazmt m. Pek iyi olmamt. imdi bu (post-test) daha iyi oldu.

R: Yaz n gelirtirmede faydas oldu mu peki planlastiatejisinin?

S: Evet!

R: Sevindim.

R: Bu 0 rendi imiz stratejileri kuliip d ndaki di er derslerinde de kullanmay

dU Untyor musun? Turkge dersinde kulland sdylemitin. Ba ka derslerde
meselangilizce derslerinde de kullan yor musun?

S: ngilizce i¢in kullan yorum. Bazen hafta sonu kitd¢gr n n arkas nda 6zellikle
reading & writing dersleri igin olan boélimde yax k& k yor, yani yaz yazmam z
isteniyor. Mesela kampg larla ilgili bir hikaye sidimu tu. Verilen kelimeleri
kullanark bir hikaye yaz n denterdi. Orada kelimeler olmas na raen,
planninglerle (by planning) daha rahat yazd m.

R: Yaz n n geliti ini sdyluyorsun.Peki kendinde ne gibi deklikler oldu?

#



S: Daha 6zenli oldum. Daha dizenli oldum dahardsu.
R: Peki kendine giveninde arbldu mu?

S: Evet oldu.

R: Peki eklemek istedin bir ey var m ?

S:Yok.

R: Mutlu musun bu kultpte oldun igin?

S: Evet mutluyum.



Student interview tapescript _ Emre

R: Yazma kuliibinde @endi imiz “PLEASE” stratejisi sana faydal oldu mu?
S: Evet.

R: Nas |I? Bana genel olarak 6zetler misin?

S: O retti iniz bu stratejiyi kullan yorum ama dér stratejiler 6rnein T-chart bana
yetiyor.

R: Zaten onu Pick a topic igin éenmistik.

S: Yani be “PLEASE” den pek yararlandm styleyemem. Ama ideas wheel, hand,
T-chart (graphic organizers), 6zellikle T-charthand bana ¢ok faydal oldu.

R: “PLEASE” biliyorsun bize takip etmemiz gerekenayrhat rlatan bir kelime.
Orne in P harfi bize Pick a topic ad m n hat rlat y&onular m z da T-chart
kullanarak sectik. Anlatabiliyor muyum?

S: Bana pek hat rlat ¢ gelmiyor. Zaten biliyordunma yine de yaz deyince

akl ma bunlar geliyor.

R: Peki planlama stratejilerinin sana nas | faydddu®

S: Cok buyuk bir faydas oldu sonucta. Mesela okuldgayi bilmezsem
(audience) mesela o moday seviyordur, moda kobwliey yazmazsam olmaz.
Sonra baya fikirlerim artt el sayesinde. Meselaen yazd m yaz da lion bolim
var. Onu yapamazd m. Bu anlamda el bana ¢ok fapdtdl.

R: Peki genel olarak planlama senin yaz n gietli mi sence?

S: Baya bir faydas oldu. Mesela 6nceden ben ne hdkkyazsam diye

dd Gndrdim. 15 dakikada falan karar verirdinmdi daha k sa suriyor.

R: Peki 6 rendi imiz stratejileri di er derslerinde de kullanmay dinyor musun
ya da kullan yor musun?

S: Kulland m. Bazeniirlerde de kullan yorum. iirde nelerden bahsedeémi

yaz yorum. Ondan sonra da kafiyeli hale getiripmi yaz yorum.

R: Super.

R: Yaznd nda kendinde bir deé im oldu mu?

S: Sadece yazmam dé ngilizcem de gelti. Yararl oldu.

R: Kendine guivenin artt m ?

S: Baya bir artt .

R: Eklemek istediin bir ey var m ?

S: Bu kuliibe 6nimiuizdeki sene de gelmek isterim. Fged tarleri icin de
stratejiler 6 renmek igin.

R: Bundan sonra Story writing i¢in stratejilerréneceiz.

S: Story writing d nda mesela tepkisel yaz stratejileri olabilir.

R: Peki teekkur ederim.



Student interview tapescript _ Ebru

R: Kultpte 6 rendi imiz “PLEASE” stratejisi (the researcher goes aver startegy

with the student) senin i¢in faydal oldu mu?

S: Evet! Daha kolay oldu. Bir surl faydas oldu.

R: Demek bir sirii faydas oldu. Sayabilir misin falgdan ?

S: Mesela akl ma daha ¢ok konu geldi. Kompozisonuazayken daha kolay

yazd m. Yani daha kolay oldu.

R: Yazma kulubtne girmeden 6nce yazma stratejilémipordun deil mi?

S:Hayr.

R: Burada 6rendin. Peki yazma kulibtine girmeden onceki yanl@ayazma

kulibune girdikten sonraki yaz lar n kda tr. Neler dei ti sence?

