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Writing is an important part of creative thinking as it is the reflection of a person’s thoughts and reasoning. The aim with this 

study was to create a comprehensive and effective educational model that combines the teaching and practice of writing as a 

process and creative writing in a collaborative environment in the education of prospective language teachers. The study was 

designed with the convergent mixed method design. Quantitative data were obtained from the scoring of the first and final 

texts that the students were asked to write as part of the action plan implemented to improve the students’ writing skills. 

Qualitative data consisted of the opinions of the participating students and the observations of the teachers who implemented 

the model. Through the aggregated analyses of these 2 types of data, the effect of the 4 + 1 planned writing and evaluation 

model (PWEM) on developing students’ writing skills was determined. The results indicate that the model was useful, 

functional and improved the participating prospective language teachers’ creative and process writing skills. The model 

enabled inexperienced writers to acquire metacognitive strategies, self-regulation, and self-efficacy that they would need in 

the writing process. This was supported by the opinions of the participating students and the observations of the teachers who 

implemented the model. The model may be used with any student population to help them to become self-sufficient in writing. 
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Introduction 

Writing plays a crucial role in self-expression (MacArthur, Graham & Fitzgerald, 2008) and is a long, complex, 

individual, and variable process (Bazerman, Graham, Applebee, Matsuda, Berninger, Murphy, Brandt, Rowe & 

Schleppegrell, 2017). In an academic formative and sociocultural receptive context, the rise of empirical research 

studies in the 1970s and 1980s (Nystrand, 2008) paved the way for process-based writing approaches which owe 

their inception to a seminal paper by Murray (1972, 2003). In his paper, Murray lucidly points out the reasons for 

teachers’ dissatisfaction with the product-based writing approach and lays out the foundations of the new process 

approach to writing by listing its 10 implications. Four of those implications state that the text is the student’s own 

writing, the student finds his or her own subject, uses his or her own language, and continues to produce drafts 

until he or she is satisfied with the writing. In implication 5, Murray (1972, 2003:6) states that “the process which 

produces ‘creative’ and ‘functional’ writing is the same.” These implications clearly indicate that process writing 

is in essence creative writing. 

The process approach, which received acceptance worldwide, was fully integrated into the Turkish national 

education system in the 2006 Millî Eğitim Bakanlığı (MEB) Turkish course curriculum and the 2015 MEB 

secondary and high school elective Authorship and Writing Skills curricula. Various studies documented the 

positive effects of these curricula, such as improvement in students’ writing skills, spelling-punctuation skills, 

attitudes towards writing, and lessening of their writing anxiety (Bayat, 2014; Erdoğan & Yangın, 2014; Jahin, 

2012; Karatay, 2011; Karatay & Aksu, 2017; Sever & Memiş, 2013). 

In teaching writing, creative writing activities are used to develop students’ writing skills. The basis of those 

activities is creative writing, a major movement in the teaching of writing, which originated in the “school and 

university contexts of the 19th and early 20th century and it reaches its full growth as a university discipline when 

graduate programs began to be offered at universities” (Kroll, 2013:246). Creative writing is not merely a 

technique or a type of writing course; it is “the action of writing creatively, informed by the human imagination 

and the creative and critical understanding of the creative writer, influenced by personal history and by culture, 

guided by forms and types of individual knowledge that so often do not stay within the disciplinary boundaries of 

colleges or universities or schools as they have been defined in the late modern period” (Harper, 2015:1). Despite 

its history and roots in education, the reason why creative writing is included in the form of activities in process 

writing is likely because process writing offers a more systematic approach with clearly identified stages 

compared to creative writing. Because of its more clearly structured nature teachers prefer process writing as it 

accommodates creative writing as well. 

While doing creative writing, the information compiled in people’s minds and what inspires them to write is 

expressed in a different mode (Kaya, 2013). If the right words, sentences and expressions are not used to transfer 

those uniquely formed ideas into writing to express them potently, no matter how creative thoughts may be, the  
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intended effect will not be achieved. Therefore, two 

dimensions of creative writing need to be developed 

in students. The first is creative thought and the 

second is the language used in the transfer of such 

thought onto paper (Aksan, 1993). Thus, in doing 

creative writing, students practise to find original 

ideas and search for ways of expressing them in an 

eloquent style. Tompkins (1982) states that creative 

writing activities take away boredom from the 

writing process, make the process fun, develop a 

sense of art and artistic expression in children, 

expand their inner worlds and thoughts using their 

imagination, and help children to like reading and 

writing. 

