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Abstract

The quality of writing instruction is the primary determinant of writing acquisition. Revising and feedback are
crucial aspects of the writing process. In this study, genre-specific strategy instruction was used as part of feedback
and revision to develop the text structure and content of different text types in fourth grade. The study also
examined whether the effect differed based on the genre and students' gender. Thirty students' first and final drafts
of opinion, expository, and argumentative texts were analyzed using rubrics for each type of genre. The results
revealed no significant difference between female and male students' achievement in any different genres, but
using this approach significantly affects students' total achievement in writing. Students' average persuasiveness
in opinion and argumentative writing was not developed well when thinking about the genre elements in
developing text structure and content. Writing expository texts achieved the highest scores. Strategy instruction
for explicit guidance on the structure of the genre and using genre-specific criteria to revise draft texts are important
writing strategies to raise the quality of writing.

Keywords: Genre-Specific Strategy Instruction, Revision Writing Achievement

1. Introduction

Although writing is considered a fundamental literacy skill, many students consistently underperform because
becoming a competent writer depends on learning complex skills that require sufficient time and quality of
instruction (Graham et al., 2012). Compared to reading, there is a lack of research and evidence to support
instructional practices in writing due to the high level of variation in writing instruction and the complexity of the
skills (Graham et al., 2011). The variation in writing instruction supports the need for research on writing and the
implementation of evidence-based practices to respond to the needs of students. Inquiry alternate ways of
organizing the writing instruction are also essential to move toward new approaches.

One challenge students face in writing is changing tasks that vary by genre, in which conventional structures are
used to organize information to create texts for different purposes (Biber & Conrad, 2019). Unlike middle-grade
students, elementary students know less about writing informative or persuasive text (Lin et al., 2007). Students
in elementary grades are rarely exposed to reading persuasive or argumentative texts and teachers reported that
they spend considerable time teaching writing stories and rarely opinion essays (Sulak, 2018). Lack of exposure
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to different genres in writing instruction creates a limited understanding of the text structures and schemas for
persuasive and later argumentative reasoning (Finlayson & McCrudden, 2020). The lack of knowledge of the
structure of an argument also creates a poorly organized essay with an absence of the transition to connect different
parts of the text (Deane & Song, 2015). The second challenge is applying writing processes, including planning,
drafting, revising, etc. Although it is a widely used model of writing as a process approach led by Calkins (1994),
there is limited research on its effectiveness (McCarthey & Geoghegan, 2016). The last is the country's overall
situation, like population, politics, admission, centralized curricula, and teacher education programs. The
knowledge produced from the intellectual and practical experience of many years reflects the characteristics of the
civilization in which the research was conducted. The higher evidence of the recommendations on writing
instruction for elementary grades might not be that strong in another study context. Compared to the United States
or Western societies, developing countries need more research-based evidence to build their practices to teach
writing and avoid theory—practice contrast. National standards (1% to 8" grades) in Turkey explicitly emphasize
the stages of writing as a process approach with the renovation of the curriculum standards in 2018 (M.E.B, 2019).
Also, it is too new to the teachers to fully implement it in the classroom. Addressing the teacher for changing
writing instruction without addressing the system and society will fail (Bransford et al., 2005; Graham, 2019).
However, the quality of instruction needs to be changed in classroom writing practices that are affected by teachers'
beliefs and knowledge (Graham, 2019; Troia et al., 2011).

This study was designed to address the challenges described above. Therefore, this study was planned as a long-
term study to examine how to implement a process approach to teaching writing in elementary school classes. The
study was conducted with an elementary teacher as a research partner. The elementary teachers are vital in
implementing a process approach to develop children as reflective authors who can draft and revise their texts in
response to peer and teacher feedback. This part of the study concerns examining the effect of genre-specific
strategy and evaluation within the scope of revision and feedback on the development of text structure and content
of different genres, including opinion, expository and argumentative writing of fourth-grade students. In the
Turkish context, the focus of the studies related to writing instruction is mostly on narrative essays and middle
school students (Graham et al., 2021). However, persuasion and argumentation are challenging tasks for even
middle-grade students. According to the meta-analysis of the experimental studies examining the effectiveness of
writing interventions conducted in schools in Turkey from primary grades to college, strategy instruction is found
to be an effective treatment for improving the writing quality of Turkish students compared to the other
interventions (peer assistance, pre-writing and process writing). On the other hand, it is a less scientifically tested
instructional method, according to the meta-analysis of writing interventions in Turkey (Graham et al., 2021).

