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Abstract

This study aimed to explore the status of writing cultures of preservice teachers. Preliminary learning
of preservice teachers as the future leaders of teaching will be decisive in the quality of writing
education they will provide. This descriptive study utilized the questionnaire method of data collection
methods. The participants of the research were 122 preservice teachers during the academic year of
2018-2019. For the data regarding the participants’ writing culture, a Likert questionnaire titled the
European Writing Questionnaire was adapted into Turkish. The collected data were transferred to
statistical software for the analysis of frequency, percentage and arithmetic mean. It was found in the
analysis that there were not many courses in which written texts were evaluated in the department of
the participants, a product-oriented evaluation was in question, inadequate and low-quality feedbacks
were provided, not much time was dedicated for revising the outline, genres in which texts were
produced were limited, and the participants were not informed of plagiarism. On the other hand,
positive results included that the participants reported they often took down notes and made plans
before starting to write. When the findings obtained from the database of the research are evaluated
in general, it can be said that the applications in the program where preservice teachers are studying
in terms of the qualified formation of the writing culture do not constitute sufficient resources. Pre-
learning and beliefs arising from these pre-learning play an important role in the classroom practices
of the teacher. Therefore, it is an imperative that the curriculum and practices to be offered to
prospective teachers are qualified. Based on the results, recommendations were provided about
improving the writing culture.
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Oz

Bu calismanin amaci, 6gretmen adaylarinin yazma kultirlerinin nasil oldugunu ortaya koymaktir.
fleride 6gretim lideri olarak gérev alacak égretmen adaylarinin verecegi yazma egitiminin niteliginde
6n o6grenmeleri belirleyici olacaktir. Betimsel nitelikli bu c¢alismada veri toplama tekniklerinden
sormaca teknigi kullanilmistir. Arastirmanin g¢alisma grubunda 2018-2019 egitim-6gretim yilinda
Turkee Egitimi Anabilim Dali dérdiincti sinifta 6grenimlerini stirdtiren 45 ve Turk Dili-Edebiyati
Boltimu doérdinct sinifta 6grenimlerini stirdliren 77 olmak Uzere toplam 122 6gretmen adayi yer
almistir. Katilimcilarin yazma ktlttrtne iligkin verileri toplamak icin Avrupa Yazma Sormacasit adli
likert tipi bir sormaca Turkgeye uyarlanmistir. Toplanan veriler istatistik programina aktarilarak
siklik, ytzdelik ve aritmetik ortalamalar:1 alinarak ¢coézimlenmistir. Yapilan ¢éztimleme sonucunda,
katilimcilarin 6grenim goérdutkleri programda yazili metinlerinin degerlendirildigi ¢ok sayida ders
olmadig1, trtin odakli degerlendirme yapildigi, yetersiz ve niteligi diistik geribildirim verildigi, taslak
metni gézden gecirmeye fazla zaman ayrilmadigi, Uretilen metin ttrlerinin kisith oldugu ve intihal
konusunda bilgilendirme yapilmadig sonucu ortaya ¢cikmistir. Ote yandan, katilimcilarin siklikla not
almasi ve yazmaya baslamadan 6nce plan yaptiklarini bildirmeleri ortaya ¢ikan olumlu sonuglardir.
Arastirmanin veri tabanindan elde edilen bulgular genel olarak degerlendirildiginde o6gretmen
adaylarinin yazma kulttrintn nitelikli bicimlenmesi bakimindan 6grenim goérduikleri programdaki
uygulamalarin yeterli kaynak olusturmadigi sdylenebilir. Ogretmenin sinif i¢i uygulamalarinda én
o6grenmeleri ve bu 6n 6grenmelerden kaynaklanan inanclar1 énemli rol oynar. Bu ytizden 6gretmen
adaylarina sunulacak o6gretim programinin ve uygulamalarin nitelikli olmasi bir zorunluluktur.
Calismanin sonuclarindan hareketle yazma kultirintn gelistirilmesi konusunda oOneriler
sunulmustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ogretmen yetistirme, yazma egitimi, geribildirim, stire¢ temelli yazma

INTRODUCTION

The most important source for in-class learning is the teacher. For a teacher to conduct a
quality teaching process, they need to be equipped with qualified theoretical knowledge and
to have improved implementation skills. With Turkish Language-Literature and Turkish
courses it is aimed to provide comprehension and expression skills in Turkish. It is a
prerequisite that the teacher has a high level of linguistic skills and knowledge on teaching
theories, methods and approaches so that they can achieve those objectives.