In the 20th century, creative writing courses 

were criticised by some who believed that people 

were born writers and that schools could only 

provide environments for the talent to grow 

(Swander, Leahy & Cantrell, 2007). As creativity is 

among the 21st century learning skills (Trilling & 

Fadel, 2009), creative writing is now considered a 

means of developing creativity and studies 

conducted to assess the effects of its incorporation 

into writing courses report positive outcomes 

(Şahin, 2019). As process and creativity are two 

inseparable components in writing instruction, the 

main issue to consider is how these two are to be 

taught to students to enable them to become self-

sufficient writers who know how to find original 

ideas and express them eloquently. 

 
Theoretical Framework 

The available literature studies report on the 

effectiveness of process writing in writing 

instruction. Studies with middle and high school 

students report its positive effects in improving 

students’ writing skills (Aksu, 2015; Duru & İşeri, 

2015; Erdoğan, 2012; Görgüç, 2016; Graham & 

Sandmel, 2011; Kaldırım, 2014; Kapar Kuvanç, 

2008; Karatosun, 2014; Özkara, 2007; Şentürk, 

2009; Susar Kırmızı, 2009; Ülper, 2008). 

At university level, positive effects were also 

reported in teaching Turkish as a foreign language 

as instruction on process writing and practice helped 

students overcome their writing anxiety, improved 

their attitudes towards writing, and their writing 

performance (Akpınar, 2007; Bağcı, 2019; Ceyhan, 

2014; Karatay & Ekinci, 2019). 

Studies conducted with prospective language 

teachers reported that, in the absence of instruction 

on process writing, the texts had problems and that 

the participants experienced writing anxiety and 

continued having problems evaluating, improving, 

and editing expository and narrative texts 

(Temizkan, 2008; Tiryaki, 2012). In addition, 

problems in forming grammatical sentences, using 

context-appropriate transitions between paragraphs, 

and mechanical problems such as spelling and 

punctuation mistakes in sentences were found (Kan 

& Tiryaki, 2015). 

Studies that included instruction on process 

writing reported positive effects on the candidate 

teachers’ writing skills and improvement in their 

attitudes towards writing and writing interests (Díaz 

Larenas, Ramos Leiva & Ortiz Navarrete, 2017; 

Hamzadayı & Çetinkaya, 2011; Jahin, 2012; 

Karatay, 2011; Özdemir, 2014; Topuzkanamış, 

2014). 

These studies indicate that when writing is 

taught as a process, improvement is observed in the 

writing skills of students who are guided to acquire 

self-sufficiency in managing the writing process in 

its entirety. Although studies on teaching process 

writing and its effects are numerous, no study was 

found on the teaching of writing as a process in 

combination with creative writing and collaborative 

writing. 

 
4 + 1 planned writing and evaluation model 

Various models have been proposed to teach writing 

as a process (Culham, 2003; Flower & Hayes, 1981; 

Par, 1974; Raimes, 1983; Tompkins, 2004) to 

include key elements of writing such as syntax, 

content, the writer’s process, audience, purpose, 

word choice, organisation, mechanics and grammar 

(Raimes, 1983). 

One model that includes these elements in 

teaching writing is the 4 + 1 planned writing and 

evaluation model (4 + 1 PWEM) developed by 

Karatay (2011, 2013). The model divides writing 

into four main stages: 1) Preparation – finding ideas 

to produce a text under teacher guidance, 

2) Planning – organising ideas and writing the first 

draft, 3) Development – reviewing to improve the 

text and writing the second draft and 4) Correction – 

editing the third draft to solve the remaining 

language and mechanical problems. The additional 

stage, + 1, is presentation in which students work on 

ways to make their texts visually appealing. 

The model is the result of 3 years of research 

conducted with secondary and high school teachers 

who taught writing and includes three components 

to assess a piece of writing. The components are a 

scoring guide, a teacher’s assessment scale and a 

student self-assessment scale. The scoring guide is a 

list of detailed criteria that are used to assign a 

numerical value to a desired quality in the 

assessment of a student’s writing. The other two 

scales are used to assess to what extent a text 

satisfies those criteria from the perspectives of the 

teachers and students. The model differs from others 

in that it offers analytic assessment tools to assess 

the product. The assessment tools have been 

statistically analysed and found to be reliable. 

Research conducted to assess the effectiveness of 

the model (Alan, 2019; Bağcı, 2019; Karatay, 2011; 

Karatay & Aksu, 2017; Yılmaz & Aklar, 2015) 

reports that the model had positive effects on 

developing students’ writing skills and improving 

their attitudes towards writing. 
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Aim of the Study 

To create an effective and reliable educational 

configuration that would include process, creative, 

and collaborative writing in a single practical, 

reliable, and easy-to-implement framework, the 

4 + 1 PWEM model was employed in this action 

research study, in a format named the Writing 

Workshop. This was done to help prospective 

Turkish teachers become self-sufficient writers who 

could manage the writing process, create texts, 

improve the content, language and stylistic problems 

in their texts, correct the spelling and punctuation 

mistakes in their writing, improve their creative 

writing skills and attitudes towards writing, and 

overcome their writing anxiety. 