1.1 Theoretical Framework

The ongoing attention and argument over the conceptualizations of writing development are due to its complex
nature, with many distinguishable tasks and processes that do not develop naturally and require a significant
amount of instruction and practice. Hillocks' (1987) meta-analysis created a growing interest in process-oriented
approaches to teaching writing in elementary schools (Chapman, 2006) and dominated during the following decade
as a pioneering writing approach (McCarthey, 2008). This approach is characterized by different stages, including
student-selected writing topics, planning, drafting, revising, teacher-student and peer conferences, editing, and
publishing, that are the cognitive process of writing (Calkins, 1994; Emig, 1971; Flower & Hayes, 1981; Graves,
1983; Tompkins, 2007). Teaching writing as a process approach has become an effective paradigm and is widely
used in elementary classrooms, but its effectiveness varies. The difficulty of assessing the effectiveness of process
approaches broadly comes from the teachers' practices that are implemented in different ways that demonstrate
varying degrees of positive effects on student achievement (Lipson et al., 2000; McQuitty, 2014; Pritchard &
Honeycutt, 2006). While McCarthey's (2008) study demonstrated a variety of instructional approaches used across
classrooms, Lipson et al. (2000) found that even teachers who profess to use the same approach to teaching writing
often differ in how they implement it. The process-oriented approach has been criticized for not being the most
appropriate writing instruction for those with different backgrounds and historically marginalized groups (Delpit,
1988; Lensmire & Satanovsky, 1998). This approach is also criticized for being ineffective in improving the
quality of writing as it focuses on the process such as drafting, revising, editing, and sharing their work while
ignoring the quality of writing (Baines et al., 1999).
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Later, a more balanced approach between teacher-directed and student-directed activities was adopted in writing
instruction (Pritchard & Honeycutt, 2006). Developing and integrating different approaches and strategies are used
to answer the criticisms of the process approach. Some approaches, such as genre-based and strategy instruction,
are used as supportive alternative strategies to improve the quality of writing and increase student writing
performance.

1.2 Genre-based Strategy Instruction

Drawing on Englert et al. (1991), genre-based writing instruction was designed to increase students' expository
writing skills using novel text structures. Recognizing the infrastructure of the text types and the knowledge of
genre features helps readers find information, record, progress, and locate answers to their questions, as well as
support their reading comprehension, note-taking, and summarization (Traga Philippakos & MacArthur, 2021).
The primary determinant of the genre is the text's form or surrounding context (Bawarshi & Reiff, 2010). Different
types of text have different characteristics in terms of purpose, context, and audience, so the teachers need to
emphasize the features of different text types to use them as a guide in planning, developing, and revising processes
of writing (Badger & White, 2000; Derewianka & Jones, 2016). The genre-oriented teaching enables students to
understand how texts are explicitly structured to achieve particular purposes, which is necessary for metalinguistic
awareness (Hyland 2018). The genre-driven approach also appeared to teach writing that requires teaching students
explicitly the features of various genres such as narrative, nonfiction, and poetry (Donovan & Smolkin, 2006). The
instruction includes the elements of narrative, expository, persuasive, or research writing and the use of graphic
organizers for planning and organizing ideas (Dean, 2010; McCarthey, 2008). Addressing instruction on text
structure means introducing expository texts are informational texts that provide definitions, information, and
explanation about a subject and are often characterized by factual information, headings, and subheadings. Unlike
expository texts, argumentative texts seek to persuade readers by establishing a discussion and defending a point
of view (Derewianka & Jones, 2016; Ferretti & Graham, 2019).

Strategy instruction is based on the systematic instruction of writing processes (MacArthur, 2011), metacognitive
strategies for self-regulation (Harris & Graham, 2009) and teaching students to use specific techniques to plan,
monitor, evaluate, and revise their texts (Graham et al., 2012). Systematic and explicit instruction of writing
processes across genres helps students critically identify genre elements and use them to transfer knowledge across
reading and writing (Philippakos & MacArthur, 2020). Corden's (2007) study revealed that explicit instruction of
literary devices improves the quality of children's narrative writing. Rietdijk et al. (2017) adopted writing strategy
instruction for genre-specific strategies. The strategies were taught implicitly through teacher modeling and
allowing students to reflect on their writing process at the end of each unit. The comprehensive writing program
was found to be effective in improving the writing performance of the students in the upper grades of primary
schools.