Preliminary learning of the teacher and beliefs stemming from such preliminary learning
play a key role in them in-class practices. Richards and Lockhart (1994) consider teachers’
belief structures in a threefold point of view: cognitive, affective and behavioural. They state
that teacher’s “kmowledge” and “thought” shape the main framework or schemes that guide
the class activities they will perform.

According to Clark and Peterson (1986), teaching process involves two main domains: (1)
teachers’ thinking processes and (2) teachers’ actions and observable impacts. Thinking
processes are divided into three main categories: (1) teacher’s planning, (2) teachers’
interactive thoughts and decisions, and (3) teachers’ theories and beliefs.

It is stated that teachers’ beliefs are associated with (1) experiences during linguistic
learning; (2) experiences about what is the best; (3) form of practice that is experienced; (4)
personality factors; (5) mentality of structured education and research; and (6) principles
acquired from a given approach or method (Kindsvatter, Willenand, & Ishler, 1988).

Based on the approaches above, one can argue that education received by preservice
teachers in their programmes may determine the teaching approaches in their future
teaching. Within the context of the subject of this study, it is possible to say that writing
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cultures of the preservice teachers that were shaped during their education in the
programme may affect their approaches regarding the writing education they will provide
in their future teaching.

Writing culture involves several components. These components may include frequency of
creating a written text, writing process, planning, revision, feedback, genre, publishing,
writing and studying competences, awareness of quality text, and awareness of semantic
and formal requirements of written texts. All these components listed are important both
for improvement of preservice teachers’ writing skills and for how students’ writing skills
would be improved during the teaching process. Accordingly, writing culture can be defined
as the body of approaches employed by an individual to realize the act of writing and to
publish it.

With Turkish Curriculum introduced in 2005, the process writing model developed by
Flower and Hayes (1981) which stresses out the stages of writing an outline, revision, and
publishing started to be included in the curriculum. However, previous studies have
concluded that the writing approach in the curriculum does not coincide with the writing
approach in practice in Turkey (Asikcan & Pilten, 2016; Tabak & Goger, 2013). However,
at the same time there are some study results showing that process writing education is
an effective approach in improving students’ writing skills (Bayat, 2014; Dilidtizgtin, 2013;
Karatay, 2011; Ulper & Uzun Subasi, 2009).

Stages of the process writing model are covered by the components of writing culture. The
results achieved in the literature indicate that other components are also important for the
development of writing skills (Kellogg, 2008; Reimer, 2001).

There are several studies which have made it clear that components of writing culture are
important for the improvement of students’ writing skills and in terms of their contributions
to the teaching process (Adiglizel, 1998; Ceyhan, 2014; Erdogan & Yangin, 2014;
Topuzkanamis, 2014).

Creating a text by writing is a difficult and complicated task. Difficulty producing a text is
due to the requirement of establishing certain specific relationships between multiple units
according to the specific context of each text (Bayat, 2019). Thus, there is need for qualified
teaching leaders to provide the writing performance. For training preservice teachers as
future teaching leaders who will be qualified in writing, it is also required to improve the
quality of their preliminary learning.

In the literature, even more studies have been conducted on creating and improving the
writing culture in recent years (Alvarez & Yaniz, 2015; Castello, 2015; Kruse, Chitez,
Rodriquez, & Castello, 2016). In the literature in Turkish, there are studies that address
individual components of writing but no studies have been performed to directly focus on
writing culture as a whole to date (Bayat, 2009; Cetinkaya & Koégce, 2014; Erbilen, 2014;
Gultisen, 2011; Ozdemir & Erdem, 2011; Ozdemir & Ozbay, 2016; Temizkan, 2016).

Components of Writing Culture

Writing culture involves the approaches of realizing the act of writing and publishing it.
One of the primary factors that shape individual’s writing culture is the education they
have received. Therefore, how writing education is provided is also a component of writing
culture.
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In the literature, there are studies aiming to explore what kind of a writing culture is
present at European universities. Majority of these studies show that universities possess
positive characteristics of writing culture and few of them indicate that they do not have
such positive characteristics (Chitez, Kruse, & Castello, 2015; Kruse, Chitez, Rodriquez, &
Castello, 2016).