To test the effectiveness of the model, the 

following research questions were formulated: 
1) Does the model enable students to develop their 

creative writing skills? 

2) Does the model improve the students’ attitudes 

towards writing and lessen their writing anxiety? 

3) What are the observations of the instructors regarding 

the effectiveness of the model? 

4) What are the opinions of the students regarding 

collaborative writing in the model? 

 

Method 

To obtain a comprehensive picture of the model’s 

effectiveness in developing the participants’ creative 

writing skills, instead of making a forced choice to 

collect data using one paradigm over the other, both 

quantitative and qualitative data were collected in 

this study. As Hayes, Bonner and Douglas (2013) 

contend, quantitative research involves only the 

collection and analysis of numerical data and 

qualitative research scrutinises narrative or 

experiential data. The methodological framework 

that allows the use of these two paradigms is the 

mixed methods research framework which is 

referred to as the third methodological movement 

(Doyle, Brady & Byrne, 2009). 

The mixed methods methodology is a viable 

framework for researchers who intend to conduct 

their research by collecting, analysing, merging and 

comparing quantitative and qualitative paradigms to 

cross-validate or corroborate findings in a single 

study. In this study, qualitative and quantitative data 

were equally important in determining the 

effectiveness of the model. Quantitative data were 

collected through the experimental method used to 

determine the effectiveness of the model. 

Qualitative data were collected at the end of the 

study to determine the opinions of the participating 

students and teachers on the effectiveness of the 

model. For that reason, to obtain a more complete 

understanding of the research problems, the 

convergent mixed methods design, which is one of 

the three core designs by Creswell and Plano Clark 

(2018), was used in this study. 

The justification for the use of the convergent 

design in this study lies in the fact that equal weight 

is given to quantitative and qualitative data and the 

two sets of analysed data are combined to answer a 

research question. 
The basic idea is to compare the two results with the 

intent of obtaining a more complete understanding 

of a problem, to validate one set of findings with the 

other, or to determine if participants respond in a 

similar way if they check quantitative predetermined 

scales and if they are asked open-ended qualitative 

questions. (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018:100) 

As we intended to employ triangulation (Denzin, 

1978) which refers to “the means by which an 

alternate perspective is used to validate, challenge or 

extend existing findings” (Turner & Turner, 

2009:171), the convergent design was considered 

ideal because “better understanding can be obtained 

by triangulating one set of results with another and 

thereby enhancing the validity of inferences” 

(Molina-Azorin, 2016:37). 

In accordance with the convergent design 

procedures, quantitative and qualitative data were 

collected in one phase – simultaneously but 

separately. The quantitative data were collected 

through a quantitative scale. The qualitative data 

were collected through texts written by the 

participants, instructor diaries, and semi-structured 

interviews with the participants. The data analyses 

were conducted separately yet concurrently at this 

stage. The findings were then integrated in the 

interpretation phase of the study as outlined by 

Creswell and Plano Clark (2018). The two sets of 

results were then merged into an overall 

interpretation to obtain a more complete 

understanding of the model’s effectiveness. 

Preceding the data collection process, the 

following four steps were followed: 
1) Gathering information about the research problem 

from practitioners. Prior to the study, interviews were 

conducted with course instructors to elicit 

information about the methods and materials they 

used. It was determined that instructors employed 

traditional methods and activities. 

2) Defining and delimiting the research problem. To 

base the study on actual problems to increase its 

potential usefulness, the students were asked to 

produce a piece of writing to determine the 

process-related and mechanical problems they 

experienced. 

3) Carrying out a literature review. The information 

collected in steps 1 and 2 showed that there was a 

genuine need for designing an educational model that 

would coalesce process writing, creative writing, and 

collaborative writing. This prompted a literature 

review on how process and creative and collaborative 

writing could be taught in an effective educational 

framework. 

4) Devising an action plan. A preliminary version of an 

educational model that included the three 

components mentioned in step 3 was initially 

designed, tested, and revised. A 10-week action plan 

was then prepared to improve the prospective 

teachers’ writing skills. 
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Participants 

The participants were 64 prospective freshman 

Turkish teachers (22 male and 46 female) who 

voluntarily participated in the creative writing 

activities and produced a piece of writing over 10 

weeks. 