1.3 Assessing Writing

The effect of writing instruction in primary grades varies by the nature of writing instruction (Kim et al., 2021).
Studies have also revealed that the assessment positively affected the quality of writing (Graham & Sandmel,
2011). Assessing student writing in second-sixth-graders quite varies. These assessment strategies include teacher
feedback, peer feedback, and student self-assessment, which use rubrics to evaluate their writing (Guastello, 2001).
Meta-analysis results reported by Graham et al. (2012) and Koster et al. (2015) indicated that feedback and peer
interaction could improve the quality of writing. In addition, teaching young students how to revise has a powerful
impact on improving their writing (Graham, 2006a). Teaching approaches that include strategies for consulting
and responding to children's literacy learning improve their learner activities by valuing their ideas as writers
(Edwards & Jones, 2018). Boon (2016) used several strategies to increase children's uptake of feedback during
peer assessment in primary school writing. If students receive task-based feedback, sufficient time to discuss their
texts with their peers, and the opportunity to reflect on the process of revising, they better use the feedback to
improve the quality of work being evaluated.

Periodically receiving feedback on their progress, children performed better in learning and using strategy
effectively, writing paragraphs, and working productively (Schunk & Swartz, 1993). First-grade students also
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revised their writing content and writing conventions in response to 90% of the feedback they received from their
peers and teacher (Peterson & Portier, 2014). Performance feedback, which requires detailed, specific, and explicit
feedback, was specifically used to improve students' writing fluency skills (Eckert et al., 2006; Truckenmiller et
al., 2014). In the revising and rewriting stage of different genres, such as descriptive, instructive, explanatory,
argumentative, and narrative texts, paying attention to the feedback of reader(s) and observing them while
evaluating their texts improve the communicative effectiveness of the texts (Rietdijk et al. 2017). In another study,
the writing success of second-and fourth-grade students in a cross-age tutoring writing program was assessed
through written responses and group discussions. Although the results of second-grade students were not
statistically different from the non-treatment group, there was a statistically significant academic difference in the
writing performance of fourth-grade students, according to the 6+1 traits writing assessment rubric (Paquette,
2009). Furthermore, experiences with narrative and informational texts during the early years of schooling are
necessary because it provides a foundation for students who will need success in the upper grades as information
text structure is the primary literary format in content areas (Heider, 2009; Moss, 2004).

Given this theoretical and empirical background to the problem, this research was guided by the following
questions:

« Is there a significant effect of genre-specific strategy instruction as part of the revision process in developing the
fourth-grade students writing performance on the development of text structure and content of different genres
(opinion /expository /argumentative texts)?

* s there any effect of gender on students' writing performance on the development of text structure and content
of different genres (opinion /expository /argumentative texts)?

« Is there any effect of genre on students' writing performance on the development of text structure and content?

2. Method

This study aimed to examine the effect of genre-specific strategy and evaluation within the scope of revision and
feedback on the development of text structure and content of different genres, including opinion, expository and
argumentative writing of fourth-grade students. It was also examined whether the effect differed according to the
genre and gender of the students. A quantitative research method was used in the study. This study was conducted
with a single group, and individuals were not randomly assigned. A single group pretest-posttest design was used,
and this pattern was named pre-experimental (Creswell, 2014).

2.1 Participants

The study was conducted in a public school in the central district of Antalya, Turkey, where children with middle
socioeconomic status. The participants were in the fourth grade; however, the students were engaged in nonfiction
and narrative writing in the second-and-third grade. In second grade, they wrote "How-to-books" as a part of
procedural writing, persuasive letters, and speeches as a part of opinion writing and information books. In the third
grade, they wrote informational writing about science and persuasive reviews about books. Finally, in the fourth
grade, the students engaged in writing opinion essays, informational writing building on expository structure, and
persuasive essays building on argumentative structures. Thus, the data included the opinion, expository and
argumentative essays of fourth-grade students who received process-based writing education in previous years.
There were 30 participants (13 male and 17 female). Table 1 shows the text types and participants' genders.

Table 1: The type of text and the gender of participants
Participants' gender

Genre Male Female Total
Opinion text 6 16 22
Expository text 9 16 25
Argumentative text 13 17 30
Opinion + expository + argumentative 4 15 19

2.2 Data Collection
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Process-based teaching writing was taken as a basis, and all the steps required by this approach were implemented.
The basic principles of Calkins's writing workshops have been mainly followed. For each type of text writing, one
to 1.5 months are allocated. Also, two to three hours were given for the implementation each week. Before each
different writing exercise, the students' previous experiences with informative and persuasive essays were
reminded, and a discussion was made on the genre through a sample text. The students first developed several
ideas/topics at the beginning of each writing type. For instance, they were asked to create an essay entry chart for
opinion writing. In one column, they were asked to write what they noticed. Then, they wrote what made them
think in the other column and added examples. They used a graphic organizer with boxes and bullets to frame the
essays for informational writing. When they started generating ideas, they were expected to choose a topic and
develop texts that applied to the characteristics and genre structure. When they chose their topic, they used genre
structure to improve their drafts. The selected drafts were reviewed by both peers and the teacher using genre-
specific evaluation criteria for both structure and the content of the drafts.

