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ABSTRACT

The research aims to improve the fictional story writing skills of primary
school students within the framework of constructivism and narratology.
The research model was structured as an embedded design,
incorporating the qualitative process within the experimental design of
the mixed-method research. According to the results, narrative elements,
story organization, and post-test story writing total scores of the
experimental group students increased. Similarly, an increase was found
in the post-test story writing total scores in the control group. Although
no significant difference was found between the pre-test total story
writing scores of the experimental and control groups, the experimental
group showed a greater increase in post-test scores compared to the
control group. When the qualitative data were analyzed, it was
determined that the experimental group students' awareness of story
writing increased significantly more than that of the control group
students. These results show that constructivist-based story-writing
training improves fictional story-writing skills.
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Introduction

Constructivist Approach

Constructivism, initially articulated by Socrates two millennia ago as "knowledge being
only perception" (Simsek, 2004, p. 117), was later expressed by Giambattista Vico as verum
ipsum factum: "to know something is to have made it and to be able to explain it"
(Glasersfeld, 1984, p. 27). Kant (1993, p. 13), in his seminal work Critique of Pure Reason,
posited that knowledge begins with experience. Piaget's cognitive constructivism, an
epistemological approach that gained prominence in the last quarter of the 20th century
(Arslan, 2007, p. 58), posits that knowledge does not represent an independent reality but
rather serves an adaptive function (Glasersfeld, 2007, p. 3). This approach is predicated on
the individual's active construction of knowledge based on their experiences (Hanley, 1994,
p. 2). According to Piaget, individuals utilize their existing mental schemas and thought
structures, reorganizing them when confronted with new information that is incompatible
with their current understanding. In this manner, they resolve the cognitive dissonance by
developing new schemas. In essence, constructivism is defined as the assimilation of new
information with prior knowledge, thereby facilitating new learning. Students engage in a
constructive process wherein they actively construct and organize knowledge (Bruning,
Schraw & Norby, 2014, pp. 213-214; Schcolnik, Kol & Abarbanel, 2016, p. 14; Slavin,
2015, pp. 31-32).

Another prominent approach is social constructivism. Emphasizing the social origins of
cognition and the profound influence of social interaction on learning, Vygotsky's
educational philosophy underscores the interplay between human rationality and the
external world (Liu & Matthews, 2005, p. 398). Vygotsky emphasized the crucial role of
social interaction between learners and their environment in the learning process (Pritchard,
2009, p. 24). Children learn about the world they live in through adults (Vygotsky, 2018, p.
54).

According to Glasersfeld, who was influenced by Giambattista Vico and Piaget, radical
constructivism concerns the individual's subjective construction of reality within the human
mind (Oztiirk, 2014, p. 91; Glasersfeld, 1989b, p. 124). According to Vico, the construction
of knowledge is not limited to an objective reality that is neither experienced nor known.

Knowledge, in Vico's view, should represent a perceived reality that is considered to exist
independently of the individual (Glasersfeld, 1995a, p. 3).

Narratology: Narrative and Story

Narratological studies commenced in 1966, although the term "narratology" itself was
first coined by Tzvetan Todorov in 1969 (Derviscemaloglu, 2014, p. 29). Fludernik (2005,
p. 36) delineates the history of narratology as comprising two primary periods: the first
encompassing the foundational work of Todorov, Barthes, and Greimas, and the second
marked by the contributions of Gérard Genette, F. K. Stanzel, Mieke Bal, Seymour
Chatman, Gerald Prince, and Susan Lanser. It should be noted that narratology theorists such
as Henry James, Wayne Booth, and Mikhail Bakhtin each advanced distinct theories, often
employing their own unique terminologies (Cirakli, 2015, p. 23). Examining definitions of
narrative, Chatman (2008, p. 23) asserts that narrative comprises both story and discourse.
Jahn (2012, p. 45) offers a similar perspective to Chatman. The story pertains to content,
whereas discourse encompasses form and style. Gerald Prince (1982, p. 4) defines narrative
as the representation of at least two real or fictionalized events in a temporal sequence, not
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necessarily implying a cause-and-effect relationship. Mieke Bal (1999, p. 16) describes
narrative in terms of narrator and perspective and considers the elements of narrative as parts
of a whole. Consequently, narrative can be defined as the analysis of the interconnectedness
of events arranged within a temporal framework. Stories are integral components of these
narratives and fall under the purview of narratology, a distinct field of study (Todorov, 2011,
p. 59). This narrative style is fundamentally event-based (Karadag, 2003, p. 86). Forster
(1985, p. 128) defines the story as a chronologically ordered sequence of events, positing it
as the foundational element of the novel. Stories, centering on human conflict and its
chronological resolution, serve as a sociological reflection of a society's values, goals, and
beliefs (Stein, 1988, p. 282).

Writing

Writing is a complex skill acquired through the intricate coordination of cognitive and
psychomotor processes, honed through consistent practice. Despite its significance, the
precise mechanisms by which children produce their initial texts and how this nascent
writing relates to the final written product remain relatively unexplored (von Koss
Torkildsen, Morken, Helland & Helland, 2016, p. 530). Flower and Hayes (1981)
conceptualized the writing process as encompassing three distinct stages: planning,
translating (or transcribing), and revising. The 4+1 Planned Writing and Assessment Model
comprises several key stages: preparation (which includes techniques such as brainstorming,
research, observation, and experience sharing to elicit students' prior knowledge); planning
(where the topic and purpose of the writing are established); drafting (where initial text is
produced); revising (where the written work is refined and corrected for content, spelling,
and punctuation); and publishing (where the final writing is shared through various
platforms, such as a classroom board or school website) (Karatay, 2013, pp. 28-30).