Components of writing culture handled in the studies can be classified under eleven
headings

Writing

Process

Frequency
of creating
a written
text

Planning

Writing and
studying
competences

Components

of Writing
Culture

Awareness
of text

Feedback
structure

Awareness L
of quality Publishing

text

Figure 1. Components of Writing Culture

Components of writing culture reveal individual’s behaviors, attitudes and current
knowledge of writing performance. The structure of writing culture predominating the
university can invert preservice teachers’ behaviours and attitudes positively or negatively.

Results of studies describing the writing cultures at universities indicate that institutions
do not attach sufficient importance to writing culture. For instance, the research by
Castellé, Mateos, Castells, Inesta, Cuevas, and Sole (2012) titled “Academic Writing
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Practices in Spanish Universities” concluded that lecturers care about academic writing
but do not have students do many activities. Another result of the research is that students
are not competent enough in academic writing to use it as a learning tool. The results of
the study performed by Corcelles, Oliva, Castell6, and Millian (2015) show that universities
make its greatest contributions to explanation and presentation skills. There are several
similar research results emphasizing the inadequacy of writing practices at universities
(Alvarez & Yaniz, 2015). On the other hand, there are very few studies indicating the
positive aspects of writing practices at universities (Kruse, Chitez, Rodriquez, & Castello,
2016).

Previous research results show that preservice teachers have poor writing self-efficacies,
writing attitudes and writing skills while having high writing anxieties (Atay & Kurt, 2006).

Writing culture is a concept involving important components so as to conduct a successful
writing process and to construct a product through which the communicational purpose
and intend is clearly put forth. A set of phenomena such as genre-specific structure
knowledge, awareness and attitude about text production processes is crucial. Culture is
a dynamic phenomenon. Positive stimuli and experiences can improve a culture. Likewise,
positive stimuli and experiences can improve a writing culture. Hence, writing practices
employed in the programmes attended by preservice teachers are important. Preliminary
learning of preservice teachers as the future leaders of teaching and their shaped writing
cultures will be decisive in the quality of writing education they will provide. Importance of
this study is even more obvious as it offers a detailed picture of writing education received
by preservice teachers and their existing cultures. The findings achieved can guide
researchers, programme makers and teacher training institutions as a source.

This study aimed to examine the writing culture among preservice Turkish Language-
Literature and Turkish teachers. By this means, an outlook will be achieved about
components that may contribute positively or negatively to the formation of their writing
cultures in their programs.

The research questions underpinning this study are:

1. What are the participants’ views about the writing education they receive in their
programs?

2. How do the participants assess feedback practices in terms of forming outlines, taking
notes and plagiarism rules in their programs?

3. What are the participants’ views toward their engagement in the writing processes in

class?

What is outlook of importance attached by participants to components of creating a

text?

What are the types and features of feedbacks received by participants for their outlines?

How is the overview of genres written by participants?

How do participants submit (publish) the texts they have created?

How are participants’ self-evaluations of their writing competences?

What are participants’ thoughts on features of a quality text?

10 What are participants’ opinions on their own study competences?

11.What are opinions and preferences of participants about the ways of improving the
written texts?

»

WoONG O
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METHOD

Research Design

Aiming to examine the writing culture among pre-service Turkish Language-Literature and
Turkish teachers, this research was conducted in the survey model. In a survey model,
studies aim at collecting data for determining certain characteristics of a cluster. Questions
measuring participants’ opinions about methods can be answered in the best way by using
various questionnaire techniques. Answers are later tabularized into frequencies and
percentages regarding the individuals who answered the questions and are presented. An
important advantage of survey model is that it offers the information acquired from a
sample formed by many individuals (Buytkoztirk et al., 2017).

Study Group

The participants of the research were 122 preservice teachers studying the programmes of
Turkish Teaching (TT) in Faculty of Education and Turkish Language-Literature (TLL) in
Faculty of Science and Letters at a public university in the academic year of 2018-2019.

Participant distribution by department and gender is given in Table 1.

