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Abstract  
The concept of self-efficacy is built upon the theory of Social Cognitive Learning by Bandura. Based on this 

theory, one could posit that an individual’s belief on his/her self-efficacy at any given subject is of high 

importance. A body of research shows that people with high self-efficacy levels have higher performance levels. 

In parallel to this, writing self-efficacy perception describes the belief one has in his/her writing skills. In this 

scope, this study aimed to determine the improvement of self-efficacy perceptions of preservice Turkish 

teachers on their writing skills during undergraduate education. The study group consisted of 94 preservice 

teachers. For the research, conducted based on the mixed methods research, quantitative data were collected 

both at the beginning and end of the undergraduate program, followed by collection of qualitative data through 

open-ended questions posed to 39 participants. The results of the analyses revealed that the perception of 

preservice Turkish teachers on their writing self-efficacy improved throughout the education they had received, 

that they showed progress in items of prewriting and draft; and that however there was no significant difference 

in revising and editing, i.e. one of the most important processes in writing. The responses provided by the 

participants to the open-ended questions also proved this argument to be true. Seeing that the participants did 

not make any considerable progress in revising and editing process at the end of the undergraduate education is 

an important indication that there exist challenges in both language learning and teaching and that preservice 

teachers cannot develop an adequate level of awareness on this process. 
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Writing is at the forefront among the most demanding skills to acquire, both in native and foreign languages. 

Writing skill, being a combination of complex tasks and attitudes (Harrington, Holik & Hurt, 1998), comprises 

cognitive and metacognitive processes in itself. According to some researchers (Güneş, 2013; Turan, 2010), the 

text to be written is conceptualized in mind before it is actually conveyed in text. The mind arranges feelings 

and ideas about a subject through restricting, classifying and sorting and these feelings and ideas are then put 

onto a paper based on certain rules. Such steps entail authors to use various strategies in text production. As 

argued by Flower, Hayes, Carey, Schriver and Stratman (1986), good authors regularly monitor themselves and 

carry out numerous self-assessments by reviewing not only the text they create but their own writing strategies 

and themselves as authors.  

Cognitive component of writing has been a subject of many researches in the relevant literature for a very 

long time. These researches focused on the followings: time allocated for cognitive efforts and tasks in writing 

process (Kellog, 1987); the strategies and methods in revision of diverse text types (Piolat & Roussey, 1991); 

the reasons why authors and editors are unsuccessful in detecting and correcting the mistakes in the texts 

(Plumb, Butterfield, Hacker & Dunlosky, 1994); environmental, cognitive and metacognitive influences in text 

revision (Butterfield, Hacker & Albertson, 1996) and performances in planning, translation and revision of 

metacognitive knowledge related to cognitive tasks in writing (Berninger, Whitaker, Feng, Swanson & Abbott, 

1996).  

Metacognitive concept has emerged with the interest shown in the theory of social learning theory beginning 

from 1970s. This concept was rediscovered as the monitoring of thinking processes, mostly based on Flavell’s 

ideas (1976; 1978; 1981; 1982; 1999; 2004). As stated by cognitive psychologists, metacognition is defined as 

the knowledge and control that a person has on his/her thinking and learning (Strassman, 1997) and as 

understanding, using and controlling one’s own cognitive processes (Reeve & Brown, 1985). This approach has 

paved the way towards a belief that metacognition needs to be examined and regulated not only in learning 

domains, but also in every case where one’s knowledge is referred to, including in areas where writing skills 

are addressed. Reeve & Brown (1985), Jones and Pellegrini (1996) argue that authors, who are talented and 

experienced in writing that necessitates a high-level mental performance and encompasses both cognitive and 

metacognitive processes, understand whether they and their readers have attained the set goals. At this stage, 

writing can also be perceived as a tool that plays a role in the development of metacognition as it activates 

reflective thinking skill.  On the other hand, however, one’s ability to do self-assessment depending on his/her 

self-awareness is indicative of his/her cognitive and metacognitive experiences in writing. It could be posited 

that in writing-related contexts, cognition refers to the knowledge to be used in the writing process, whilst 

metacognition refers to the way this knowledge would be used. Self-efficacy perception reveals how a person 

perceives himself/herself in terms of cognitive and metacognitive efficacy.  