Research Aim and Research Questions

In the process of story writing, children often draw upon familiar narratives, either rewriting
them or extending them through their own creative elaborations. They are capable of both
narrating personal memories and crafting original fictional stories (Tompkins, 2003, p. 50).
Naturally, certain discourse types emerge earlier in development than others. For instance,
more complex narrative forms, such as novel or short story writing, typically develop later,
whereas the narration of personal experiences emerges earlier in childhood (Shiro, 2003, p.
166). Existing literature also indicates that children tend to produce a greater number of
personal narratives compared to fictional narratives (Ghezzi, Bijou, Umbreit & Chao, 1987;
Allen, Kertoy, Sherblom & Petit, 1994; Shiro, 2003). Children inherently utilize personal
narratives more frequently than fictional narratives within their social interactions. This
practice facilitates the development of a better structure in personal narratives compared to
fictional stories (Peterson, Jesso & McCabe, 1999, p. 65). Berman (1995) posits that while
children may demonstrate proficiency in recounting personal experiences, they often
encounter challenges in constructing original fictional narratives. This research integrated
the thematic approach and constructivism (Ashokan, 2014, p. 49; Cecen & Cifte¢i, 2007, p.
41), enabling students to explore the subject matter in depth within a defined thematic
framework, and combined this with narratology, which emphasizes the sequence, unity, and
interconnectedness of events in narrative fiction (Rimmon-Kenan, 2005; Chatman, 2008).
Addressing the aforementioned challenges, this study aims to enhance the fictional story
writing skills of fourth-grade primary school students through an integrated framework
encompassing constructivist principles, the thematic approach, and narratological concepts.
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The following research questions, both quantitative and qualitative, were formulated to
guide this study:

> s there a statistically significant difference between the pre-test story writing scores
and post-test story writing scores of the experimental and control group students?

» What is the awareness of the experimental and control group students about story
writing before and after the research?

To further investigate these overarching questions, the following sub-questions were
addressed:

» Is there a statistically significant difference between the pre-test story writing scores
and post-test story writing scores of the experimental group students?

» Is there a statistically significant difference between the pre-test story writing scores
and post-test story writing scores of the experimental group students in terms of including
narrative elements in their stories?

» Is there a statistically significant difference between the pre-test story writing scores
and post-test story writing scores of the experimental group students in terms of story
organization?

» Is there a statistically significant difference between the post-test story writing scores
and retention test story writing scores of the experimental group students?

» Is there a statistically significant difference between the pre-test story writing scores
and post-test story writing scores of the control group students?

» s there a statistically significant difference between the pre-test story writing scores
and post-test story writing scores of the control group students in terms of including narrative
elements in their stories?

» Is there a statistically significant difference between the pre-test story writing scores
and post-test story writing scores of the control group students in terms of story
organization?

> Is there a statistically significant difference between the pre-test story writing scores
of the experimental and control group students?

» Is there a statistically significant difference between the pre-test story writing scores
of the experimental and control group students in terms of including narrative elements in
their stories?

> Is there a statistically significant difference between the pre-test story writing scores
of the experimental and control group students in terms of story organization?

» Isthere a statistically significant difference between the post-test story writing scores
of the experimental and control group students?

» Isthere a statistically significant difference between the post-test story writing scores
of the experimental and control group students in terms of including narrative elements in
their stories?

» Isthere a statistically significant difference between the post-test story writing scores
of the experimental and control group students in terms of story organization?

» How is the awareness of the experimental and control group students about story
writing before the research?

» How is the awareness of experimental and control group students about story writing
after the research?

Methodology

© 2025 Journal of Language Education and Research, 11(1), 305-327
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Research Design

This research, designed to enhance constructivist-based story writing skills in primary
school children, employed an embedded mixed methods design, with the qualitative data
collection and analysis integrated into the overarching experimental framework. The
quantitative component of the study utilized a quasi-experimental design with pre-test and
post-test measurements and a control group. Concurrently, the qualitative phase involved
the administration of a story writing awareness assessment before and after the quantitative
intervention to provide a deeper understanding of student perspectives. The experimental
group's intervention was facilitated by the researcher, while the control group's instruction
followed the regular curriculum and was delivered by the classroom teacher. The research
was conducted over a nine-week period, from April 10, 2023, to June 9, 2023, excluding the
time dedicated to the administration of data collection instruments.

Publication Ethics

Marmara University Institute of Educational Sciences Research and Publication Ethics
Committee decided that the research was ethically appropriate with the decision of the ethics
committee dated 09.09.2022 and numbered 07-21 approval.

Participants

The research was carried out with a total of 44 students in the experimental group and the
control group, who were studying in the 4th grade in a primary school in Istanbul. The
participants comprised 43 fourth-grade students from two different classes in a primary
school located on the European side of Istanbul. To determine the experimental and control
groups, all fourth-grade classes (A, B, C, D, E, F, G) at the school were assigned to write a
story with the theme of animals. The resulting stories (fa=17, fg=17, fc=23, {p=20, fg=21,
fr=23, fG=20) were assessed using the "Constructivist-Based Story Evaluation Rubric."
Based on both the rubric scores and the first-semester Turkish course grade point averages
for the 2022-2023 academic year, classes B and D, which exhibited the lowest and most
similar grade point averages, were selected and paired. Class D was randomly assigned to
the experimental group, and class B to the control group.

Research Process

Prior to developing the experimental materials, a comprehensive literature review was
conducted, focusing on constructivist learning principles and narratological theory. Aligned
with the tenets of constructivist pedagogy, activities were designed to promote student
agency and active participation, with the teacher serving as a facilitator rather than a didactic
instructor. The theme of "animals" was selected to provide a focal point and enhance student
concentration during the story writing process. Key narrative elements—event, character,
time, setting, and narrator perspective—were identified and incorporated into the
instructional design, drawing upon established narratological frameworks. Interactive
activity pages were created using the digital design platforms Canva and Story Jumper.

The research process is illustrated in Figure 1 below.
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Evaluation of the pre-test
story writing scores of the
control group students with
the ‘Constructivist based
story evaluation rubric’

Evaluation of the pre-test story
writing scores of the
experimental group students
with the ‘Constructivist based
story evaluation rubric’
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Figure 1. Research Process

The experimental group received the intervention over a nine-week period from April 10
to June 9, 2023, while the control group continued with their standard Turkish language
curriculum during the same timeframe. After completing instructional activities focused on
narrative character elements, students began writing stories and receiving feedback.