 
Data Collection Tools 

The quantitative data were collected through the 

writing attitude and anxiety scale (WAAS) (Karatay, 

2011, 2020). The WAAS is a psychometric 5-point 

interval scale which consists of 24 items and four 

dimensions. The dimensions and the number of the 

items for each dimension are writing desire (8 

items), attitude towards composing (5 items), 

attitude towards spelling and punctuation (6 items), 

and writing anxiety (5 items). The first three are 

grouped under the category, Attitudes towards 

Writing, while the fourth, Writing Anxiety, is a 

category by itself. 

The qualitative data were collected through the 

creative writing assessment scale ([CWAS] Karatay, 

2011, 2020), diaries that instructors were asked to 

keep, and semi-structured interviews with the 

participants. The CWAS has a 3-point scoring guide 

(1-3-5) that assessors use to score students’ writing. 

The scale consists of four dimensions and 16 items. 

The dimensions are (1) originality, (2) style, (3) text 

structure, and (4) the mechanics (spelling, 

punctuation, and page layout knowledge). Each 

dimension has four items that assess the qualities 

that should exist in a piece of creative writing. The 

data collection tools used in this action research 

study are presented in Table 1. 

 

Table 1 Data collection tools 

 Purpose of use 

Target 

population Type of tool 

1) CWAS Assessing the quality of a piece of 

creative writing 

Student Qualitative 

2) WAAS Determining attitude towards writing and 

writing anxiety  

Student Quantitative  

3) Qualitative observation form Determining lecturers’ observations  Lecturer Qualitative 

4) Semi-structured interview form Determining prospective teachers’ 

opinions 

Student Qualitative 

 

Implementation of the action plan for data collection 

In teaching the writing process, the 4 + 1 PWEM 

was used. Regarding the topics for writing, creative 

writing topics were selected, and in the assessment 

of the participants’ texts, the CWAS was used. All 

writing activities were conducted in groups of four 

to five participants in the writing workshop. 

In administering the prepared action plan, 

quantitative data were collected through the WAAS 

at the beginning and at the end of the study to 

determine the changes in the participants’ attitudes 

towards writing and their writing anxiety. 

Qualitative data were collected, also at the beginning 

and at the end of the study using the CWAS to score 

the texts that the participants had produced, through 

instructor diaries, and through semi-structured 

interviews with the participants to assess the 

effectiveness of the model. The stages of 

implementation are presented in Figure 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1 Implementation stages of the study 

 

Quantitative data collection and 

analysis 

1. Collecting quantitative data 

through WAAS  

2. Analysing quantitative data, 
conducting statistical analyses 

3. Obtaining quantitatively analysed 

data 
Merging quantitative 

and qualitative results  
Evaluating and 
sharing findings 

Qualitative data collection and 

analysis 

1. Collecting qualitative data through 
CWAS, instructor diaries and semi-

structured interviews 

2. Analysing qualitative data by 
experts  

3. Establishing reliability of emerged 

themes 
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Determining the Reliability of the Data 

In establishing the reliability of the qualitative data, 

each written text was scored by two field experts 

first, using the scoring guide of the CWAS. The data 

from the instructors’ diaries and the interviews were 

also given to two field experts to seek expert opinion 

and to code the emergent themes. Finally, the 

reliability of the CWAS and the other data types 

were calculated using Miles and Huberman’s 

(1994:64) formula. 

The reliability of the WAAS was calculated 

using statistical analysis. The overall Kaiser-Mayer 

Olkin (KMO) reliability measurement of the scale 

was 0.88. The reliability of the dimensions of the 

scale were 0.86 for writing desire, 0.84 for attitude 

towards composing, 0.78 for attitude towards 

spelling and punctuation and 0.60 for writing 

anxiety. The results presented in Table 2 below 

show that the data were reliable. 

 

 

Table 2 Reliability ratio of qualitative findings 
Data source Consensus Disagreement/Divergence of opinion Reliability ratio 

1) CWAS 60 4 93.75% 

2) Observations 56 7 88.88% 

3) Interviews 54 1 98.18% 

 

Data Analysis 

To determine the type of statistical analyses to be 

performed, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was used 

to determine whether the distribution of the 

quantitative data obtained from the WAAS and the 

qualitative data quantified through the CWAS 

differed from the normal distribution. The results 

show that the differences observed in the 

distribution of the data were insignificant. 

Therefore, parametric tests were used in the analysis 

of quantitative data. Following the recommendation 

by Field (2009), paired samples t-tests were 

performed. 

The qualitative data in this study were 

collected from three sources. The scores were 

obtained through the CWAS and were subjected to 

paired samples t-test analysis, having calculated the 

mean scores, and formed the first part of the 

qualitative findings. The second portion of the data 

came from instructor diaries. The third portion was 

obtained from the semi-structured interviews with 

the participants; the interviews were conducted at 

the end of the study. They were recorded, 

transcribed and analysed by doing content analysis 

and the results are presented as themes. 