S:Yaz lar m daha ayr nt | oldu. Eskiden de kolay yeordum ama ¢abuk bitiyordu.
imdi daha ayr nt1 oldu.

R: Ayr nt| derken uzunluunda bir dei iklik oldu mu?

S:Evet. Daha uzun oldu.

R: Yaz n gelitirdi mi sence icerik a¢ s ndan?

S: Evet.

R: O rendi in bu stratejiyi kulip d nda di er derslerinde de kullanmay dintyor

musun ya da kullan yor musun?

S: u ana kadar bir kere reading & writing dersindddain t m. Onun d nda hi¢

kullanmad m.

R: Yaz nda gelimeler oldu unu soyliyorsun. Peki sende deklikler oldu mu?

Orne in kendine giiven, rahatl k, yaz yazmay sevmegaevmeme agc lar ndan.

S: Asl nda ben yaz yazmay seviyordum en bdan beri. Bir de hep rahatt m ben

yazma konusunda. O ylizden o konuda bii didik olmad .

R: Guzel. Peki senin eklemek isteihi ba ka bir ey var m ?

S: Yok.

R: Te ekkir ederim.



Student interview tapescript _ Hale

R: Genel anlamda yazma kultibiyle ilgili olarak nelé@riintiyorsun?

S: Writing kullibe ilk geldiimde ¢ok daha yavayaz yordum. ki saat

dU Undyordum ne yazsam ne yazsam diye. Yaz yordummasssliyordum olmad
diye. imdi daha k sa surede dintyorum ve daha k sa surede yaz yorum.

R: Neden sence boyle bir deim oldu?

S: Cunku organize etmeyi éendim.

R: Yazma kultibiinde @endi imiz “PLEASE” startejisi sana faydal oldu mu?

S: Evet, Ozellikle organizasyonda yard mc oldu. Mad&ck a topic k sm da bana
yard mc oluyor. Ne yapacaklar m s ras yla akl neddg

R: Cok guzel. Peki “PLEASE” startejisiyle tendi imiz di er planlama stratejileri
sana nas | yard mc oldu?

S: Hand organizer benim beuyumu kullanmam s#d mesela. Beduyumuzu
kullan nca daha detayl ve daha glzel bir yaz deee imizi di Gniyorum. Daha
glizel ve daha kolay bir yaz yazabilmeyi lsal .

R: Bu stratejiyi 6 renmeden dnceki durumunlemdiki durumunu karla tr.
Planlama icim daha ¢ok vakit geciriyor musun art k?

S: (Student could not get the question)

R: Yani 6énceden de bu kadar planlama yap yor muydun?

S: Yok hayr, u konu hakk nda yazar mlk bir iki di Gnce kurard m. Onu

yazard m. Zaten sonras nda devam gelir diyaidirdim. Ama tabi daha dengesiz,
kar k bir yaz olurdu. Mesela birey anlat yorum. Okul mesela. Okuldaki
yemekleri anlatt m bir bélimde, sonra s n flar anjorum. Sonra yine yemeklere
dontyordum. Cinkd yemekleri anlattn yerde unutmuoluyordum. Sonra bu
planlamalar yap nca, yemekleri nas | anlataca 6nceden belirliyorum. Bir
paragrafta sadece yemekleri kolayca anlatabiliyorsomra tekrar yemeklere
donmuayorum.

R: Soylediklerine goére bu stratejinin yaz n gétimende de faydas oldunu
soyleyebilir miyiz?

S: Evet, daha uzun ve daha kolay yazabiliyorum. Eskide uzun yaz yordum ama
¢cok diiiniyordum ne yazay m diye.

R: Sevindin senin ad na. Pekir@ndi in bu stratejiyi dier derslerinde de
kullanmay duuntyor musun ya da kullan yor musun?

S: ngilizce de kullan r m. Ama Tirkcge dersinde mesgll k sa yaz yoruz ve cok
k sa zamanda yaz yoruz. O zaman kullanam yorum. Aweaddev verildiinde
kullan yorum.

R: Yazy bir kenera b rak, kendini diin imdi. Yazma kuliblne girmeden 6nceki
durumunla imdiki durumun aras nda deiklikler oldu mu?



S: Bir kere art k daha kolay ve daha rahat yazahilign. Organizasyonu daha iyi
yapabiliyorum. Yaz m daha dengeli ve daha giuzeyaluAyr nt lar yla dolu dolu
oluyor.

R: Peki senin eklemek istedin bir ey var m ?

S: Yok

R: E lendin mi kulupte?

S: Evet.