2.3 Data Analysis

The drafts and final written products were evaluated using rubrics for each genre. The opinion texts were assessed
under the following nine categories: (1) introduction/observation, (2) thesis statement, (3) topic sentence I, (4)
supporting information I, (5) topic sentence Il, (6) supporting information 11, (7) topic sentence 11, (8) supporting
information I11 and (9) conclusion. The expository texts were evaluated under the following ten categories:(1)
purpose, (2) title, (3) main idea/topic, (4) introduction, (5) facts, (6) subtitles/categories, (7) sequence, (8)
conclusion, (9) text features (pictures, graphics, etc.) and (10) language. The argumentative texts were evaluated
under the following 11 categories:(1) data introduction, (2) claim, (3) supporting evidence 1, (4) elaboration of
evidence I, (5) supporting evidence I, (6) elaboration of evidence 11, (7) counterargument, (8) supporting evidence,
(9) elaboration of evidence, (10) rebuttals, and (11) conclusion. For each category, a four-point performance task
writing rubric was used to score the texts. Expectations were clearly explained under each scale. According to this
rubric, level 0 refers to fail meeting criteria, level 1 refers to unsatisfactory, level 2 refers to below expectations,
level 3 refers to meeting expectations, and level 4 refers to exceeding expectations. A total of 154 texts were
evaluated for this study. For at least 10 participants, each text, for consistency, was assessed by two different
researchers. The consistency (rs = .85 t0 .95; p <.01) of the researchers' evaluation scores was found to be sufficient
for reliability. First, the data were analyzed to examine the students' achievement scores and whether they were
distributed normally. The Shapiro-Wilk normality test results revealed that the difference in pretest and posttest
scores of the data for each genre (opinion, expository, and argumentative) distributed normally (,098; ,281 and
,138 p>,05). Thus, a paired-sample t-test was used to examine the difference between students' draft scores and
final writing scores. The data for the structure categories of each genre were not normally distributed (.00 p>.05)
so the Wilcoxon (paired) signed-rank test was used to compare the mean scores of the students in each category.
To test the significant differences between the groups' pretest and posttest scores of different texts, one-way
repeated measures ANOVA was used. Each group should have an equal number of scores for this type of analysis,
so only 19 participants who wrote in all three types were included. To look at the difference between the pretests
and posttests of three different text types, the texts were divided into the following three basic parts: introduction,
body, and conclusion.

As the categories for each type differ, the scores for the body part of the expository and argumentative texts were
re-evaluated to convert the scales into the same form. Then, the normality test was performed. It has been observed
that the introduction posttest, and conclusion pre-and posttest scores did not show a normal distribution, and the
W (19) value varied between .53 and .93 (p< .05). Therefore, the Friedman test, a non-parametric version of a
repeated-measures ANOVA, was used to compare the means of introduction posttest, conclusion pre-, and posttest
scores.

An ANOVA was used to compare the means of introduction pretest and body pre and posttest. In examining the
effect of genre on success, the significance of Mauchly’s test of Sphericity is checked for the introduction pre-test
scores (p =.919, p> .05); body part pre-test scores (p = .158, p> .05) and body part post-test scores (p = .137, p>
.05). The sphericity requirement was met, so no correction to the F-value was required to examine.
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3. Results

A significant difference was found between three different text types pre- and post-test results. Using genre-
specific strategy and evaluation as a part of revision has a significant effect on the total achievement of students
in writing opinion [t(21)=-5.30, p < 0.01], expository [t(24)=-8.58, p < 0.01] and argumentative texts [t(29)=-6.17,
p < 0.01] (Table 2). The student participation in writing workshops increased.

Table 2: T-test Results of Opinion, Expository, and Argumentative Texts

Factors N X Sd df t p
Opinion draft 22 12.45 6.29 21 -5.301 .000*
Opinion final 22 19.31 7.87

Expository draft 25 20.24 6.46 24 -8.58 .000*
Expository final 25 27.16 5.76

Argumentative draft 30 17.73 6.08 29 -6.17 .000*
Argumentative final 30 22.73 6.86

p<.01

When we look at the increase in the mean scores of each type of text, the most increase has been observed in the
opinion texts, and the least increase has been observed in the argumentative texts. The students were also better at
writing expository text than the other ones (Figure 1).