 
Results 

In answering the research questions, qualitative 

findings were used for questions 1, 4 and 5 and 

quantitative findings for questions 2 and 3. 

 
Research Question 1: Model’s Contribution to the 
Development of Creative Writing Skills 

To answer this question, the data collected through 

the CWAS were used in assessing the extent of 

development in the participants’ creative writing 

skills. The analysis of the participants’ mean scores 

on the CWAS where 5 is the maximum score are 

presented under the four dimensions of the scale to 

show development by the participants in terms of 

originality, style, text structure knowledge, and 

mechanics such as spelling, punctuation and page 

layout knowledge (cf. Table 3). 

 

Table 3 Improvement in participants’ creative writing skills 

Creative writing Test N X  SD df t p 

1) Originality Pre- 64 3.87 .580 63 7.679 .000* 

Post- 64 4.72 .642 

2) Style Pre- 64 4.08 .532 63 7.522 .000* 

Post- 64 4.64 .422 

3) Text structure Pre- 64 3.44 .560 63 9.651 .000* 

Post- 64 4.63 .770 

4) Mechanics Pre- 64 2.40 .720 63 22.900 .000* 

Post- 64 4.06 .828 

Note. *p < 0.05. 

 

Development of originality 

The mean scores of the first ( X  = 3.87) and the 

final ( X  = 4.72) texts show a highly significant 

difference between week 1 and week 10 

(t(63) = 7.679, p < .000). These results show that 

originality increased in the participants’ texts. 

 

Development of style 

The participants’ creative writing skills improved in 

terms of style as the mean scores of the first 

( X  = 4.08) and the final ( X  = 4.64) texts show a 

highly significant difference (t(63) = 7.522, p < .000) 

between week 1 and week 10. 
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Development of text structure knowledge 

A highly significant difference was observed in the 

mean scores of the first ( X  = 3.44) and the final 

( X  = 4.63) texts’ scores between week 1 and 

week 10 (t(63) = 9.651, p < .000) which indicates a 

significant improvement in the participants’ 

knowledge of text structure. 

 
Development of mechanics: Spelling, punctuation, 
and page layout knowledge 

The mean scores of the first ( X  = 2.40) and the 

final ( X  = 4.06) texts reveal a highly significant 

difference between week 1 and week 10 

(t(63) = 22.900, p < .000). Based on the test results, it 

was determined that a positive and significant 

improvement occurred in the students’ spelling, 

punctuation, and page layout knowledge. 

 
Research Question 2: Model’s Contribution in 
Terms of Attitudes towards Writing and Writing 
Anxiety 

To answer this research question, the data obtained 

through the first four dimensions of the WAAS were 

used to determine to what extent improvement in the 

participants’ attitudes towards writing took place. 

The pre- and post-test results are presented in 

Table 4. 

 

Table 4 Improvement in participants’ attitudes towards writing 

Attitude Test N X  SD df t p 

1) Writing desire Pre- 64 3.86 .790 63 5.536 .000* 

Post- 64 4.23 .726 

2) Composing Pre- 64 3.90 .496 63 7.585 .000* 

Post- 64 4.16 .604 

3) Spelling and 

punctuation 

Pre- 64 4.29 .445 63 .230 .819 

Post- 64 4.27 .770 

4) Lessening of 

writing anxiety 

Pre- 64 3.32 .805 63 7.337 .000* 

Post- 64 3.71 .848 

Note. *p < 0.05. 

 

Writing desire 

The mean scores of the pre-test ( X  = 3.86) and 

post-test ( X  = 4.23) of the first dimension of the 

WAAS show a highly significant difference between 

week 1 and week 10 (t(63) = 5.536, p < .000). The 

results show a positive and significant improvement 

in the participants’ desire to write. 

 
Attitude towards composing 

Regarding the second dimension, the mean scores of 

the pre-test ( X  = 3.90) and the post-test 

( X  = 4.16) also show a highly significant 

difference between week 1 and week 10 

(t(63) = 7.585, p < .000). These results show a positive 

and significant improvement in the participants’ 

attitudes towards composing. 

 
Attitude towards spelling and punctuation 

The mean scores of the pre-test ( X  = 4.29) and the 

post-test ( X  = 4.27) did not show a significant 

difference between week 1 and week 10 (t(63) = .230, 

p > .000). These results indicate that a change was 

not observed in the participants’ attitudes towards 

spelling and punctuation which are mechanical 

aspects of writing. 