Table 1. Gender and Department

F M Total
f 27 18 45
T % 60,0 40,0 100,0
1 Gender and LL f 61 16 77
Department % 79,2 20,8 100,0
88 34 122
Total % 72,1 27,9 100,0

Data Collection Tools

For data on participants’ writing culture, the 102-item Likert questionnaire developed by
Chitez, Kruse, and Castello (2015) was adapted into Turkish. After the form had been
translated into Turkish, it was applied to five participants in advance to confirm whether it
was understandable. The form was finalized upon the feedbacks from the pilot application.
Each of 102 items in the questionnaire form was rated as “5- Strongly Agree”, “4- Agree”,
“3- Somewhat Agree”, “2- Disagree”, and “1 Strongly Disagree”.

Data Collection

After required permits had been received, the data collection instrument was applied in
writing. Before the application, the participants were informed of the objective and
implementation of the questionnaire. Participants answered the items in 15-20 minutes.
Data Analysis

Frequency, percentages, arithmetic mean and standard deviations were determined by
transferring the responses of the participants to the statistical program in the form in the
questionnaire. However, when interpreting the mean scores, ranges were determined
according to 0.80 (Balci, 2005). For example, the range 1-1.79 is “never”; 1.80-2.59 range
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"rarely"; 2.60-3.39 range "sometimes"; The range 3.40-4.19 was interpreted as “usually”
and the range 4.20-5.00 as “always”.

FINDINGS
Participants’ Views about the Writing Education They Receive in Their Programmes

Table 2. General Questions on Writing in Your Study Programme

How many of your courses None 1-5 6-10 11-16 20+ Total
1  require writing a paper thatis f 15 77 21 6 3 122
graded? % 12,3 63,1 17,2 49 2,5 100,0

According to the participant answers, 63.1% of them reported that there were 1 to 5 courses
that required them to write papers to be graded.

Table 3. General Questions on Writing in Your Study Programme

Item None 3 6 9 10+ Total
1 How many hours per f 55 57 7 1 2 122
week do you dedicate to 55 467 57 08 1,6  100,0
writing?
2  How many graded papers f 44 43 17 4 14 122

have you written in your
current study
programme?

% 36,1 35,2 13,9 3,3 11,5 100,0

According to the table, 45.1% of the participants reported that they did not dedicate any
time to writing in a week. However, in the second item, 36.1% reported that none of their
paper were evaluated and graded in their programme.

Table 4. General Questions on Writing in Your Study Programme

o
B . 2
5 S 5 - g
‘® ° e s S Total
=5 02 - )
A Ch C o3
& 8 = 8 ] = 0
1 In your study programme, f 30 58 24 10 122
is individual writing or
collaborative writing more % 24,6 47,5 19,7 8,2 100,0

dominant?

As seen in Table 4, 47.5 of the participants reported that more activities were performed in
individual writing.

International Journal of Language Academy
Volume 8/3 June 2020 p. 202/220



Exploring Preservice Teachers’ Writing Culture_

Overall Situation about Receiving Feedback for Outlines, Taking Notes and Informing
About Plagiarism Rules in the Programmes Attended by Participants

Table 5. General Questions on Writing in Your Study Programme

Item X Ss Level
1 Have you received written instructions for a writing 2,05 97319 rarely
task?
. . . . rarely
2 Have you received oral instructions for a writing task? 2,57 1,18474
3 Haye you engaged in d1scgss1on(s) with your 2,14 1,08842 rarely
university teacher(s) on your written work?
4 Have you engaged in discussion(s) with your 2,38 1,12400 rarely
classmate(s) on your written work?
5 Have you 'pgrtlclpated in on.hne phats, discussions, 3,06 1,05813 often
forums, wikis etc. At your university?
6 Have you taken notes during classes? 4,00 1,16772 often
7 Have you been informed about plagiarism rules? 2,02 1,20921 rarely

Participants answered items 1, 2, 3, 4, and 7 “rarely”. On the other hand, they answered
items 5 and 6 “often”.