Writing and Self-Efficacy 

Although the concept of self-efficacy is based upon the theory of Social Cognitive Learning by Albert 

Bandura, the theoretical basis of writing self-efficacy rests on the opinions and analyses of researchers such as 

Zimmerman and Bandura (1994), Pajares (2003), Schunk (2003). Researches on writing self-efficacy which 

date back to the mid-1980s showed correlation between writing self-efficacy and a wide array of variables 



Aydın / Improvement of Preservice Turkish Teachers’ Perceived Writing Self-Efficacy Beliefs 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 
80 

(writing quality and standards, writing anxiety etc.) and shed light on the correlation levels in different groups 

(grade level, gender etc.) and the possible reasons for high/low self-efficacy levels according to writing 

performance (Bruning, 2013).   

People create self-efficacy perception through interpretation of their own performance or mastery, 

observation of others’ actions and social comparisons made with other experienced people (Pajares, 2003). 

According to Schunk (2003), those who feel more effective whilst learning or performing a task can tackle 

challenges more, can show more resistance to problems and attain a higher level of success when compared to 

students who are doubtful of their learning talents. Therefore, improvement in writing self-efficacy can be 

accepted as an important variable in coming over possible bottlenecks that students may face in writing. 

The studies show that writing is, in principle, a process-driven act requiring complex 

cognitive/metacognitive skills and that some practices entailing certain efforts in different stages of education 

beginning from primary school to university improve these skills (Bayat, 2014) and increase the level of writing 

self-efficacy (Abrami & Barrett, 2005; Cole, Ryan, & Kick, 1995; Nicolaidou, 2012; Xu, Park & Baek, 2011; 

Walker, 2003). Moreover, the study field related to the person’s motivation to write from a cognitive dimension 

is, again, mostly centered on self-efficacy (MacArthur, 2016). 

 

 

Purpose 

This study primarily aimed to investigate the status of writing self-efficacy perceptions of preservice Turkish 

teachers at the beginning and end of their education, who will be engaged in language teaching and learning 

processes. In addition, the study also inquired into the knowledge and experiences acquired by the preservice 

teachers in writing throughout their education as well as unattained gains and their opinions as to why these 

gains were not achieved. In undergraduate education, preservice Turkish teachers receive a wide range of 

theoretical and applied lessons, especially on written expression and writing. In this sense, preservice training 

–where these lessons are put into practice- plays an important role for self-efficacy perception of these teachers. 

Writing requires certain cognitive processes so that it can be improved (Ülper & Uzun, 2009) and therefore 

development and teaching of this skill bears some challenges. The findings obtained from the study group who 

took part in this research reveal that preservice teachers should make use of their expertise for improving writing 

self-efficacy and solving the potential problems they may encounter throughout their career. In view of the 

above, answers were sought to the following questions:  

i. Is there a significant difference between the writing self-efficacy perception scores the preservice 

teachers acquired from pretest and posttest? 

ii. Is there a significant difference between the writing self-efficacy perception scores the preservice 

teachers acquired from pretest and posttest in (1) prewriting, (2) draft, (3) revising and editing? 
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iii. What are the opinions of preservice teachers on 

a) the gains they acquired 

b) the type of the inefficacy experienced 

c) the reasons of their inefficacy 

throughout their education? 

 

Method 

This research was conducted with a view to determining the improvement levels of writing self-efficacy 

perceptions of preservice Turkish teachers in the study group at the beginning of their education and right before 

their graduation as well as their opinions on this process. Mixed method was administered in the research, 

integrating both qualitative and quantitative data so as to obtain more sound data on writing self-efficacy 

perceptions of preservice teachers. Mixed methods require combining or integrating qualitative and quantitative 

research findings (Creswell, 2016). As for the research model, Explanatory Sequential Design was used. This 

model allows the researcher to first conduct the quantitative study and to analyze the results and builds to the 

subsequent quantitative phase where the researcher further elaborates on the findings. As this method explains 

first the quantitative data and then the qualitative data, it is called explanatory; and as it envisages a stage where 

quantitative phase informs the follow-up qualitative phase, it is called sequential (Creswell, 2016). 

The research involved preservice Turkish teachers studying at Dokuz Eylül University Buca Faculty of 

Education and was carried out in two stages. The quantitative data in the research were collected from 97 

participants (50 female, 47 male) in their first year in 2013 and from 94 participants (50 female, 44 male) in 

their last year in 2017. The three participants were excluded from the data set as they did not participate in the 

last implementation. Following the acquisition of quantitative data, 39 (20 female, 19 male) volunteering 

preservice teachers from the same participant group were administered interview form to collect the qualitative 

data. 