80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

Opinion Expository Argumentative

B Pre-test Post-test

Figure 1: Percentage of Pretest and Posttest means of the Participants
3.1 The Development of Text Structure and Content
3.1.1 Opinion Texts
The structure and content of the opinion texts were evaluated under the following nine categories:

introduction/observation, thesis statement, topic sentence I, supporting information I, topic sentence Il, supporting
information 11, topic sentence 111, supporting information 111 and conclusion. In the categories of opinion, writing
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students’ success were increased in writing a thesis statement (Z=-2.948, p<.01, r=.24]) first paragraph topic
sentence (Z=-2.754, p<.01, r=.58]) and supporting information (Z=-2.798, p<.01, r=.59) and conclusion (Z=-
2.754, p<.01, r=.58). They did not have statistically significant achievement in writing the introduction (Z=-1.134,
p<.01, r=.24), topic sentence (Z=-2.304, p<.01, r=.49), supporting information for the second paragraph (Z=-2.321,
p<.01, r=.49), writing either third paragraph topic sentence (Z=-1.876, p<.01, r=.40), and supporting information
(Z=-2.392, p<.01, r=.51).

Also, the introduction paragraphs' draft and final mean scores of the student were higher than those of other
categories (Figure 2). They were already successful in writing an introduction paragraph based on their
observations. Compared to the students' mean scores in each category, writing a thesis statement has the highest
scores after revising. Students were also better at developing the first paragraph to support a thesis statement.

35
3
2.5
2
1.5
1
1R IR IR
. n
Intro.  Thesis Top. Supp. Top. Supp. Top. Supp. Conc.
Sent.1 Info.l Sent.ll Info.Il Sent.lll Info.lll

B Pre-test Post-test

Figure 2: Percentage of Pretest and Posttest Means of the Opinion Text Structure
3.1.2 Expository Texts

The structure and content of opinion texts were evaluated under the following 10 categories: purpose, title, main
idea/topic, introduction, facts, subtitles/categories, sequence, conclusion, text features (pictures, graphics, etc.),
and language. There was a significant difference between the draft and final paper scores in the categories of the
main idea/topic (Z=-3.900, p<.01, r=.78), introduction (Z=-4.300, p<.01, r=0.86), facts (Z=-3.879, p<.01, r=0.77),
subtitles/categories (Z=-3.704, p<.01, r=0.74), sequence (Z=-3.666, p<.01, r=.73), conclusion (Z=-2.801, p<.01,
r=.56), text features (pictures, graphics, etc.) (Z=-3.169, p<.01, r=.63) and language (Z=-4.021, p<.01, r=.80])
except purpose (Z=-1.342, p<.01, r=.26) and title (Z=-2.232, p<.01, r=.44) categories of the texts.

Although there was a significant difference in the scores for the conclusion and text feature categories, the mean
scores of these categories were relatively low compared to other categories (Figure 3).
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Figure 3: Percentage of Pretest and Posttest Means of the Expository Text Structure
3.1.3 Argumentative Texts

The argumentative texts were evaluated under the following 11 categories: data introduction, claim, supporting
evidence |, elaboration of evidence I, supporting evidence Il, elaboration of evidence Il, counterargument,
supporting evidence, elaboration of evidence, rebuttals, and conclusion. A significant difference has been
observed in the pre-test and post-test of the scores for data introduction (Z=-2.889, p<.01, r=.52), claim (Z=--
2.640, p<.01, r=.48), elaboration of second evidence (Z=-2.682, p<.01, r=.48), writing rebuttals (Z=-3.207, p<.01,
r=.58]) and conclusion (Z=-3.391, p<.01, r=.61). The results of the other categories respectively; first supporting
evidence (Z=-1.633, p<.01, r=.29) and its elaboration (Z=-1.741, p<.01, r=.31), second supporting evidence (Z=-
2.145, p<.01, r=.39), developing counterargument (Z=-2.195, p<.01, r=.40) and supporting evidence for
counterargument (Z=-1.508, p<.01, r=.27) and elaboration of this evidence (Z=-2.145, p<.01, r=.39) showed no
significant difference between the draft and final writing achievement scores of the students.