Participants’ Views toward Their Engagement in the Writing Processes in Class

Table 6. From Your Own Writing Experience, Would You Rather Agree or Disagree with the
Following Statements

Item X Ss Level

1 I always plan before writing a paper 3,67 1,04005 agree

2 I always start writing right away and see where1 3,11 1,13689 agree
get at
I do all the reading before 1 start writing 3,81 ,92724 not sure
My ideas change while 1 work on a paper 3,90 ,79257 agree
I reserve a considerable part of my time budget 3,24 ,84610 not sure
for revision

6 I always ask someone for feedback to improve 3,63 1,00578 agree
my paper

7 I receive sufficient feedback form y texts/ papers 3,08 1,11036 not sure
from my instructors

8 I think that my university supports my writing 3,50 1,15887 agree
development well

9 Writing is a well discussed matter at my 3,25 1,22347 not sure
university

10  Avoiding plagiarism is an important aspect of my 3,43 1,15700 agree
writing
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According to Table 6, participants answered items 1, 2, 4, 6, 8, and 10 “Agree” and items
3,5, 7,and 9 “Not Sure”.

Outlook of Importance Attached by Participants to Components of Creating A Text

Table 7. How Important Is for Your Writing

Item X Ss Level
1 Writing an outline 4,06 ,85992 important
2 Brainstorming 4,18 , 73873 important
3 Planning 4,33 , 72283 very important
4 Reading 4,39 ,67490 very important
5 First draft 4,17 77877 important
6 Revision 4,45 ,69356 very important

According to Table 7, participants answered items 1, 2, and 5 “important” and items 3, 4,
and 6 “very important”.

Types and Features of Feedbacks Received by Participants for Their Outlines

Table 8. What Kind of Feedback Do You Usually Receive?

Item X Ss Level

1 Oral comments 3,39 ,98381 sometimes

9 Written comments: general comments at the end
of the text

3 Written comments: specific comments in the
margins

2,81 1,12325 sometimes

2,39 1,08755 rarely

Ratings: points on a scale grading different
aspects of the text

) Grade only 3,31 1,24161 sometimes

4 2,67 1,16024 sometimes

In Table 8, participants answered items 1, 2, 4, and 5 “sometimes” and item 3 “rarely”.
Overview of Genres Written by Participants

Table 9. Which of These Genres Do You Write in Your Classes?

Item X Ss Level
1 Notes during lectures 4,18 ,97078 often
2 Seminar papers (on theoretical or empirical topics) 2,38 1,07908 rarely
3 Research papers 2,58 1,10476 rarely
4 Reflections (on personal experiences) 291 1,08780 sometimes
5  Technical reports 2,03 1,05183 rarely
6 Summaries 3,52 ,96392 often
7  Protocols (minutes of lessons) 2,72 1,33011 sometimes
8 Internship reports 3,04 1,33854 sometimes
9 Proposals 2,61 1,16027 sometimes
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10 Essays 2,74 1,27637 sometimes
11 Narrative or expressive texts 2,89 1,10452 sometimes
12 Log books or learning diaries 2,52 1,23458 rarely

13 Written in-class exams 3,73 1,25838 often

14 Other (which?) 2,27 1,29374 rarely

Table 9 shows that participants answered items 1, 6, and 13 “often”, items 2, 3, 5, 12, and
14 “rarely”, and items 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11 “sometimes”.

Ways of Submitting (Publishing) the Texts Created by Participants

Table 10. How Do You Usually Submit Papers?

Item X Ss Level
1 Paper version 4,12 1,04112 often
2 E-mail 2,27 ,98972 rarely
3 Learning platform 2,04 1,07452 rarely
4 Website 1,94 1,10819 rarely
S Poster 1,80 1,05736 rarely
6 Oral presentation 3,15 1,23329 sometimes
7 Other (which?) 1,95 1,10892 rarely

According to Table 10, participants answered item 1 “often”, item 6 “sometimes”, and items
2,3,4,5, and 7 “rarely”.

Participants’ Self-Evaluations of Their Writing Competences

Table 11. Self-Evaluation of the Competences in Academic Writing

Item X Ss Level
1 Understanding and reflecting on research 3.29 189709 somewhat
methods competent
2 Finding the relevant literature about a topic 3,34 , 94275 somewhat
competent
3 Revising a text to make it linguistically 3.73 84113 competent

correct

. . . somewhat
4 Using the right terminology 3,27 ,79526 competent
5 Summarizing research sources 3,56 ,88128 competent
6 Planning the writing process 3,72 , 87232 competent
7 Structuring a paper 3,82 17877 competent
8 Supporting one’s own point of view 3,49 ,92035  competent
9 Interpreting and integrating research 3,60 79832 competent