The study employed 54-item Writing Self-Efficacy Perception Scale (WSPS) developed by Aydın, İnnalı, 

Batar and Çakır (2013) as a quantitative data collection tool as well as a semi-structured “Self-Assessment 

Interview Form for Writing” to collect qualitative data. 

Writing Self-Efficacy Perception Scale (WSPS): WSPS is comprised of three factors. These factors are 

“Prewriting”, “Draft” and “Revising and Editing”. The first factor explains 7.2% (12 items; Prewriting) of the 

total variance, the second factor explains 33.6% (33 items; Draft) of the total variance, and third factor explains 

3.9% (9 items; Revising and Editing) of the total variance. It was observed that factor load values at item level 

varied between .42 and .68 in “Prewriting”, between .37 and .67 in “Draft” and between .60 and .81 in “Revising 

and Editing”. The first factor was calculated as .88 Cronbach alpha coefficient, the second factor as .96 and the 

third factor as .89. The scale had an overall of .96 alpha coefficient (Aydın, İnnalı, Batar & Çakır 2013).  
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Self-Assessment Interview Form for Writing: Self-Assessment Interview Form for Writing is comprised 

of three open-ended questions. These questions were prepared with the aim to reveal (1) the gains acquired in 

writing by the participant group during their undergraduate education, (2) the situations where they felt 

inefficient and (3) the reasons as to their inefficacy, by taking into account the improvement in their writing 

self-efficacies. Factors of quantitative measurement tools were taken into account during the preparation of the 

questions and the scope, objective and limitations of the study were paid regard to; the opinions of two expert 

lecturers in Turkish Language Education and a lecturer from the field of Measurement and Assessment were 

consulted. The experts agreed on the scope, objective and limitations of the study. 

Before carrying out the analyses, missing values, extreme values and appropriateness of sample size were 

examined. Missing values in the data set were assigned an average value. There were no extreme values in the 

data set. Normal distribution of the scores was examined to decide on the technique to employ so as to determine 

the differences between the scores the students obtained in the pretest and posttest of WSPS and the results are 

presented in Table 1. 

Table 1 
Test Results on the Normal Distribution  

 
Test 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov 

 KS sd p 

WSPS 
pre .088 94 .071 
post .049 94 .200 

N = 94; Pretest: p > .05, Posttest: p > .05 

 

When Table 1 is examined, it can be seen that the scores acquired by the students in both pretest and posttest 

comply with the normal distribution. Based on this finding, the difference was calculated with t test. 

Normal distribution of the scores was examined in order to decide on the technique to employ so as to 

determine the differences between the WSPS scores the students obtained in prewriting, draft and revising and 

editing factors according to the year they are in and the results are presented in Table 2.  

Table 2  

Test Results on the Normal Distribution of Sub-factors  

Sub-Factors 
Year 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov 

 KS sd p 

Prewriting 
1 .089 94 .063 

4 .075 94 .200* 

Draft 1 .113 94 .005 
 4 .058 94 .200* 

Revising and Editing 1 .119 94 .002 

 4 .108 94 .007 

 

When Table 2 is analyzed, it is observed that the scores obtained by the students in different year-levels in 

prewriting comply with the normal distribution and that, however, the scores they obtained in draft and revising 

and editing do not comply with the normal distribution. Based on this finding, to calculate the difference, t-test 

was used in prewriting, whereas Mann Whitney U tests were used in draft and revising and editing.   
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The qualitative data in the research were collected through asking the following questions: 

i. What are the gains you acquired in writing during your education (prewriting, draft and revising and 

editing)? 

ii. What are the situations where you felt inefficient in writing (prewriting, draft, and revising and 

editing)? 

iii. What are the reasons of the inefficacies experienced in writing? 

Content analysis, i.e. one of the qualitative research methods, was used for the analysis of the obtained data. 

The situation determination that allowed for a thorough examination of the data constituted the pattern of the 

research. The questions in the research were prepared based on the relevant body of literature and expert 

opinions. The options provided to the participants in the interview form were firstly coded for each question 

and then combined under main headings (category) with semantic consistency. For the determination and 

classification of codes, the qualitative research program (QSR Nvivo Plus 11 for Windows package program) 

was used. The determined codes were then transferred together with the sentences they were assigned to into 

the computer program and their frequency values were detected. 