Each week, students responded to different initiating event prompts such as "The bat
came out of the cave one morning," "The house cat saw the stray cat through the window,"
and "They came to Africa to film a documentary." These story writing assignments were
completed as homework. The researcher collected the stories, provided feedback based on
narrative elements, and returned them to students. Students who incorporated the feedback
and revised their work shared their updated stories with the researcher.

Following instruction on narrative elements (event, character, time, place, and narrator),
students participated in three weeks of in-class story writing activities. The first activity
involved a whole-class exercise using the prompt "Bees said they would not make honey."
The class collaboratively completed a story planning template on the smart board and wrote
a story with full class participation.

For the second activity, students worked in groups of four with the prompt "The aircraft
landed hard." Each group jointly completed the story planning template, wrote their
collaborative story, and received evaluation afterward. The third activity required
independent work, with students individually planning and writing stories based on the
prompt "The turtle drank water from the river."

The experimental group's instructional activities were organized into three categories:
individual activities, group activities, and whole-class activities. Examples of these activities
and excerpts from student stories are provided below.

© 2025 Journal of Language Education and Research, 11(1), 305-327
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B. OLAYIN FARKINA VARMA
v Ogrencilerinizden resimleri 6ncelik sonralik sirasina uygun siralamalarini isteyiniz.
1. Karigik verilen resimleri olayin gerceklestigi siraya gore sirala.

zihinsel semalarin harekete gegiriniz:

v Sabah oldugunu nasil anlariz?
v Sabah uyaninca sirayla neler yapanz?

anladiniz?

gerekcelendirmesini isteyiniz.
v Ogrencilerinizden resimlerde anlatilan olay arkadaslarina anlatmalarini isteyiniz.
2. Siraladigin resimleri tekrar incele. Olayi arkadaslarina anlat.

v Ogrencileriniz siralama yaparken asagidaki sorularla

v Resimlerdeki kedide dikkatinizi ceken nedir?
Vv Size gore kedi neden aglamaktadir? Bunu nasil

v Ogrencilerinizin siralamalarini kontrol ediniz.
Vv Farkli siralama yapan dgrenciniz varsa nedenini

i

- S.HAFTA 2 ,

C. MEKANI BETIMLEME

v/ Resmi yansitiniz.

v Ogrencilerinizden resmi anlatmalarini isteyiniz.

6. Gordigin resmi anlat.

v/ Sorularla yonlendirme yapiniz.

v/ Burasi neresi olabilir?

v/ Gordiiklerini detayl olarak anlatir misin?

v Ogrencilerinizi "Kiremit kirmizi degirmen gékytzinin
mavisine degiyordu." "Yesilin tonlarini yansitan agaclar pamuk
sekeri bulutlarla kucaklagiyordu." seklinde betimlemeler
yapmaya yonlendiriniz.

v/ Burada hangi hayvanlar yasiyor olabilir?

v/ Bu hayvanlar ne tir olaylar yasiyorlardir?

© 2025 JLERE, Journal of Language Education and Research, 11(1), 305-327
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v Ogrencilerinize kis uykusundan uyanan ayilarla ilgili haberi okumasini syleyiniz.
v Daha sonra "Ayi Popi" isimli 6yky( okumalarini isteyiniz.

Kig uyk dan uy ayilar igin N Dagina yiyecek

birakilds Ocak aywrun ik pazartesi bir guruidama duyuidu madarada. A Pop'nin midesindes geiyordy
S Tt [ yoryen bet ayler in bu gursidama. Ik dnce anfam veremeds Popi. Riyada sandh kesdisini Goderini xngnda
Soeye yhmcek Beskids Cagen il b yar seaoms beyunca magaradaki herkes uyuyordu. Sada dindl, sola dinal, koyun saydy, yine de bir 1irkd uyks
oo.ooo ——— .,. 9 :.“‘.A‘._ Datread, C&Amn#mmb«w
Btis'n
2 % oz aar baakda
'//ﬂ Ketter wedve Dukinly clginoelerden irkikdi ve madarada cldafuny hatrladh tekear. Tim allesi derin bir
A yatianc taristierin kend elerile besiedier| & yovTy Bod 2y, ks mevsiminn Sy, Bahara bir hayl vokR vard, B Giz0 B ¢tz
'///? sireiey Kestie
(oo Titwes Bagta chak Ve yenidea ke yornalyd . .
/ ure ikt Sacinderild ki o estmeye S Biraz irkerek biraz da umuta madaradan bagr 0 ma biyUies
unmaya Bagacdy BIESTe vatandagiar nn be sited by ytusurda cln yavry DM 08 Karksttu Her yer K Yavas yavis
DOz ayan crutmad Yaz atika 0cak bir s ¢ 2o¢ bir yol
vatancagly ayvar do Mays dedial Braz 3, Onlan i bir agn
har Kahrbpren halen per per 10 metreyl buldudu Nemeut Dagy'sa pitan mwmmwn w«uuumwmwo Bir sire soed
Vatascata, oy sykusndan uyanene oim himalne karp o kakmanriar dye & goldider A Pog, ik odip
DOz ay pavrus n Nevat Dady'na pyeces beaks. umw.mmnvmwmmm-wmmmuwm
N N - Dok karsnds durvyords.
Tokr Ormenfnca d oy u WRNBI POy haywankar a5 kaimasn dhye yhyecek brakmay golmisior Gomek kL® dedlL Ab g insaniar...
himileri ise igin fazta Ay Popt ve alies! de bu - W YOreKA” iye QeI igindien Babkiara
BUnin log yetacek 0 L ICAKDESAN e doyurdts. Hepsini 26 olan bagk ™
mmkpi\nmmm ftaski i ¢ fenesisrans o0 naar 00n03. Kegesine oo
Qerertagini sy 0 mgﬂ-‘hlﬂl " WO Arvsesi Ap Popy' .0
Gumqm‘mmmmumwuwwwwinun gazie Ntvﬂnl;oﬂk Mmmnlﬂlhﬂ"ﬂm#"
magarays dodry yola koyudular. Ik gin vardiar, Hepsi qok Eimeden *Ne ) * iy oo, o
yorumeshy, mmwnwwmmwmwwmaw npwmmmmw leﬂﬂimw bahar yan mijdeliyordu.
Qeleceblerden habersiz uykuya Cals Birden ikl Popl Gazlerint aralady. “Himm, sadece bir riyaymes, ok uykum var, Asnem benl
UANGIan3 had QOTETAT AMAYICM. " diye Upina0 v Dahara Gok SIe0RK SRrin Bit
uyhuya daid

v Ogrencilerinizi sinif sayiniza gére esit gruplara ayininiz.