The mean scores of the students in elaborating evidence for supporting evidence of the claim are relatively low
compared to the other categories. They were better at writing claims and supporting evidence (Figure 4).
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Figure 4: The Percentage of Pretest and Posttest Means of the Argumentative Text Structure

3.2 Gender Difference

No significant difference has been observed between male and female students' draft and final writing scores of
different texts (Table 3).

164



Asian Institute of Research Education Quarterly Reviews Vol.5 Special Issue 2, 2022

Table 3: T-Test Results of Gender Difference in Genre Writing

Factors Group N X Sd df t p

Opinion draft Male 6 9.00 2.19 20 -1.63 A1
Female 16 13.75 6.87

Opinion final Male 6 21.16 7.57 20 .666 51
Female 16 18.62 8.10

Expository draft Male 9 20.00 6.28 23 -0.13 .89
Female 16 20.37 6.77

Expository final Male 9 26.66 3.39 23 -0.31 75
Female 16 27.43 6.84

Argumentative draft Male 13 15.38 6.71 28 -1.93 .06
Female 17 19.52 5.03

Argumentative final Male 13 19.84 6.13 28 -2.13 .04
Female 17 24.94 6.72

p<.01

Although there was no significant difference between opinion text scores based on gender, male students' average
scores exceeded that of female students for the first time (Figure 5).
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Figure 5: Percentage of Males' and Females' Pretest and Posttest Scores of Different Genres
3.3 The Effect of Genre

Figure 6 depicts the development of the main parts: introduction, body, and conclusion. According to the figure,
students increased their scores in an opinion text body, expository text introduction, and argumentative text
conclusion (19% - 20%). The increase in the scores of opinion text introduction and conclusion and expository
text body and conclusion varied between 15% and 17%. Argumentative text introduction and body scores have
the least increasing rates (10% - 11%). The participants were good at writing an introduction compared to the other
parts. In the development of the body paragraphs, it appears that students were better at expository texts. In their
final paper, they developed body paragraphs of opinion texts in their final forms. The conclusion part of the
expository texts had the lowest scores.
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Figure 6: Percentage of Pretest and Posttest Means of the Main Parts of Each Text

The ANOVA and Friedman test results revealed no significant difference (F=.96, df=2, p=.013, 2 =.03) between
the introduction pretest scores of opinion and expository and argumentative texts. Also, there was a significant
difference (x2=6.31, p=.043) between the introduction posttest scores of opinion texts (median =7), expository
texts (median =6), and argumentative texts (median =5). The difference occurred between the means of opinion
texts and argumentative texts. The development of the introduction of opinion texts was significantly higher than
the argumentative essays. The body part of each writing pretest score varied significantly depending on whether
the task was opinion, expository, or argumentative (F=13.4, df=2, p=.001, 2 =.30). Also, a significant difference
has been observed between opinion and expository texts; the success rate was 30% due to the genre. A comparison
of the mean number of pre-texts completed by participants showed that students performed reasonably well in
expository writing (x=13.97, S=1.04) and argumentative writing (Xx=10.34, S=1.04). However, their performance
in writing body parts was considerably low in writing opinion texts (Xx=6.95, S=1.04). There was also a significant
difference between the posttest scores of the body parts (F=12.6, df=2, p=.001, 2 =.24). The difference occurred
between the expository texts (x=18, S=1.16) and other genres, which are opinion texts (x=11.7, S=1.16) and
argumentative texts (x=12.6, S=1.16). There was a significant difference (x2=18.3, p=.001) between the
conclusion pre-tests scores of opinion texts (median =1), expository texts (median =0), and argumentative texts
(median =1). The difference occurred between the means of expository texts and the other genres. The performance
for writing a conclusion for expository texts is considerably low compared to other genres. A significant difference
(x2=9.93, p=.007) has been observed between the conclusion posttest scores of opinion texts (median =2),
expository texts (median =1), and argumentative texts (median =2). The difference occurred between the means
of expository post-texts and argumentative posttests.

4. Discussion

Despite the limitations, such as sample size and lack of a control group, the results of the present study should be
interpreted with the knowledge of two issues. One is the students who were familiar with this process from the
second grade, and the other is the nature of the study that is a part of a long-term study that aims to apply the
process approach -writing workshop- in the Turkish context. This study offers evidence-based instruction for
elementary teachers to teach writing with the adaptation process of the national curriculum.