In analyzing the study data, and forming and interpreting the categories, the opinions of two different experts 

besides the researcher were consulted and thus the reliability of the research was ensured. For the reliability 

calculation, the inter-rater agreement formula by Miles and Huberman (Reliability Coefficient = Number of 

Agreements + Number of Disagreements X 100) was utilized. The expected rate of agreement among coders 

should at least be 80% according to the coding with internal consistency (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Patton, 

2002). The calculated value of 98% in the scope of this research shows that there is a high level of consistency 

between coders.  

 

Findings 

The results of t test conducted in order to reveal whether there was any statistically significant difference 

among the scores obtained by the participants in the WSPS pretest and posttest are presented in Table 3. 

Table 3  

Difference between WSPS Pretest and Posttest 

Pretest-

Posttest 
Test N Average Std. Dev. t sd p 

WSPS 
Pre 94 198.5745 21.44334 2.705 189 .007* 

Post 94 207.6861 24.91987    

N = 94, **p < .01 

When Table 3 is examined, it is observed that the scores obtained by the students from the posttest (�̅�= 

207.7) in the entire scale are, in statistical terms, significantly higher than those obtained in pretest (t(189) = 2.705, 

p < 0.05). Table 4 shows the results of the t test administered to reveal whether there was any statistically 

significant difference between the pretest and posttest scores obtained by the preservice teachers in WSPS 

prewriting stage.  
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Table 4  

Difference between the Scores Obtained in Prewriting Stage 

Prewriting Sage Test N Average Std. Dev. t sd p 

Prewriting 
1 94 43.1064 6.35249 2.558 189 .011 

4 94 45.3622 5.83166    

N = 94, **p < .05 

When Table 4 is analyzed, it is seen that there is a statistically significant difference between the scores 

obtained by the students in their first and fourth years in WSPS prewriting (t(189)=2.558, p <0.05). According to 

the table, the scores obtained by the students in WSPS prewriting stage right before graduation are, in statistical 

terms, significantly higher than those obtained in the first year.      

Table 5 presents the results of the Mann Whitney U tests conducted in order to reveal whether there is any 

statistically significant difference between the pretest and posttest scores obtained by the preservice teachers in 

WSPS draft and revising and editing. 

Table 5  

Difference between the Scores obtained in Draft and Revising and Editing Stages   

Draft-Revising and Editing Year N Mean Rank Total Rank Sum U p 

Draft 

1 94 81.96 7704.00 3239.000 .001* 
4 94 109.61 10632.00   

Total 191     

Revising and Editing 

1 94 95.77 9002.00 4537.000 .954 
4 94 96.23 9334.00   

Total 191     

N = 94, Draft: **p < .01; Revising and Editing: p >.05  

 

When Table 5 is reviewed, it is seen that there is a statistically significant difference between the scores 

obtained by the students in their first and fourth years in WSPS draft (U=3239, p<0.05). It is observed that the 

scores obtained by the students in WSPS prewriting prior to graduation are, in statistical terms, significantly 

higher than those obtained in the first year. However, it is seen that there is no statistically significant difference 

between the scores obtained in the first and last years in WSPS revising and editing scores obtained (U=4537, 

p >0.05). 

During the qualitative research, the participants were first asked the question “What are the gains you 

acquired in writing during your education” and the answers obtained were analyzed and the results are presented 

in Table 6. 

In the content analysis made in view of the feedbacks received from the participants, three categories were 

formed as “prewriting”, “draft” and “revising and editing”. The writing process was then subcategorized under 

the headings of “techniques of expression”, “style”, “grammar” and “content”.  

The majority of the preservice teachers stated that they did research on the relevant subject and used sources 

(f=20). Among these participants there were those who said that they went through various papers as well as 

books about the content and did the research in digital environment. 16 preservice teachers in the participant 

group noted that they also developed a writing plan during the process of prewriting. Those who stated that they 
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had prepared a plan suggested that the reason for having developed a plan was to determine how to narrate the 

subject prior to writing and that they wrote the text based on this plan.  