v Oykiiye ait "zaman cizgisini" ve resimleri dagitiniz.

v Resimleri karisik dagitmaya dikkat ediniz.

v Oykilye ait resimleri siralamalarini ve olaylarin gerceklestigi zamanlari ykiden bularak
zaman bolimane yazmalarini isteyiniz.

2. Asagida Ayi Popi isimli 6ykide gerceklesen olaylar sirali bicimde verilmistir.
v Ovkiiye ait resimleri olaylarin sirasini dikkate alarak yapistiriniz.
v Oykiiye gore olaylarin ne zaman gerceklestigini olaylarin altindaki bos olan bélimlere

yaziniz. ZAMANIzalst

e 5 e s v S s

e e e 6 e

.mmrﬂu@ulqul
1 e i

i x, Qs -

v Oykiide kirmizi yazi ile yaziimig bolime dikkat cekiniz.
v/ Zamanda yasanan kirilmayi ve Ayl Popi'nin zamanda geri sigramasini buldurmaya calisiniz.
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Figure 2. Examples of Activities Implemented with the Experimental Group and
Corresponding Teacher Instructions

Figure 3. Examples of Stories Written During the Pre-test Phase of the Research

Figure 4. Examples of Stories Written During the Post-test Phase of the Research

© 2025 JLERE, Journal of Language Education and Research, 11(1), 305-327
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Data Collection and Analysis

Constructivist-Based Story Evaluation Rubric

A valid and reliable analytical rubric was developed specifically for this research to
assess constructivist-based story writing at the primary school level. The development
process involved 30 fourth-grade students from a primary school in Istanbul who wrote
stories on topics of their choice. To ensure inter-rater reliability, both the researcher and a
classroom teacher independently scored these stories. Pearson's product-moment correlation
coefficient was calculated to assess inter-rater agreement and determine the rubric's validity
in measuring the intended construct. Additionally, Cronbach's alpha (o) was used to evaluate
the internal consistency of the inter-rater scoring, while Cohen's kappa coefficient quantified
the level of agreement between the two raters. The analysis yielded a valid and reliable rubric
suitable for evaluating primary school students' story compositions.

Data Collection: "How Do I Write My Story?" Form

The "How Do I Write My Story?" instrument was designed as an open-ended
questionnaire to assess story writing awareness among both experimental group students
engaged in the intervention and control group students following the standard Turkish
Language Teaching Programme (2019). During development, feedback was obtained from
four classroom teachers. Initially containing three questions, the form was subsequently
refined to a single, open-ended question. A pilot test was conducted with five fourth-grade
students, after which final revisions were made before implementing the form in the main
study.

Quantitative and Qualitative Data Analysis

For quantitative analysis, parametric tests were employed after confirming data
normality. Qualitative data were analyzed using content analysis with MAXQDA 2022
software. The two data types were analyzed independently. The Shapiro-Wilk test
determined that pre-test story writing scores of both experimental and control groups (SW
=.930, df =21, p>.05; SW = 915, df = 21, p > .05) and post-test scores (SW = 971, df =
21, p > .05; SW = .934, df = 21, p > .05) were normally distributed. Further analysis of
skewness and kurtosis values confirmed that all score distributions fell within the -1.500 to
+1.500 range, which according to Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) indicates normal
distribution. Based on these findings, parametric tests were selected for data analysis.
Dependent samples t-tests were used to analyze pre-test and post-test scores within each
group, while independent samples t-tests compared scores between groups. Cohen's kappa
coefficient assessed inter-rater reliability by quantifying agreement between raters (Cohen,
1960, p. 38).

Analysis of Cohen's kappa coefficients revealed excellent agreement (k = 0.94) for
the experimental group's pre-test scores, and strong agreement for the experimental group's
post-test scores (k = 0.81), control group's pre-test scores (k = 0.82), and control group's

© 2025 Journal of Language Education and Research, 11(1), 305-327
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post-test scores (k = 0.83). These results demonstrate high inter-rater reliability across all
assessments.

For qualitative data analysis, although narrative element themes were predetermined,
new themes emerged from student responses. Six themes were identified from the
experimental group's post-test responses: event, character, time, space, story organization,
and language and presentation. The codes within each theme were quantified and presented
using frequencies and percentages. Due to limited responses in the experimental group's pre-
test and the control group's pre- and post-tests, comprehensive thematic analysis was not
feasible; therefore, only frequencies and percentages of identified codes are presented for
these datasets.

Results

Story Writing Scores of Experimental Group Students

A statistically significant difference was found between the experimental group's
pre-test and post-test story writing scores, favoring the post-test (t(22) = -8.09, p < .05). It
was seen that there was an increase between the students' pre-test (Xpre-test= 1.41) and post-
test story writing scores (Xpost-tes= 2.15).

Statistically significant differences favoring the post-test were found between the
pre-test and post-test scores for the following narrative elements: relationship between
narrative elements (#(22) = -4.74, p < .05), event (#(22) = -5.00, p < .05), character (#(22) = -
5.52, p <.05), time (#(22) = -6.57, p < .05), and setting (#(22) = -3.76, p < .05). When the pre-
test and post-test results of the students were analyzed, it was observed that there was an
increase in the mean scores of relationship between narrative elements (Xpre-tes= 1.52; Xpost-
test= 2.21), plot (Xpre-test= 1.56; Xpost-tese= 2.17), character (Xpre-test= 1.17; Xpost-tes= 2.08), time
(Xpre-test= 1.43; Xpost-test= 2.52), setting (Xpre-tes= 1.82; Xpost-test= 2.21).