R: Te ekkdrler



APPENDIX 28

LESSON PLAN CHECKLISTS

LESSON 1

Objectives

To develop background knowledge about writing pssce
To develop background knowledge about descriptitreng

Lesson steps

0)
0)

0]

o

o

Introduce process approach in writing

Display the process approach poster
o Planning, drafting, sharing, revising, editing, jisiing, assessing

Give examples (Peha_ppt _What does a paper loelatikach step) and
discuss what t to do at each step.)

Introduce characteristics of good descriptive wgtusing a good descriptive
writing example

o Discuss sensory details (see, hear, touch, sraste)t

o Discuss organization (topic sentence, supportingildeconclusion)

Prepare “Good descriptive writing poster” with statk.

Finding topic sentence, supporting details and lesian in an example
paragraph
Finding sensory details in a paragraph

Senses on the corner activity (students descritie eaun according to five
senses)

Eyes closed_ reading a paragraph with and withengary details



LESSON 2

Objectives
Introduce PLEASE strategy
Practice PLEASE strategy (memorizing)
Introduce T chart toPick a topic”
Introduce hand graphic organizer toist ideas”
Discuss purpose and audience

Lesson Steps

O Introduce PLEASE strategy

0 Students try to guess what each letter standshiey, write a poem of
PLEASE in groups)

o Explain each step of PLEASE

o Practice PLEASE

O Introduce T-chart
o0 Benefits of writing on self selected topics
0 Model the strategy
0 Students choose their own topics
O Discuss the importance of determining purpose awlieace for writing
0 Students determine their purpose of writing and piedience
O Introduce hand graphic organizer to “List ideas”
o Discuss the importance of pre-writing planning

0 Model the strategy (Model for another topic if nesary)



LESSON 3
Objectives
Remember PLEASE strategy
Supported practice td_fist ideas” for self-selected topics
Collaborative paragraph writing
Lesson Steps
O Review of the previous week

o0 PLEASE,Pick a topic, purpose and audientést your ideas.
O Remember PLEASE with a game

O Supported practice _ Students list their ideasétirselected topics
0 Volunteer students share their list with the rest
o Edit list with the students’ and teacher’s feedback
o Evaluate the list and organize ideas to start mgiti
O Introduce paragraph writing
o0 Model how to write a paragraph
o Discuss topic sentence
o Discuss supporting details
o Discuss concluding sentence
O Discuss how PLEASE eased the writing process

O Review the steps of the strategy



LESSON 4
Objectives
Create self statements
Supported writing practice
Lesson Steps

O Review; PLEASE mnemonic, characteristics of a geskriptive writing,
parts of the paragraph-topic sentence, supporetajld, conclusion

O Discuss the importance of self-statements

o Students write their own self statements that theght use in their
writing process

O Supported practice

0 Students start writing by using their planning she@ ' he teacher is
available. Students can use online dictionary)



LESSON 5
Objectives
Sharing drafts
Revising drafts

Lesson Steps

O Volunteer students share their writing. (Other stud and teacher provide
feedback for each shared product

o Feedback focus:
Did he/she plan?

Did he/she use the ideas written on the plansthbr
writing?

Does it create a mental image?

Does it have a good organization?

What can we add/delete to make it better?
O Discuss the importance of revising.
O Introduce checkilist for revising, discuss how theaklist can help
O Model revising by using the checklist

O Students revise their own paper with support froeteacher and friends.



LESSON 6
Objectives
Revising and editing drafts

Lesson Steps
O Remind the adapted mnemonic and practice to memoriz

O Revise what has been learnt so far through que&tiamswer
o0 Steps of the PLEASE strategy
o Characteristics of good descriptive writing
o0 The importance of pre-writing planning

0 Process writing

O Students revise and edit their drafts

LESSON 7
Objectives
Supported practice

Lesson Steps

O Students carry out the whole writing process wessened help from peers
and the instructor.

o Remove the instructional charts



LESSON 8
Objectives
Revising drafts

Lesson steps

O Model to remind how to revise drafts by using ambéer student’s written
products.

0 Model to remind how to us the checklist

o Focus on major points such as content and orgamizaf ideas.

O Students revise their own papers by using chegiistided by the
instructor.

LESSON 9
Objectives
Supported practice

Lesson Steps

O Divide students into two groups.
0 Group 1: Describe a place with plenty of water.

o Group 2: Describe a place where people suffer soarcity of water.

O Brainstorm for possible topics

o Divide the board into two, elicit possible topicerh the students and
write them on the board.

O Supported practice_ each student plan and write dinafts.



LESSON 10

Objectives
Sharing drafts
Preparing posters

Lesson Steps

O Students work in their groups. Each student resthéi paper to the group
members. The other students listen and take nbtad avhat to draw.

0 Ensure peer feedback for content and organization

0 Students prepare posters by drawing and colorisgdan the
compositions.
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ETHIC COMMITTEE APPROVAL FORM