Table 6   

Gains Acquired in Writing 
 

Gain 
Total 

Frequency (f) 

1. Prewriting 

1.1. Goal-setting 

1.2. Doing Research and Using Sources 

1.3. Brainstorming 
1.4. Motivation and Focusing 

1.5. Limiting 

1.6. Developing a Writing Plan 
2. Draft 

2.1. Techniques of Expression 

2.1.1.  Establishing Cause and Effect Relation  
2.1.2.  Writing by considering Keywords  

2.1.3.  Benefiting from Methods of Improving Critical Thinking 

Skills 
2.1.4.  Writing by considering the Text Type  

2.1.5.  Ensuring Originality 

2.1.6.  Following the Determined Plan 
2.1.7.  Establishing Cause and Effect Relation 

2.1.8.  Not Falling into Repetition  

2.1.9.  Determining an  Appropriate Topic Sentence 
2.1.10. Implementing Writing Techniques 

2.1.11. Using a Rich Vocabulary 

2.2. Style 
2.2.1.  Paying Attention to the Paper Layout 

2.2.2. Writing Legibly 

2.2.3.  Leaving Adequate Spaces Between Words 

2.2.4.  Paying Attention to the Writing Style  

2.3. Grammar 

2.3.1.  Writing Comprehensible Sentences 
2.3.2.  Using Transition Words and Phrases 

2.3.3. Following the Grammar Rules 

2.3.4. Correctly Spelling All Words 
2.3.5. Correctly Punctuating 

2.3.6. Using Transition Phrases between the Paragraphs  

2.3.7. Selecting Appropriate Words 
2.3.8. Following the Punctuation Rules 

2.4. Content 

2.4.1. Writing with a Purpose 
2.4.2. Writing a Text that Has a Main Idea 

2.4.3. Employing a Certain Logic 
2.4.4. Ensuring Informativity 

2.4.5. Avoiding Unnecessary Details 

2.4.6.  Choosing a Heading Compatible with the Content 
2.4.7.  Paying Attention to the Unity of the Topic 

2.4.8. Addressing the Topic from Different Aspects  

2.4.9. Paying Attention to the Chronological Order 
2.4.10. Using Supportive Ideas 

3. Revising and Editing 

3.1. Revising the Text in terms of Language and Expression 
3.2. Employing a Critical Viewpoint 

3.3. Revising and Editing the Text in terms of Content  

3.4. Revising and Editing the Text in terms of Page Layout 

63 

12 
20 

2 

9 
4 

16 

177 

70 

2 

2 
18 

9 

10 
8 

4 

3 
3 

8 

6 
28 

12 

8 
4 

4 

36 
8 

1 

9 
1 

9 

3 
3 

2 

43 
9 

6 

4 
2 

1 

5 

8 

3 
3 

2 

26 
5 

13 

5 
3 
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Table 7  

Inefficacies in writing 

 

Gain Total frequency (f) 

1. Prewriting 

1.1. Doing Research and Using Sources  

1.2. Brainstorming 

1.3. Motivation and Focusing 
1.4. Developing a Writing Plan 

1.5. Limiting 

2. Draft 

2.1. Techniques of Expression 

2.1.1.  Writing Fluently  

2.1.2.  Considering Keywords 
2.1.3.  Benefiting from Methods of Improving Critical Thinking 

Skills 

2.1.4.  Writing by considering the Text Type 
2.1.5.  Ensuring Originality 

2.1.6.  Following the Determined Plan 

2.1.7.  Not Falling into Repetition 
2.1.8. Determining an  Appropriate Topic Sentence  

2.1.9. Implementing Writing Techniques 

2.1.10. Using a Rich Vocabulary 
2.2. Style 

2.2.1.  Paying Attention to the Paper Layout 

2.2.2. Writing Legibly 
2.2.3.  Leaving Adequate Spaces Between Words 

2.2.4.  Paying Attention to the Writing Style  

2.3. Grammar 
2.3.1.  Paying Attention to Avoid Incoherency  

2.3.2.  Using Transition Words and Phrases 

2.3.3. Following the Grammar Rules 
2.3.4. Correctly Punctuating 

2.3.5. Using Transition Phrases between the Paragraphs  

2.3.6. Following the Punctuation Rules 
2.4. Content 

2.4.1. Paying Attention to the Unity of the Topic 

2.4.2. Addressing the Topic from Different Aspects 
2.4.3. Using Supportive Ideas 

2.4.4. Choosing a Heading Compatible with the Content 

3. Revising and Editing 

3.1. Improving Thinking Skills 

3.2. Employing a Critical Viewpoint 

3.3. Sharing Observations and Experiences  

22 
4 

1 

3 
8 

6 

103 
58 

2 

1 
15 

17 

8 
2 

6 

2 
2 

7 

20 
8 

2 

1 
9 

17 

2 
1 

4 

5 
3 

2 

6 
3 

1 

1 
1 

7 

3 
2 

2 

 

For “draft” stage, “benefiting from methods of improving critical thinking skills” (f=18), ensuring originality 

(f=10) and writing by considering the text type (f=9) were listed to be among the most used gains in terms of 

techniques of expression. The participants, who said that they used the methods of improving critical thinking 

skills, pointed out that they determined a technique of expression suitable to their subject and supported their 

texts through using subjective-objective statements, adopting literary language and presenting examples and 

evidence etc. 