There was a statistically significant difference between pre-test and post-test
exposition (tp2)= -4.05; p<.05), climax (tp2)= -5.72; p<.05), resolution (t22)= -5.10; p<.05)
scores in favour of the post-test. It was seen that there was an increase in the mean scores
of exposition (Xpretes= 1.47; Xposttes= 2.17), climax (Xpre-tes= 1.26; Xposttest= 2.00),
resolution (Xpre-tes= 1.08; Xpost-tes= 1.86).

When the results of the post-test and retention test story writing scores were
examined, it was found that there was no statistically significant difference between the post-
test and retention test story writing scores (t2)= -1.67; p>.05).It was seen that there was an

increase between the post-test (Xposttest= 2.15) and retention test story writing scores
(>_(Retenti0n-test= 2.3 1)

Story Writing Scores of Control Group Students

A statistically significant difference was found between the control group's pre-test
and post-test story writing scores, favoring the post-test (t20= -2.29; p<.05). It was seen that
there was an increase between the students' pre-test (Xpre-test= 1.36) and post-test story
writing scores (Xpost-tes= 1.52).
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No statistically significant differences were found between the pre-test and post-test
scores for the following narrative elements: relationship between narrative elements (t0)= -
1.14; p>.05), character (too= -0.32; p>.05), time (teo= -1.10; p>.05) and setting (to0= -
0.00; p>.05). There was a statistically significant difference between event (to= -2.82;
p<.05) score in favour of post-test. It was seen that there was an increase between the mean
scores of relationships between narrative elements (Xpre-tes= 1.47; Xposttes= 1.61), event
(Xpre-tes= 1.33) event (Xpre-tes= 1.33; Xpost-test= 1.61), time (Xpre-tes= 1.61; Xpost-tes= 1.76).
However, there was a des-crease between the students' character pre-test and post-test mean
scores (Xpre Tes= 1.23; Xposttest= 1.19). The mean score for the setting element remained
constant from pre-test to post-test (Xpre-test= 1.76; Xpost-tes= 1.76).

While there was no statistically significant difference between the pre-test and post-
test exposition (to= -1.67; p=.05) and resolution (t0= -1.36; p>.05) scores, there was a
statistically significant difference between the climax (to= -2.03; p<.05) scores in favour
of the post-test. It was seen that there was an increase between the mean scores of the
students' exposition (Xpre-test= 1.42; Xpost-test= 1.71), climax (Xpre-tes= 1.04; Xpost-tes= 1.33),
solution (Xpre-tes= 1.04; Xpost-tes= 1.19).

Pre-test Story Writing Scores of Experimental and Control Group Students
The results of the independent samples t-test comparing the pre-test story writing
scores of the experimental and control groups are presented in Table 1.

As shown in Table 1, there was no statistically significant difference between the
pre-test story writing scores of the experimental and control groups (tu2)= 0.51; p >.05).

It was seen that there was not a large difference between the mean story writing
scores of the experimental group and control group students (Xgxperimental Group= 1.41; Xcontrol
Group™— 136)

Table 1. Independent Samples t-test Results for Pre-test Story Writing Scores of
Experimental and Control Groups

Groups N X SS t df p
Pre-test Experimental 23 1.41 0.34 0.51 42 0.60

Group

Control Group 21 1.36 0.28

*p<.05

The results of the independent samples t-tests comparing the pre-test scores for
narrative elements between the experimental and control groups are presented in Table 2.:

According to Table 2, it was determined that there was no statistically significant
difference between the pre-test relationship between narrative elements (t@2)=-0.27; p>.05),
event (t42= -0.76; p>.05), character (t42= -0.51; p>.05), time (tu2)= -1.21; p>.05) and
setting (t42)= 0.38; p>.05).

There were no statistically significant differences between the groups on the pre-test
scores for: relationship between narrative elements (Xexperiment Group= 1.52; X Control Group=
157), event (XExperiment Group— 1.56; )_(Control Group— 142), character ()_(Experiment Group— 1. 17,
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)_(Controi Group— 123), time ()_(EXperiment Group— 1.43; XCOntrol Group— 161)7 setting ()_(]”:Xl’eriment Group™
1 82, XControl Group— 1 76)

Table 2. Independent Samples t-test Results for Pre-test Narrative Element Scores of
Experimental and Control Groups

X

Narrative Elements Groups (Pre-test) N SS t df p

Relationship Between _Experimental Group 23 1.52 0.51 -0.27 42 0.78

Narrative Elements Control Group 21 1.57 0.67

Event Experimental Group 23 1.56 0.50 0.76 42 0.45
Control Group 21 1.42 0.67

Character Experimental Group 23 1.17 0.38 -0.51 42 0.60
Control Group 21 1.23 0.43

Time Experimental Group 23 1.43 0.50 -1.21 42 0.23
Control Group 21 1.61 0.49

Setting Experimental Group 23 1.82 0.49 0.38 42 0.70
Control Group 21 1.76 0.62

*p<.05

Independent groups T-Test results of the pre-test story organization scores of the
experimental and control group students were shown in Table 3:

As shown in Table 3, there were no statistically significant differences between the
experimental and control groups on the pre-test scores for (t42)= 0.27; p>.05), climax (t42)=
1.74; p>.05), solution (t@2= 0.50; p>.05).

It was seen that there was not a high difference between the mean scores of the
experimental group and control group students in terms of exposition (Xgxperiment Group= 1.47;
)_(Control Group— 142), climax (XExperiment Group— 1.26; )_(Control Group— 104), resolution (XExperiment
Group— 1.08; XControl Group— 104)

Table 3. Independent Samples t-test Results for Pre-test Story Organization Scores of
Experimental and Control Groups
Storv Oreanization Gronns (Pre-tegt) N X SS t df n
Exposition Experimental Group 23 1.47 0.66 0.27 42 0.78
Control Group 21 1.42 0.50
Climax Experimental Group 23 1.26 0.54 1.74 42 0.09
Control Group 21 1.04 0.21
Resolution Experimental Group 23 1.08 0.28 0.50 42 0.61
Control Group 21 1.04 0.21
*p<.05

Post-test Story Writing Scores of Experimental and Control Group Students

The results of the independent samples t-test comparing the post-test story writing
scores of the experimental and control groups are presented in Table 4.