findings
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10 Referring to sources 3,26 ,87010 somewhat
competent
11  Dealing critically with a subject 3,47 ,87399  competent
12 Expressing yourself precisely 3,77 ,87940  competent
13  Finding the right style for academic texts 3,45 ,82470  competent
Inserting and integrating tables and graphs 1,0875 somewhat
14 . 3,25

in a text 8 competent
15  Discussing theories 2,74 1,0249 somewhat
9 competent
. o 1,0042 somewhat
16  Writing a bibliography 2,84 9 competent
17  Writing a stylistically elegant paper 3,48 ,87418  competent

. L . 1,0586
18  Using writing to learn something new 3,73 4 competent
19  Keeping to schedule 3,75 , 94748  competent
20  Assessing the impact of a text on the reader 3,54 ,85380  competent
21 Handling writing problems and writing crises 3,56 ,84294  competent

Table 11 shows that participants answered items 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 17, 18, 19,
20, and 21 “competent” and items 1, 2, 4, 10, 14, 15, and 16 “somewhat competent”.

Participants’ Thoughts on Features of a Quality Text

Table 12. Good Writing

Item X Ss Level

1 Elegant language 4,46 ,81499 very important
2 Terminological accuracy 4,39 , 79832 very important
3 Objectivity 3,98 1,08318 very important
4 Avoiding of the first person "T” 3,59 1,20371 very important
5 Supporting arguments with evidence 4,23 ,96255 very important
6 Clear thematic structure 4,18 ,95360 very important
7 Basing the text on sources 4,22 ,90465 very important
8 Figurative language 3,72 1,01262 important

9 Simple, comprehensive language 4,36 ,85475 very important
10 Convincing arguments 4,11 ,91088 important

11 Creative ideas 4,24 ,92987 very important
12 Critical thinking 4,25 87727 very important
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In Table 12, participants answered items 1, 2, 3,4, 5,6, 7,9, 11, and 12 “very important”
and items 8 and 10 “important”.

Participants’ Opinions on Their Own Study Competences

Table 13. Study Competences

Item X Ss Level
1 Discussing in class 3,22 ,95789 somewhat
competent
Organizing
2 group-work efficiently 3,67 , 97440 competent
3 Giving an oral presentation 3,64 ,89924 competent
4  Academic writing 2,96 ,95289 somewhat
competent
) Preparing efficiently for an exam 3,82 ,84004 competent
6 Using information technology 3,66 ,94134 competent
” Reading and understanding academic 3,63 88201 competent
texts
8 Not-taking during lessons 4,11 ,95517 competent

According to Table 13, participants answered items 1 and 4 “somewhat competent” and
items 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, and 8 “competent”.

Opinions and Preferences of Participants about the Ways of Improving the Written
Texts

Table 14. Writing Support

Item X Ss Level
More courses in which writing is used as a

1 . . . 3,59 , 97625 quite helpful
means of learning (like seminars)
More feedback on my texts 3,74 ,90510 quite helpful
Better instructions for my writing in existing 3,76 189122 quite helpful
courses

4 Professional tutoring for my writing (e. g. 3,77 1,01872 quite helpful

from a writing centre)

Online-support for my writing (providing
S5 materials, instructions, models of good 3,92 1,00551 quite helpful
papers, etc.)
Training in writing to improve my powers of
expression

3,90 1,04450 quite helpful

Participants answered all of the items in the table “quite helpful”.
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DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

Findings indicate that the programmes attended by participants appear not to be positive
in terms of writing education. Participants reported that they didn’t have more than five
courses that required writing papers to be graded in the programme. Given the departments
of participants, one can argue that this number is inadequate in regard to the requirements
of education they will provide in their future teaching process. Moreover, it is remarkable
that almost half of the participants reported that they did not write any texts in a week,
and similarly, they did not have any written texts that were evaluated and graded in their
programmes. Participants also reported that they did individual writing activities in general
in their programmes. In the existing literature, on the other hand, results show that
collaborative writing significantly improves writing skills and has a positive impact on
writing attitude. For instance, the results achieved in the study by Erdogan (2016) on
effects of collaborative writing activities on preservice classroom teachers’ writing skills and
writing attitudes indicate that this method improved participants’writing skills and affected
their writing attitudes positively.