Those who wrote by paying attention to the page layout (f=12) in terms of style said that they exercised due 

diligence to the neatness of the paper and its physical appearance and emphasized that they took into account 
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the language rules by following the grammar rules (f=9), following the punctuation rules (f=9) and writing 

comprehensible sentences (f=8) and thus were able to write correctly. 

As for content heading in draft stage, writing with a purpose (f=9) was stated to be the most frequently used 

gain. The participants who internalized this gain underlined that they produced a text in line with the purpose 

they had defined in prewriting stage and that they strived to adhere to this purpose.  

When “revising and editing” stage is examined, it is seen that the preservice teachers primarily gave the 

answer of employing a critical viewpoint (f=13). They underlined the fact that employing a critical viewpoint 

was an important improvement for them, particularly in terms of thinking skills.  

In view of the findings above, it is observed that participants created codes for “prewriting” (f=63), “draft” 

(f=177) and “revising and editing” (f=26). 

During the collection of the qualitative data, the participants were asked the question “What are the situations 

where you felt inefficient in writing during your education?” and the answers were analyzed, and the results are 

presented in Table 7. 

The inefficacies stated most frequently by the participants in the table were “developing a writing plan” 

(f=8) and “limiting” (f=6). The participants said that they did not know anything as to how they could develop 

a writing plan in prewriting process and that they had never done any work concerning this. The participants 

felt inefficient in terms of limiting, adding that they lack sufficiency in knowing how to limit a topic for creating 

a text.    

The participants stated that the primary source of their inefficacy in draft in terms of techniques of expression 

was the failure in “writing by considering the text type” (f=17). They said that they had problems in putting 

their ideas into paper (translating) as they were unable to create the text based on the criteria defined by different 

text types (article, story, essay etc.). Aside from these, among the most frequently observed inefficacies were 

“benefiting from methods of improving critical thinking skills” (f=15) and “ensuring the originality” (f=8). This 

opinion can also be linked to the problem that might have arisen from not paying attention to the text type. 

Taking into account the fact that every text type bears its own technique of expression, it could be asserted that 

these two coders are complementary of each other. Furthermore, these findings are consistent with the gains 

identified for writing in Table 6. That is, the preservice teachers who wrote by considering the text type benefited 

from the methods of improving critical thinking skills and; however, those who did not consider the text type 

whilst writing did not benefit from such methods. Almost half of the participants (n=17) stated that they did not 

write by considering the text type, which is an indication that they lack the necessary text knowledge. 

In “draft” process, codes with less frequency were used for style and grammar. Thus, it is seen that paying 

attention to the writing style (f=9) and paying attention to the paper layout (f=8) are correlated in terms of style 

and following the punctuation rules (f=5) and following the grammar rules (f=4) are correlated in terms of 

grammar. As for the content, the most frequently stated inefficacy was paying attention to the unity of the topic 

(f=3).   
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The participants stated that in “revising and editing” process they were inefficient in “improving thinking 

skills” (f=3), “employing a critical viewpoint” (f=2) and “sharing observations and experiences” (f=2). Not 

discovering enough findings for this stage does not necessarily mean that the participants’ self-efficacy is high 

in this stage; instead, this could be an indication of the fact that the preservice teachers primarily focus on 

prewriting and draft processes rather than the process of revising and editing.  

It was determined that preservice teachers shared various opinions on the inefficacies experienced in the 

processes of prewriting (f=22), draft (f=103) and revising and editing (f=7). When the gains acquired in writing 

were compared to the inefficacies experienced, it was observed that acquired gains had higher frequencies. 

However, although participants had acquired more gains for improving their self-efficacy perception, they were 

still inefficient in several aspects.  

As a last step in the collection of qualitative data, the participants were posed the question of “What are the 

reasons of the inefficacies experienced in writing” and their answers were analyzed and the results are shown 

in Table 8.  