As shown in Table 4, there was a statistically significant difference between the post-
test story writing scores of the experimental and control groups, favoring the experimental
group (tis= 4.48; p<.05).
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It was seen that there was an increase between the mean story writing scores of the
experimental group and control group students (Xexperimental Group= 2.15; Xcontrol Group= 1.52).

Table 4. Independent Samples t-test Results for Post-test Story Writing Scores of
Experimental and Control Groups

Groups N X SS t df p
Post-test Experimental Group 23 2.15 0.55 4.48 38 0.00*
Control Group 21 1.52 0.37

*p<.05

Independent groups T-Test results of the post-test narrative elements scores of the
experimental and control group students were shown in Table 5:

As presented in Table 5, statistically significant differences favoring the
experimental group were found between the post-test scores of the experimental and control
groups for all narrative elements: relationship between narrative elements (tu2)= 2.68;
p<.05), event (t42)= 3.66; p<.05), character (t42)= -4.49; p<.05), time (t42)=4.13; p<.05) and
setting (t42)= 2.62; p<.05).

The experimental group demonstrated significantly higher mean post-test scores
compared to the control group for all narrative elements: relationship between narrative
elements (XExperiment Group— 2.21; XControl Group— 161), event (XExperiment Group— 2.17, )_(Control
Group— 152), character (XExperiment Group— 2. 08; )_(Control Group— 119), time ()_(Experiment Group—
2.52; )_(Control Group— 176), Setting (XExperiment Group— 2.21; )_(Control Group— 180)

Table 5. Independent Samples t-test Results for Post-test Narrative Element Scores of
Experimental and Control Groups

Narrative Elements Groups (Post-test) N X SS t df p

Relationship Between Experimental Group 23 2.21 0.79 2.68 42 0.01%*

Narrative Elements Control Group 21 1.61 0.66

Event Experimental Group 23 2.17 0.65 3.66 42 0.00*
Control Group 21 1.52 0.51

Character Experimental Group 23 2.08 0.79 4.49 37 0.00*
Control Group 21 1.19 0.51

Time Experimental Group 23 2.52 0.66 4.13 42 0.00*
Control Group 21 1.76 0.53

Setting Experimental Group 23 2.21 0.59 2.62 42 0.01*
Control Group 21 1.80 0.40

*p<.05

The results of the independent samples t-tests comparing the post-test scores for story
organization components between the experimental and control groups are presented in
Table 6.

As presented in Table 6, statistically significant differences favoring the
experimental group were found between the experimental and control groups on the post-
test scores for all story organization components: exposition (tu42= 2.03; p<.05), climax
(t@2= 3.73; p<.05), solution (tu2= 3.76; p<.05).
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The experimental group demonstrated significantly higher mean post-test scores
compared to the control group for all story organization components: exposition (Xgxperiment
Group— 217, )_(Control Group— 171), climax ()_(Experiment Group— 2.00; )_(Control Group— 133), resolution
(XExperiment Group— 186, )_(Control Group— 1. 19)

Table 6. Independent Samples t-test Results for Post-test Story Organization Scores of
Experimental and Control Groups

19

Storv Oreanization Grouns (Post-test) N X SS t df D
Exposition Experimental Group 23 2.17 0.77 2.03 42 0.04*
Control Group 21 1.71 0.71
Climax Experimental Group 23 2.00 0.60 3.73 42 0.00*
Control Group 21 1.33 0.57
Resolution Experimental Group 23 1.86 0.75 3.76 34 0.00*
Control Group 21 1.19 0.40

*p<.05

Story Writing Awareness of Experimental Group Students

The pre- and post-intervention story writing awareness of the experimental and
control group students was assessed using the open-ended questionnaire "How Do I Write
My Story?". Frequencies (f) and percentages (%) were used to present the distribution of
codes.

When the pre-test story writing awareness of the experimental group students was
analyzed, the students stated that they designed their stories in their minds while writing
their stories (f=16). They stated that they determined the subject of the story, determined the
characters (f=5), wrote the title (f=4), specified the setting, evaluated/corrected the story
(f=3), structured the story within the framework of the event, wrote in accordance with
punctuation marks, started the story like a fairy tale, determined the plot (f=2), planned the
story, specified the time and followed the spelling rules (f=1).

The post-intervention story writing awareness of the experimental group was
categorized into six themes: event, character, time, setting, story organization, and language
and presentation. When their awareness of the " plot" theme was analyzed, the students
stated that they established a relationship between events at the highest rate (f=17) while
writing their stories. Establishing a causal relationship between events (f=16) was another
point that students paid attention to in the story writing process. However, they also stated
that they structured the story within the framework of the event (f=7) and determined the
event before writing the story (f=6). When their awareness of the "character" theme was
analyzed, it was in the form of introducing the physical properties of the characters (f=14).
This code was closely followed by introducing the characters with their personality traits
(f=13). Determining the characters before starting to write a story (f=8), naming the
characters and introducing the characters in general without taking any characteristic as a
basis (f=5) were the other codes found in the theme. When their awareness of the "time"
theme was analyzed, the students stated that they specified the time while writing their
stories (f=11), and this code was followed by describing the properties of the time in which
the story took place (f=9). In the "setting" theme, they stated that they presented the setting
(f=11) and mentioned the setting (f=4). Regarding the "story organization" theme, responses
included: the character encountering a problem (f= 11), the character resolving the problem
(f=10), planning the story and selecting a narrator perspective (f= 7), avoiding a fairy-tale
opening and crafting a conclusion (f = 6), evaluating/revising the story (f'= 4), the character
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attempting to solve the problem, and initiating the story with a specific narrative element (f
= 3). Within the "language and presentation" theme, students mentioned writing a title for
the story (f = 5), adhering to spelling rules (f = 3), ensuring the legibility of their writing (f
= 2), and maintaining consistent verb tense throughout the story.