It was observed that participants rarely received written and verbal feedbacks for their
outlines. Furthermore, participants reported that they discussed rarely with their lecturers
and sometimes with their classmates about outlines and sometimes participated in virtual
conversations, discussions and forums at their universities. This can be explained by the
fact that preservice teachers did not receive feedbacks for their outlines at a sufficient
frequency and rate and they did not share their written texts with the others.

Note taking is a complicated, cognitive and linguistic process that requires the stages of
comprehension, choosing information and written production because during the act of
note taking, several mental processes take place at the same time. Student should pay
attention to lecturer, comprehend the subject, choose important points to be noted and
write them down physically. And they need to do these all under the pressure of a limited
period (Friedman, 2017 as cited in Aslandag & Cetinkaya, 2019). Note taking is an
important learning strategy. However, studies have shown that students have low levels of
note-taking skills (Ceting6z, 2006; Yilmaz, 2008). The fact that participants reported they
frequently took down notes can be regarded as an important gain about having knowledge
and skills about this strategy.

Continuity and being aware of previous research are in the nature of scientific research.
Every scientific research is developed on previous ones. It is fundamental to follow certain
rules and specify the references utilized according to certain rules when using previous
studies in a publication (Ucak & Birinci, 2008). Plagiarism can be defined simply as not
showing a source that has been utilized and an author’s showing existing information as if
they produced it. “Unethical behaviours can be caused by individual characteristics as well
as social structure, values, and economic reasons. It is known that there are unethical
behaviours due to different reasons in different areas, and similar explanations are
provided about the reasons. In TUBA’s (2002) report, reasons for unethical behaviours in
science are grouped under four headings. The first one of them is defined as lack of
education” (as cited in Uc¢ak & Birinci, 2008). The fact that the participants reported they
were never or rarely informed of plagiarism during their education reinforces the opinion
that the first reason for unethical behaviours mentioned before is lack of education.

In the present study, a high rate of participants reported that they made plans before
writing the paper, and some of them reported that they always started writing paper right
away and wrote according to how the text went. Bridwell, Johnson, and Brehe (1987) and
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Galbraith (1992) describe outline writers in two groups: “executors” and “discoverers”.
Executors make great efforts to make detailed plans before transferring their thoughts into
the text. During this preparation, they concretize their thoughts and perspectives of the
subject. Plans that they construct may remain “mental” or may have been written down on
paper. Such outline writers put their thoughts into words only when they are sure of what
they want to say and how they want to say it. Discoverers, on the other hand, start to shape
their existing thoughts without thinking how to construct their messages and write
naturally and freely. They find their thoughts as they write. By revealing anything that has
seemed to be the essence of their thoughts in the beginning, they clarify their views and
refine them. They often summarize what they are writing in the effort of forming a possible
plan. In the meantime, they evaluate the resulting thoughts and associate them with their
general objectives (purpose of texts and coherence with addressee), therefore modifying
their outlines all the time. They constantly revise the text and reshape it on the paper. In
fact, discoverers use a critical rewriting strategy. Based on the findings achieved from the
study database, it is possible to say that the preservice teachers bear the characteristics of
an executor according to the above description.

Findings showed that the preservice teachers did not dedicate much time to revision. They
also stated that they received feedbacks from their classmates more than the lecturers. It
was observed that participants were doubtful about the contribution of their university to
the improvement of their written expression skills and about whether these skills were
cared at the university.

Writers employ a repetitive creation process involving the stages of planning, writing,
revision to construct their thoughts and create rhetorical and linguistic structures to
express them (Cetinkaya, Bayat, & Alaca, 2016, p. 86). Findings about the importance
attached to the components of creating a text indicated that participants found the
components of writing an outline, first draft, and brainstorming important and the
components of planning, reading, and revision very important. While participants reported
that they found these components important or very important, answers to other items give
rise to the question whether such importance is put into practice.

Feedback for a written text can be oral or written. The type preferred by the students is
usually written feedback (Ulper & Cetinkaya, 2016; Ulper, Cetinkaya, & Bayat, 2016). Some
of the primary variables that determine the type of feedback given by teacher is class size
and adequacy of time to be spared for it. Hence, teachers may choose to provide a few
students with oral feedback for their papers or to give holistic or analytic feedbacks for
papers after the course. Considering the types of feedback received by the participants,
they received oral and written feedbacks for their outlines at varying times. They also
reported that they sometimes had feedbacks as a general comment at the end of the text
and as a specific comment in the margins.