Table 8  

Reasons of the Inefficacies Experienced in Writing 
 

Gain Total frequency (f) 

1. Prewriting 

1.1. Lack of Knowledge and Experience 
1.2. Lack of Motivation and Focusing 

1.3. Not Making Preparations 

1.4. Lack of Interest 
1.5. Lack of Reading Habit 

1.6. Not Developing a Writing Plan 

1.7. Not Allocating Time 

2. Draft 

2.1. Not Trying 

2.2. Not Following the Grammar Rules 
2.3. Not Feeling Confident 

2.4. Not Following the Determined Plan 

2.5. Inability to Adjust the Writing Pace 
2.6. Inability to Use Writing Techniques 

2.7. Not Using a Rich Vocabulary  

3. Revising and editing 

3.1. Not Receiving Feedback 

3.2. Inability to Employ a Critical Viewpoint 

47 

13 
2 

5 

6 
10 

5 

6 

37 

7 

6 
6 

5 

5 
3 

5 

6 
3 

3 

 

The reasons for writing inefficacies were classified under the headings of “prewriting”, “draft” and “revising 

and editing”, as it was done for the other qualitative questions. In the analysis made based on the answers given 

by the preservice teachers, the primary sources of this inefficacy in the prewriting stage were identified as “lack 

of knowledge and experience” (f=13), “lack of reading habit” (f=10) and as for the draft stage the source of 

inefficacy was stated to be “not trying” (f=7). Apart from these, referring to affective factors such as having an 

interest, feeling confident etc. as other sources of inefficacy in writing reveals also the dimensions of attitude 

and anxiety felt in the writing process. Overall, the major reason for the inefficacies experienced in writing was 

stated to be caused by prewriting stage (f=47).  
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Discussion and Conclusion 

This research was conducted in light of the data obtained from the preservice Turkish teachers studying in 

the field of language teaching in their first year and in their last year. When the findings obtained in pretest (first 

year) and posttest (fourth year) administered to the participant preservice teachers were examined, it was 

concluded that there was a significant difference in favor of the last-year students regarding the WSPS scores 

they had obtained. When sub-factors of WSPS were elaborated on, the scores obtained in prewriting and draft 

stages showed a significant difference, again, in favor of the last-year students. However, there was no 

significant difference observed in the scores obtained in revising and editing stage. Therefore, it would be safe 

to say that writing self-efficacy perceptions of preservice teachers increased in prewriting and draft factors 

throughout their education and such improvement is important for seeing that education actually had a positive 

influence over their writing performance.   

Results of a body of research show that writing is directly interrelated to self-efficacy. Self-efficacy beliefs 

play a predictive and mediating role on the writing performance. The studies conducted up to date with a variety 

of participants ranging from primary school students to university students show that self-efficacy is an 

important determinant of writing performance (Pajares, 2003). There exists a good deal of research shedding a 

light on the fact that carrying out writing exercises for a certain period of time and based on the class variable 

actually increase writing self-efficacy. For example, Hetthong and Teo (2013) detected that there was high and 

positive correlation between writing self-efficacy and writing performances of students. Xu and et al., (2011) 

concluded at the end of their research that digital story writing positively affected the writing self-efficacy of 

the students. And in a research carried out by Nicolaidou (2012)  regarding writing performance, it was 

concluded that while portfolio-based writing exercises made a significant change in the writing self-efficacy of 

students, there was no significant change in the writing self-efficacy of those in the control group. The same 

study revealed that the writing self-efficacy of students progressively increased. Nicolaidou (2012, p. 21) also 

determined that when students wrote based on portfolio; their self-perceptions in mastery experience with regard 

to writing self-efficacy, monitoring the process, self-assessment and goal-setting were also enhanced.  

Increase in writing self-efficacy is also important in terms of predicting writing anxiety. Among the reasons 

for writing inefficacy is the emphasized lack of confidence which points out to the correlation between anxiety 

and self-efficacy. Numerous researches in the literature show a reverse correlation between writing self-efficacy 

and writing anxiety. Pajares (2003)  shows anxiety as one of the factors that affects the writing self-efficacy 

beliefs.  In a research conducted by Martinez, Kock and Cass (2011), the findings revealed that students with 

lesser level of anxiety had a higher level of writing self-efficacy as compared to the students that had a higher 

level of anxiety. Woodrow (2011) determined in her study conducted on university students that self-efficacy 

level was a strong predictor of writing performance and writing anxiety and students with a higher level of self-

efficacy had showed better performance and they were more willing to exert effort in writing. Similar results 

were obtained in the research conducted on university students by Sanders-Reio, Alexander, Reio and Newmana 