Using strategy instruction and a genre-specific approach as part of the revision and feedback have been found to
be effective in improving the quality of students' narratives. This study focused on writing different types of texts
and explicitly teaching fourth-grade students the characteristics of genres such as opinion, expository and
argumentative texts. Although there is a significant difference between the total scores in each text type, no
difference has been observed between girls and boys regarding writing performance. Although there was the
highest increase in opinion text, the highest mean scores were in expository text type. The study results are
consistent with predictions from other studies that provide additional empirical support for the positive link
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between using explicit strategy instruction, and teaching genre-specific elements for planning, revising, and
writing quality. The findings of three recent meta-analyses provide further support for the positive effect of text
structure instruction (Graham et al., 2012; Kansizoglu & Bayrak Comert, 2017; Koster et al., 2015). They reported
average weighted effect sizes for explicit strategy and text structure instruction ranging from .59 to 1.15,
respectively. Graham et al. (2012) examined the effect of writing instruction practices applied to primary school
students (first-second graders), and they identified strategy instruction, self-regulation attached strategy
instruction, text structure instruction, peer-support, writing evaluation, process-based approach, and
comprehensive writing programs as seven interventions of 13 effective writing practices.

Graham and Perin (2007) evaluated the effectiveness of writing instruction methods used in the 4 — 12" grades
and reported process-based writing approach, teaching strategy, and peer support as effective methods within 11
dimensions. Koster et al. (2015) examined 32 studies using meta-analysis to determine effective instructional
writing practices for fourth and sixth graders. Among the ten goal-setting dimensions, strategy instruction,
instruction of text structures, peer support, and feedback were the most effective intervention for students' writing
achievements. Kansizoglu and Bayrak Comert (2017) conducted a meta-analysis study to identify the level at
which the "writing as a process" approach affects students' writing success. The results of 21 experimental/ quasi-
experimental studies conducted in Turkey that meet the criteria for inclusion have been synthesized. According to
the meta-analysis results, using a planned writing and evaluation model has the highest effect on students' writing
achievements.

These findings also support the results explicitly indicating that teaching student to use genre or task-specific
strategies have positively affected writing quality and students' achievement. Olinghouse et al. (2015) found that
both the discourse and topic knowledge of fifth-grade students contributed to the quality of writing and the number
of genre-specific elements included in writing stories, persuasive papers, and informational texts. These results
reveal that students' knowledge about writing can affect the quality of writing even though developing writers may
have limited skills.

Ferretti and Lewis (2018) examined the effects of writing goals and knowledge of the persuasion genre on the
quality of argumentative writing. Their analyses showed that genre-specific writing goals and knowledge of
persuasion predicted the quality rate of writing (Gillespie et al., 2013; Olinghouse & Graham, 2009; Olinghouse
et al., 2015). Although writing argumentative essays is challenging for young learners, Philippakos et al. (2018)
designed research to develop an intervention based on strategy instruction and used genre elements to guide
planning and evaluation for revision. Pretest—posttest comparisons showed improvements in quality in genre
elements.

In this study, each text has been evaluated in different categories regarding structure and content. A problem with
focusing on the last parts of the opinion and argumentative texts and improving their content has been observed.
While this is the third paragraph that supports the thesis statement in opinion articles, it has become the conclusion
part of the expository text. In argumentative texts, it was challenging to develop each paragraph.

Finalizing the writing activity in each text type and making it ready for printing/sharing with the reader has
increased over time, and 19 students have completed their writing activities in each text type. However,
considering the average persuasiveness of students in opinion and argumentative writing, it would be safe to say
that it was not well developed. Students failed to provide support for the second and third paragraphs, including
topic sentences and supporting information. It is also evident in argumentative essays.

Subsequently, no statistically significant improvement has been observed in most of the elements of the text's
developing part. It is also interesting to add that students were successful in the introduction paragraphs of both
the opinion and expository text drafts, which are not an issue for argumentative texts. Having a good introduction
is an indicator of developing the text more successfully. However, as students focus on the introduction in revising,
they poorly develop other genre-specific elements. These results are also consistent with the results of other
studies.
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Students who received a detailed goal focusing instruction on the inclusion of genre-specific discourse elements
positively affected the quality of students' written arguments resulting in writing more persuasively than those who
received a general writing goal. Few students considered the alternative perspective (Ferretti et al., 2009). A
significant minority of these students (43%) could not state that persuasion involves convincing another person
(Ferretti & Lewis, 2019). My-side bias is common in students' persuasive writing (Ferretti & Fan, 2016).