As for the effect of the model on the 

participants’ writing anxiety, the data obtained 

through the items in the WAAS that were designed 

to assess the changes in the participants’ writing  

anxiety were used. The mean scores of the pre-test 

( X  = 3.32) and the post-test ( X  = 3.71) reveal a 

significant difference between week 1 and week 10 

(t(63) = 7.337, p < .000). These results exhibit that a 

significant decrease occurred in the participants’ 

writing anxiety. 

 
Research Question 3: Instructors’ Observations 
regarding the Effectiveness of the Model 

To answer this question, content analysis of the data 

collected through the diary entries that the 

instructors were asked to make are presented under 

six themes that emerged, namely self-regulation, 

collaborative writing, writing interest and desire, 

students’ self-sufficiently managing the writing 

process, creative writing skills and publishing in a 

fanzine. 

 
Self-regulation 

It was reported in week 1 that eight participants were 

not able to do writing by themselves. This finding is 

interesting in that, although independent writing was 

the only type of writing instruction the participants 

had received through their years of education, a 

significant proportion of the participants openly 

stated that they were still unable to write by 

themselves. The situation improved significantly, 

and, in week 4, 57 of those participants were 

reported to be able to write independently. Only one 

student was reported to experience difficulty in 

writing independently until the end of the study. 
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Collaborative writing 

This theme focused on the prospective teachers’ 

participation in the writing workshops. The 

observation records show that in the first 3 weeks, 

the prospective teachers did not participate dutifully 

in the activities without stating any reason. Their 

reluctance was in the form of passive resistance and 

displayed itself in their joining the activities late. 

When they were asked why they did so, the 

participants stated that they did not know how to 

write collaboratively. This finding is a lingering 

negative effect of years of doing writing 

individually. The students did not know much about 

the collaborative nature of writing; thus, they did not 

participate in the writing workshops. This problem 

disappeared in week 3. 

 
Writing interest and desire 

The observation findings in this theme signalled 

fluctuating results. The fluctuation stemmed from 

the fact that some topics were more appropriate for 

all students to write about while some were 

appropriate for one gender or the other. Because of 

this, an increase was observed in the participants’ 

writing desire in weeks 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 and, in 

weeks 1, 3, and 5 low weekly scores were reported. 

 
Students’ self-sufficiently managing the writing 
process 

In the first 4 weeks the participants were given 

instruction to help them execute all steps of the 

writing process by themselves through the model. In 

weeks 1 and 2 it was reported that 56 students were 

not able to execute all steps of the writing process by 

themselves. The instruction to teach the participants 

how to do writing as a process, made the number to 

decrease steadily to 26 in week 3 and to 14 in week 

4 in the diary reports. In the remainder of the 

research, it was reported that only one student was 

not self-sufficient in terms of managing the writing 

process in its entirety. 

 
Creative writing skills 

The analysis of the diary entries displayed a 

discernible improvement in the participants’ 

creative writing skills from week 5 onwards. In 

week 5, problems were observed in four participants 

regarding being open to development, effectiveness 

of expression, vocabulary selection and text type 

knowledge. In week 6, four participants were 

observed to experience problems with style, not 

being able to provide depth in writing and writing 

fluency. In week 7, only one student was reported to 

have problems with style, not benefiting from ways 

of improving thinking and writing fluency. Finally, 

in week 10, only one participant was reported to 

have problems with the mechanical aspects of 

writing, namely, spelling, punctuation, and page 

layout knowledge. Starting in week 6, the low scores 

in the CWAS heralded continuous improvement in 

the participants’ creative writing skills. These results 

show that creative writing skills improve when 

participants do more writing. 

 
Publishing in a fanzine 

Another factor that increased the participants’ 

interest and desire for writing was the workshop 

fanzine, which included the participants’ written 

works. The diary entries showed that the publication 

of the fanzine from week 4 onwards increased and 

strengthened the participants’ interests and desires in 

writing, and it also led to their active participation in 

writing as they assumed responsibility in the 

process. 

 
Research Question 4: Participants’ Opinions 
regarding Collaborative Writing in the Model 

To answer this question, the findings based on the 

content analysis of the semi-structured interviews 

are presented under six themes. 

 
Writing process 

The first theme that emerged was the writing 

process. In the analysis, five categories emerged, 

namely, development of the planning skill at the 

prewriting stage through 4 + 1 PWEM, ability to 

express self, discovering writing abilities, providing 

motivation, and decrease in writing anxiety through 

writing activities. The findings show that the model 

enabled the participants to discover their ability to 

express themselves in writing by executing all steps 

of the writing process. This led to an increase in their 

motivation to write and also led to a decrease in their 

writing anxiety. The participants stated that progress 

in these five areas continued to increase throughout 

the study. Twenty-nine participants reported seeing 

improvement in week 4; the number increased to 62 

participants in week 6. 