(2014). According to this study, it was observed that those whose writing self-efficacy was better, had less 

writing anxiety, they were happier when they were writing, and they had better marks on their exam papers.  
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The participants produced less number of codes in revising and editing for the question of “What are the 

gains you acquired in writing during your education?” (f=26); whereas more codes were produced in prewriting 

(f=63) and draft (f=177) in terms of the gains acquired. It would be safe to say that it is only natural for preservice 

teachers to state opinions on making preparations and planning in prewriting stage; and on techniques of 

expression, style, content and grammar in draft stage. In this sense, one could posit that the act of writing in 

draft stage requires the informed use of a wide range of knowledge and experience by taking account of 

cognition and metacognition elements. The participants who usually had a higher level of self-efficacy did not 

show any significant difference in terms of revising and editing during their education (pretest and posttest). As 

the qualitative findings also support this fact, it can be asserted that this stage is not attached importance as 

much as the other two stages or it is rather being neglected. Moreover, the answers given by the participants 

about their own inefficacies (f=7) and about the reasons of these inefficacies (f=6) also had a lower frequency 

for revising and editing factor. This finding shows that the education process cannot raise the awareness of 

preservice teachers on feedback, revising and editing. Revising and editing stage is, above all, directly related 

to the metacognitive dimension of writing. There is a body of literature about the role of metacognition and its 

effect on writing process. We can list some of the relevant studies as follows: Thinking about people thinking 

about people thinking about … (Miller, Kessel & Flavell, 1970), Students' Metacognitive Knowledge about 

Writing (Raphael, Englert & Kirschner, 1989); Developmental skills related to writing and reading acquisition 

in the intermediate grades (Berninger et al., 1994); Young children's (preschool, ages 3-5) knowledge about 

thinking (Flavell, Green, Flavell, Harris & Astington, 1995); Assessment of planning, translating, and editing 

in junior high writers (Berninger et al., 1996); Developing knowledge about mental uncontrollability (Flavell,  

Green & Flavell, 1998); Cognitive, metacognitive, and motivational aspects of problem solving (Mayer, 1998) 

and children's knowledge about the mind (Flavell, 1999). In light of these studies conducted, it could be 

concluded that in terms of improving writing skill, the writing encompasses cognitive and metacognitive 

process that needs to be emphasized, improved, controlled and corrected if needed, rather than   psychomotor 

elements.    

The problems related to revising and editing are at the center of many researches in the literature (Beal, 

1996; Berninger et al., 1996; Butterfield et al., 1996; Fitzgerald, 1987; Ekholm et al., 2015; Fitzgerald & 

Markham, 1987; Grejda & Hannafin, 1992; Guénette, 2007; Hill, 2007; Hull, 1987; Kellog, 1987; Parr & 

Timperley, 2010; Piolat & Roussey, 1991; Tierney, 1989). Not having an increased level of self-efficacy in 

revising and editing stage may point out the possible setbacks that might be experienced in teaching of writing 

phases when and if these preservice teachers start their profession with problems in their own writing skills.  

To conclude, at cognitive level, the act of writing necessitates the conveying of experiences in “prewriting”, 

“draft” and “revising and editing”, whereas at metacognitive level, it requires full control, review of and 

intervention to –if necessary- the whole writing process. This primarily relies upon the awareness of the learning 

individuals. When it is considered that writing is a difficult process with all its cognitive (knowledge and 

experiences), affective (motivation, attitude, anxiety etc.), psychomotor (act of writing) and metacognitive 

(control, review) elements, the self-efficacy level should be enhanced including all its stages (prewriting, draft 

and revising and editing). Therefore, planned writing exercises should be allocated more time beginning from 

primary school.  
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In view of the research findings, it is seen that the participants’ overall level of self-efficacy increased at the 

end of their education although certain inefficacies were experienced in the stages of writing. From this aspect, 

the results obtained from WSPS support the findings acquired through the analysis of answers given in the 

interview form. Since these preservice teachers will be teaching language as a profession and therefore are 

expected to have developed language skills as well as to have teaching skills, it is of high importance for the 

efficiency of the education that they have an increased level of self-efficacy.   

Continuing studies such as this one and correlating them to different variables (anxiety, attitude, academic 

self, success etc.) for detecting the problems faced in writing in preservice stage plays important role in terms 

of identifying the factors that affect and predict the writing stage. Furthermore, similar studies can be carried 

out for preservice Turkish teachers studying in other universities and comparative analyses can be conducted in 

this regard. 
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