According to Beyreli and Konuk (2018) study, students' ability to create persuasive texts was improved through
education. At the end of the education, counter opinions, source, elaboration are the three categories between six
categories that did not reach "very good" level out of an of 17 categories in total. The failure to address
counterview, inadequate resource use, and elaboration techniques were explained as it might be because of
insufficient development of critical and abstract thinking and a lack of the students' research culture. Persuasive
writing that includes opinion and argumentative writing is challenging for young and emerging writers as it
requires both social considerations like convincing a reader and cognitive processes such as planning and revising
(Philippakos, 2017). Also, students in elementary grades know more about stories than persuasive and
informational texts (Gillespie et al.,2013). Written argumentation is also insensitive to alternative perspectives and
is often of poor quality compared to other genres. Students who provide strong reasons with supporting examples
often fail to provide alternative views in their written arguments (Ferretti & Graham, 2019). When developing
counterarguments for convincing the reader, children at an early age have difficulty choosing persuasive reasons
and taking the perspective of others (Golder & Coirier, 1994). Although there was a difference in the mean scores
of males and females, the results were not statistically significant. The study results did not support the superiority
of females over males in writing and writing knowledge (Gelati, 2011). Also, it supports the results of Gillespie et
al.'s (2013) research. Their study examined the relationship between the characteristics of writing types and
knowledge about the writing process. They also controlled writing achievement and gender as they might affect
knowledge about the writing process. Gender and writing achievement were not controlled for statistically
significant. The genre explains approximately 30% of the success. Although the improvement in opinion text is
higher than in expository and argumentative texts, students are better at writing expository texts than other types
of argumentative and opinion texts, respectively. Also, the study results challenge the meta-analysis findings of
Kansizoglu and Bayrak Comert (2017), indicating that effect sizes do not differ significantly depending on the text
type (informative, narrative, and free) used in process-based writing instruction. When looking at the texts as an
introduction, body, and conclusion, students were good at the introduction but showed more improvement in
opinion texts. The students performed reasonably well developing the body paragraphs on expository writing and
argumentative writing but low in writing opinion texts. However, the performance for writing a conclusion for
expository texts is considerably low compared to other genres.

5. Conclusion

Although the size of the sample is one of the limitations of this study, the background of the students who were
introduced to process-based writing at the beginning of the second grade and were exposed to different types of
writing experiences made this study stronger than the studies that examined the effect of different writing strategies
with the students for a very limited time. Stories and informational genres have received the most attention in
writing research and classrooms (Donovan & Smolkin, 2006). Compared to other genres, such as stories, exposure
to persuasive text may be limited. Furthermore, most research was conducted on writing strategies, and less
research focused on planning and revising strategies (Harris et al.,2013). The results of this study contributed to
the body of knowledge in the areas that require more attention than others. The quality of composing is determined
by how many and how well genre elements are used within a text (Graham et al.,2011). The characteristics of the
genre-specific elements of different texts overlap. Also, they have several unique features specific to that genre.
Improving the quality of the essay depends on deciding the central genre elements and enhancing the quality of
these features. In this study, fourth-grade students had strategy instruction for explicit guidance on the structure of
the genre, including topic, audience, purpose, and form of the text.

Genre-based strategy instruction included students using organizers to plan for considering the elements of the
specific genre. They also applied genre-specific criteria derived from these elements to evaluate and revise their
draft texts with teachers and peers. Process-based writing and genre-specific strategy instruction affected the
writing achievement of primary school students. For academic growth and increasing students' writing and
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interdependence skills, evidence-based writing practices should be implemented and begin from the beginning of
schooling.

Teaching approaches that include strategies for consulting and responding to children's literacy learning develop
their learner activities by valuing their ideas as writers (Edwards & Jones, 2018). Students who are also assigned
as a reviewer for reading, rating and suggesting the persuasive essays of their peers wrote better quality final essays
than both control groups that one of them only reads the texts and the other read the narratives to control time and
effort (Philippakos & MacArthur, 2016). According to the study results, specific genre knowledge also enriches
students' feedback on each other's writing, resulting in improvement in writing quality (Hoogeveen & van
Gelderen, 2015). The need for teaching more about the elements of common writing genres in elementary grades
became apparent as a result of this study. The earliest they were introduced to different genres and the most
knowledgeable and proficient writers they became. Teachers need more writing activities to discuss genre-specific
features and learn more strategies for planning, developing and revising their writing pieces. This is necessary for
students to learn the production process of informative texts, including expository, persuasive, and argumentative
texts. This study shows that developing an argument based on an opinion or a claim is more complicated than
giving information on a topic. In addition, the beginning of the essay is more focused on development compared
to the body of the text. Therefore, it is crucial to spend more time writing persuasive essays in early grades and
focus on every element of the genre structure.
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