 
Creative writing skills 

The interviews indicated improvement in the 

participants’ creative writing skills in terms of 

originality, style, text type knowledge, and spelling 

and punctuation skills. Progressive improvement 

was reported in those areas. Twenty-one participants 

reported noticing improvement in week 5. The 

number reached 61 in week 10. 

 
Collaborative writing 

In terms of developing the participants’ 

collaborative writing skills, improvement was 

observed in six categories, namely, developing the 

writing habit, correcting writing mistakes, giving 

feedback, providing practice opportunities for the 

application of theoretical knowledge, expanding 

writers’ horizons via discussion among group 

members, and increasing motivation for writing. In 

the interviews, the participants reported that they 

had acquired writing skills, that the peer feedback 

they had received in groups expanded their horizons 

as writers, and that their motivation for writing 

increased as they put the theoretical knowledge they 
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had learned into practice. Twenty-six participants 

reported that they began to see improvement in 

week 5. The number went up to 62 in week 7. 

 
Writing interest and desire 

The data analysis revealed three categories: increase 

in personal desire to write, improving attitude 

towards writing, and decrease in writing anxiety. 

The analysis shows that the model increased 

personal desire for writing, decreased writing 

anxiety and improved attitudes towards writing. In 

the interviews, 26 participants reported 

improvement in week 5. In week 10 the number 

reached 64. 

 
Publishing in a fanzine 

Three categories emerged in the data analysis: 

becoming familiar with different styles of writing, 

providing feedback, and providing motivation. The 

participants reported that the six fanzines they had 

prepared and published increased their motivation 

for writing and text type knowledge. Twenty-five 

participants reported seeing improvement in week 5. 

In week 10, the number was 64. 

 
Recommendations Made by the Participants 

As for recommendations made by the participants, 

there was only one category: determination of the 

topics by the participants. Four participants stated 

that they wanted to choose the topics for writing 

themselves by voting. 

These results indicate that the model positively 

and significantly improved the participants’ creative 

writing skills and their attitudes towards writing, and 

led to a decrease in their writing anxiety. The 

analyses of the diary entries and interviews also 

provided evidence that confirmed the effectiveness 

of the model. 

 
Discussion 

Process writing has a positive effect on students’ 

language development (Şahin, 2019) and 

process-based writing activities play a crucial role in 

developing their writing skills (Aksu, 2015; Duru & 

İşeri, 2015; Erdoğan, 2012; Görgüç, 2016; Graham 

& Sandmel, 2011; Kaldırım, 2014; Kapar Kuvanç, 

2008; Karatosun, 2014; Özkara, 2007; Şentürk, 

2009; Susar Kırmızı, 2009; Ülper, 2008). Although 

it is possible to find studies on the positive effects of 

process writing, no effort has been made to develop 

students’ creative writing skills through teaching 

writing as a process in a collaborative environment. 

Therefore, to provide an effective and reliable 

educational model to be used for that purpose, this 

study was designed to develop such an educational 

framework based on the 4 + 1 PWEM model. The 

findings show that the research objectives were 

successfully achieved as the participating students 

overcame the problems they had experienced 

regarding collaborative writing in the first 2 weeks 

of the study. Improvements began to be seen in the 

students’ creative writing ability, originality, style, 

text structure, and mechanics of writing after 

week 6. These positive developments indicate that 

the model is effective as it combines process, 

collaboration, and creativity. 

Firstly, substantial improvement was observed 

in the participants’ creative writing skills. When this 

result was coupled with the qualitative data collected 

through diary entries and interviews, it was seen that 

effective use of imagination, continuous and orderly 

production process, motivation for writing (Barbot, 

Tan, Randi, Santa-Donato & Grigorenko, 2012) and 

regular feedback throughout the process improved 

the participants’ creative writing skills. Similar 

results were obtained with different target groups 

(Gardiner, 2017). 

Secondly, data analysis indicated considerable 

improvement in the participants’ writing skills 

throughout the study. Based on the qualitative 

findings, it may be stated that the improvement 

stemmed from the practices that developed 

independent writing, cooperative writing, writing 

interest and desire in the participants, and from the 

effectiveness of the feedback given by the 

instructors. Independent writing means that the 

participants learned to conduct the entire writing 

process themselves. In addition, the collaborative 

and interactive writing process structured in a clear 

and transparent manner (Assaf, Ralfe & Steinbach, 

2016; Davidson, 2007; Martin & Dismuke, 2015; 

Roth & Guinee, 2011) was useful in developing 

independent writing skills. 