Story Writing Awareness of Control Group Students

Analysis of the control group's pre-intervention story writing awareness revealed that
the most frequent response (f = 19) was that students mentally planned their stories during
the writing process. They stated that they evaluated/corrected the story (f=8), identified the
characters and wrote in accordance with punctuation marks (f=7), wrote a title (f=6), and
paid attention to the legibility of their writing (f=5). Additional responses, in descending
order of frequency, included: naming the characters, adhering to spelling rules, determining
the event (f = 3), planning the story, the character encountering the problem (f'= 2), the
character attempting to solve the problem, the character resolving the problem, crafting a
conclusion, avoiding a fairy-tale opening, describing characters' physical attributes,
mentioning the setting, structuring the story around the central event, and specifying the
time (f=1).

Analysis of the control group's post-intervention story writing awareness indicated
that the most frequent response (f= 15) remained that students mentally planned their stories
while writing. Other post-intervention responses included: using correct punctuation (f=9),
evaluating/revising the story, identifying characters (f= 8), determining the story's topic and
writing a title (f=5), and naming characters and mentioning the setting (f = 4). Additional
responses, with a frequency of one or two, included: specifying the time, describing
characters' physical attributes, determining the event, adhering to spelling rules (f = 2),
avoiding a fairy-tale opening, structuring the story around the central event, the character
encountering a problem, the character attempting to solve the problem, and ensuring the
legibility of the writing (f= 1).

Discussion

Changes in Learning of Experimental Group Students

The study revealed statistically significant improvements in the experimental group's
post-test scores compared to their pre-test scores in the following areas: overall story writing
(total score), all measured narrative elements (relationship between narrative elements,
event, character, time, and setting), and all components of story organization (exposition,
climax, and resolution). It was seen that the mean scores of story writing (total mean); in the
narrative elements section, "relationship between narrative elements, event, character, time,
space"; in the story organization section "exposition, climax, resolution" increased.

Furthermore, the qualitative analysis demonstrated a substantial shift in the experimental
group's story writing awareness. Pre-intervention awareness was characterized by thirteen
distinct codes, whereas post-intervention awareness encompassed six overarching themes
and a total of twenty-seven codes, including event, character, time, setting, story
organization, and language and presentation.

Consequently, the findings suggest that the constructivist-based story writing training had
a demonstrably positive impact on both the students' story writing skills and their
metacognitive awareness of the story writing process.
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It was determined that there was no statistically significant difference between the post-
test writing scores and retention test story writing scores of the experimental group students.
It was seen that the students' post-test retention test story writing score average increased
compared to the post-test story writing score average. This slight increase suggests that the
positive effects of the intervention were, to some extent, maintained over the two-week
period following the conclusion of the study.

Changes in Learning of Control Group Students

The control group exhibited statistically significant improvements from pre-test to
post-test in overall story writing scores (total score), as well as in the specific scores for the
event (within the narrative elements section) and climax (within the story organization
section) components.

However, no statistically significant differences were found between the control
group's pre-test and post-test scores for the remaining narrative elements (relationship
between narrative elements, character, time, and setting) or for the exposition and resolution
components of story organization. It was seen that the mean scores of story writing (total
mean); the mean scores of "relationship between narrative elements, event, time" in the
narrative elements section; the mean scores of "exposition, climax, resolution" increased
compared to the pre-test mean scores. However, the post-test mean score for "character"
decreased compared to the pre-test mean score, while the mean score for "setting" did not
change.

The statistically significant improvements observed in the event and climax scores
suggest that the control group students, even without the specific intervention, may have
focused on establishing relationships between events and developing a more coherent
narrative structure, particularly in the climax of their stories. There was no significant
difference in favour of the post-test in character and setting scores. This suggests that the
control group students did not demonstrate improvement in their ability to develop
characters or utilize setting effectively in their stories. These findings may indicate
challenges faced by the control group students in defining character traits and integrating
relevant setting details into their narratives.

When we look at the pre-test story writing awareness of the control group students,
it was seen that their pre-test story writing awareness consisted of "twenty codes", while
their post-test story writing awareness consisted of seventeen codes. This finding aligns with
previous research by Kaynas and Anilan (2014), who found that fifth-grade students often
struggled to effectively incorporate key story elements (e.g., main character, setting, time,
initiating event, goal, initiative, result, reaction) into their written narratives. While the
standard Turkish curriculum may have had a limited positive impact on the control group's
story writing skills, the minimal change in the identified codes between the pre-test and post-
test suggests that it did not substantially enhance their metacognitive awareness of the story
writing process.

Changes between Experimental and Control Group Students' Learning

It was determined that there was no statistically significant difference between the
pre-test story writing scores (total score) of the experimental group and control group
students; "relationship between narrative elements, event, character, time and setting" in the
narrative elements section; and "exposition, climax, resolution" in the story organization
section.
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There was no significant difference between the mean scores of the experimental
group and control group students in pre-test story writing (total score); "relationship between
narrative elements, event, character, time and setting" in the narrative elements section;
"exposition, climax and resolution" in the story organization section. This result showed
that the groups were involved in the process under similar conditions before the research.

In contrast to the pre-test findings, a statistically significant difference emerged
between the experimental and control groups' post-test story writing scores (total score),
favoring the experimental group. This significant difference extended to all measured
narrative elements (relationship between narrative elements, event, character, time, and
setting) and all components of story organization (exposition, climax, and resolution), with
the experimental group consistently outperforming the control group. The mean scores of
the experimental group students in the post-test story writing (total score); "relationship
between narrative elements, event, character, time, setting" in the narrative elements section;
"exposition, climax, resolution" in the story organization section increased compared to the
control group students.