Findings show that papers of the participants were evaluated through a scale rating
different aspects of the texts or simply through a grading. Grading alone as an evaluation
is a product-oriented approach. “Assessments in writing may include process-oriented
assessment practices performed to determine student’s progress on one hand. On the other
hand, they may consist of product-oriented assessment practices conducted to determine
the qualities of written texts, or products, created by students at the end of the writing
process” (Ulper, 2019). Process evaluation has an important function so that students can
comprehend the components of creating a written text and develop skills in this matter. In
this sense, the fact that lecturers conducted evaluations through a scale rating different
aspects of texts in participants’ programmes is a positive finding.
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How preservice teachers know about genres and text structure is important in that they
employ a proper text production and analysis process. Results in literature indicate that
preservice teachers have problems classifying the genres (Taga & Unlii, 2013; Tok & Yilmaz,
2014). Thus, it should be ensured that preservice teachers experience different genres
during their education and produce written texts in genres. Genres frequently written by
the participants in their programmes were found to be summaries, written in-class exams
and notes. It seems that the preservice teachers did not perform many genre types such as
essays, narrative or expressive texts, research papers, technical reports, petitions, or log
books.

The resulting text is shared orally or in writing with the target reader in the publication
stage. With advanced technology and its wide area of usage today, a rich variety of options
has been available in regard to areas of submission posibilities. These options allow writers
to reach more readers. However, it was seen in this study that the participants did not
make use of these options much. It was observed that the participants often shared their
texts in papers and rarely used other options offered by technology such as e-mail, learning
platform, and etc.

The finding that participants rarely wrote research papers coincides with the fact that they
found themselves somewhat competent in creating scientific texts in their self-evaluations
about writing competences. The participants did not find themselves competent in
comprehending and reflecting on research methods, finding the relevant literature about a
topic, using the right terminology, referring to sources, inserting and integrating tables and
graphs in a text, discussing theories, or writing a bibliography. This can be considered a
proof about the necessity of performing activities in skills development as the genres they
wrote in least frequently and skills in which they found themselves most incompetent
coincided.

About characteristics of quality texts, it was observed that the participants found elegant
language, terminologically accuracy, supporting arguments with evidence, simple and
comprehensive language, creative and critical thinking to be very important. It can be said
that participants focused rather on scientific texts, and they chose characteristics of quality
texts according to the genre in which they found themselves least incompetent. A clear and
understandable thematic structure which has an important function in the comprehension
of a text’s communicational purpose properly and completely by reader followed the
abovementioned characteristics.

Participants found themselves competent in organizing the group work efficiently, oral
presentation, preparation for exam, using information technologies, reading and
comprehending academic texts and taking down notes during the course. However, they
found themselves incompetent in discussing in the course and academic writing. The
remarkable result here is that they regarded themselves as competent in using information
technologies while it was found in regard to ways of submitting their texts that they did not
share their texts via e-mail or website. This can be interpreted as the fact that they used
information technologies not to promote information but to access information.

Participants reported that it would be very helpful in the development of creating written
text to increase number of courses involving writing activities, to receive more feedback for
their texts, to have a course directly aiming to improve writing skills and to perform more
writing activities.
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Given the findings achieved in the research overall, one can argue that practices in the
programmes attended by preservice teachers are not sufficient for qualified formation of a
writing culture among them. Primary deficiencies of practice include activities in
inadequate amounts, not addressing all components of writing process at a sufficient rate,
not enough performing activities in different genres, and negligence of process evaluation.

As mentioned in the introduction, preliminary learning of the teacher and beliefs stemming
from such preliminary learning play a key role in them in-class practices. Thus, curriculum
and practices to be offered to preservice teachers must be of quality.

Creating a framework of writing culture necessitates a process-based structuring if the
purpose is to achieve gains in this culture and development in writing skills in general in a
long period of time. It can be ensured that individuals acquire the writing culture
systematically and consciously with the contribution of their surroundings starting from
the moment they begin to write. However, it should be noted that acquiring the writing
culture is a process with multiple variables.
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