Prior to this study, it was proven via research 

(Ahraz, 2018; Balcı, 2017; Karatay & Aksu, 2017; 

Karatosun, 2014; Selanikli, 2016) that the model 

improved the writing skills of students in grades 4, 

5, 6, 7 and 8 who were taught writing through itself 

and that it helped students acquire skills, self-

regulation, and self-efficacy to be able to carry out 

the performance and project assignments on their 

own. Similar results were obtained in the B1 and B2 

level undergraduate students who learned Turkish as 

a foreign language (Alan, 2019; Çocuk & Yanpar 

Yelken, 2021; Karatay & Ekinci, 2019; Şentürk, 

2009; Yıldırım, 2018). Recently, it has been stated 

that the model is effective in teaching the 

argumentative (Demirel & Karatay, 2022) and 

persuasive (İpek & Karatay, 2023) essay types, 

which are two of the common types of academic 

writing needed by undergraduate students. When 

these data are aggregated with the observations 

made by the participating teachers and the opinions 

of the participating students, it may be stated that the 

4 + 1 PWEM not only equips students with 

metacognitive awareness strategies about the 

writing process but improves their self-regulation 

and self-efficacy as it improves their writing skills 

as well. 

The results also show that following the phases 

of instruction and practice in collaborative writing, 
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the participants became better writers and produced 

better quality products. In this respect, developing 

cooperative writing through activities helped the 

participants become more qualified writers as was 

reported in other studies (Elola & Oskoz, 2010; 

Helstad & Lund, 2012; Martin & Dismuke, 2015; 

Noël & Robert, 2004; Storch, 2005; Yarrow & 

Topping, 2001). 

Another important factor in teaching writing is 

the use of different text types. Practice in producing 

different types of texts increases students’ 

motivation (Helstad & Lund, 2012). In this study, 

text types, such as letters, were used as they 

encourage active thinking in the composing stage. 

They also play an instrumental role in increasing 

students’ writing interest and desire (Parker, 2010).  

The findings also underline the importance of 

feedback. Previous studies such as by Zellermayer 

(1990) report teachers’ reluctance to give feedback 

during the writing process and their considering 

feedback as a short-term solution and not believing 

in its effectiveness. In this study, the participants 

considered peer feedback in groups and feedback 

through the CWAS useful. To carry out the writing 

process successfully, a teacher may formulate 

specific goals to give feedback, use peer assessment 

and self-assessment in providing regular feedback, 

clearly manage the writing process, and help 

students acquire metacognitive skills in a 

pedagogically effective way (Gardiner, 2017; 

Martin & Dismuke, 2015; Myhill, Jones & Watson, 

2013; Parr & Limbrick, 2010; Schuldt, 2019). 

 
Conclusion 

This study, which combined the teaching and 

practice of process writing with creative writing in a 

collaborative learning environment using the 

4 + 1 PWEM model, improved the participants’ 

attitudes towards writing and lessened their writing 

anxiety. In this sense, its results are similar to those 

of other studies (Jahin, 2012; Şahin, 2019; Swander 

et al., 2007). 

Another contribution of this study is the 

finding that the publication of the participants’ 

writings in a fanzine appeared to be a contributing 

factor to increase their interest and desire for 

writing. The active participation of the participants 

in the design, editing, and publication of the fanzine 

increased the benefits they had gained from the 

workshop. The contribution of the workshop fanzine 

in this way may also be considered a factor that 

enhanced the effectiveness of the model. In other 

words, seeing their writing in a materialised form 

was a great source of motivation for the participants. 

With this study we confirmed the findings of 

previous studies conducted with prospective 

teachers (Díaz Larenas et al., 2017; Hamzadayı & 

Çetinkaya, 2011; Karatay, 2011; Özdemir, 2014; 

Topuzkanamış, 2014) as it shows once again that 

process writing is effective in developing writing 

skills. It also confirms the findings of the studies 

conducted with pre-service teachers, which report 

that topics not chosen by the participants do not 

always create motivation to write and lead to a 

decrease in writing desire. 

The findings of this study also support studies 

which report that when topics are determined by the 

participants, more effective learning will take place 

in writing instruction (Hoover, 1994; Parr & 

Limbrick, 2010). The recommendation made by the 

participants in this study to choose the topics to write 

about is thus supported by those studies. However, 

it would be useful to keep in mind that relying 

merely on pre-service teachers’ perceptions about 

the writing process will not always be entirely 

sufficient in designing an effective learning 

experience for students (Martin & Dismuke, 2015). 

The professional knowledge and experience of 

instructors should also be included in the process in 

addition to the recommendations made by the 

students. 

In conclusion, we reported on the results of an 

action research designed to develop a 

comprehensive and effective educational model that 

combines the teaching and practice of writing as a 

process and creative writing in a collaborative 

environment for prospective language teachers. This 

model may be used in teaching the writing process 

and developing the creative writing skills of all 

students who need to learn how to do writing by 

themselves. 
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