In their awareness of the event theme, the experimental group students stated that
they established a relationship between events while writing their stories. Furthermore, they
highlighted the establishment of causal connections between events and the structuring of
the narrative around a central event. Mckeough, Palmer, Jarvey, and Bird (2007) stated that
children between the ages of 8-10 can construct their texts around a plot in their texts.
Another view was that they determine the event before writing the story. In a study
conducted by Berman and Slobin (1987), a group of native speakers of English, German,
Hebrew, and Turkish, consisting of 3-year-olds, 5-year-olds, 9-year-olds, and adults, were
asked to create a story with a series of events consisting of 24 pictures named Frog! Where
are you? While 3-year-olds only described the pictures, older narrators combined the
sentences in a causal and temporal framework. In a similar study conducted by Bamberg
and Marchman (1990), it was found that children in all age groups (5 years, 9 years and
adults) sequenced the events in the story linearly, but younger children were less competent
in identifying the episodes of the story. Aksu-Kog (1993), in a study with Turkish-speaking
children and adults, observed a developmental progression in narrative skills: 3-year-olds
primarily described individual pictures, 5-year-olds began to sequence events temporally, 9-
year-olds and adults constructed narratives with hierarchically organized and temporally
ordered episodes. These studies had shown that narrative skills develop from childhood to
adulthood. However, a programme that includes constructivist-based story writing training,
such as the one applied in this study, leads to the development of narrative skills including
plot.

Within the "character" theme of the qualitative data, the experimental group students most
frequently mentioned describing the physical appearance of their characters. This code was
closely followed by introducing the characters with their personality traits, identifying the
characters before starting to write a story, naming the characters and introducing the
characters in general. This finding resonates with earlier work by Stein and Glenn (1979, p.
118), who observed that while younger children (first and second graders) tend to focus on
physical characteristics, actions, and repeated requests when constructing characters, older
children begin to incorporate more complex behavioral sequences into their character
portrayals. McKeough and Genereux (2003), in their research examining the distribution of
the structure and content of the stories written by students aged 6-12 according to age groups,
state that students in the 8-10 age group elaborate the characters and events more in their
stories and begin to construct increasingly complex plots consisting of characters with more
complex situations. Cowie (1985), in his research, found that in stories written by 113
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children aged between 7 and 11 years, indicating the psychological characteristics of the
characters increased with age. While studies by Coskun (2005) and Yilmaz (2008) indicate
that fifth- and sixth-grade students generally include main characters in their stories, they
also highlight a common limitation: a lack of detailed character description.

The experimental group students stated that they stated time and described the characteristics
of time while writing their stories in their awareness of the theme of time. Yasul (2014)
found in his study that 4th grade primary school students stated the element of time in their
stories, but the rate of students who described time clearly and in detail was low. Ozcan's
(2005) research, analyzing stories from both children and adults, further supports the
developmental nature of temporal awareness in narratives, finding that the sophistication of
temporal expression increases with age. Duran and Bitir (2020) investigated the specific
types of temporal references used by primary school students. They found that the use of
broader time categories (e.g., period/time period and seasons) decreased with grade level,
while the use of more specific time categories (e.g., time of day and year/date) increased.
Fourth-grade students in their study primarily used year/date, time of day, and days of the
week as temporal markers.

Accordingly, the element of time varies from macro-time to micro-time as children
approach the abstract operations period.

Within the "setting" theme, the experimental group students most frequently reported
both introducing and specifying the setting of their stories.

Regarding post-intervention story organization awareness, the experimental group
students frequently mentioned key narrative elements such as the character encountering a
problem, the character resolving the problem, pre-planning the story, selecting a narrator
perspective, and crafting a conclusion. This emphasis on story organization aligns with
Canals-Botines's (2020) assertion that children's understanding of narrative structures is a
significant factor in the development of their story writing abilities. Showing the students
the narrative structure by first reading a short story or watching a film, asking them to write
a story, asking them to analyse each other's stories by changing the stories and checking
whether they were suitable for the narrative structure would make it easier to write stories
within the framework of the narrative structure.

Children's stories about past events tell us a lot about their memory. Children who
produce better narratives about a previously experienced event are not mistaken about the
event in their autobiographical memory when asked misleading questions about that event,
but children who produce good narratives about other events they have not experienced can
be manipulated by misleading questions (Kulkofsky & Klemfuss, 2008, p. 1454). Verbal
inputs given by caregivers and teachers influence children's narrative development (Zhang,
2009, p. 12). Young children talking about their experiences with adults plays a role in the
development of autobiographical memory. When adults relate their experiences to a child,
they teach children how to remember their personal experiences: what kinds of events are
memorable, which aspects of these events are memorable, how to arrange events in temporal
order, how to make inferences about causality, how to evaluate human behavior (Mullen &
Yi, 1995, pp. 407-408). According to Karatay (2011, p. 1037), the teacher was a guide who
coordinates with students for a systematic and planned process, while the student was at the
center and active. The teacher's role was to observe and evaluate the students and ensure that
they do not move on to the next stage without completing one stage. In the light of these
results, when constructivist-based story writing education was compared with the Turkish
curriculum process, it was possible to say that the story writing skills and awareness of the
experimental group students improved.
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Conclusion

In the study, a constructivist approach was adopted to help students learn how to use
narrative elements and structure their stories within the framework of process-based writing.
According to the results, the experimental group students showed greater improvement in
both average scores and awareness compared to the control group. The findings indicate that
constructivist-based story writing training effectively enhanced the story writing skills and
awareness of 4th-grade primary school students. A statistically significant difference in
favor of the experimental group was found between the post-test total story writing scores
of the experimental and control groups. Additionally, significant differences were observed
in specific areas: the relationship between narrative elements (event, character, time, and
setting) and the story organization components (exposition, climax, and resolution).
Furthermore, the mean post-test total story writing score of the experimental group, as well
as their mean scores in the narrative elements section (relationship between event, character,
time, and setting) and the story organization section (exposition, climax, and resolution),
showed an increase compared to the control group.

Suggestions

Within the scope of the research, in the story writing training, students were given
written feedback, and they were enabled to use narrative elements in their stories. New
studies can be conducted on story writing education with a process-based writing approach
in which feedback strategies are systematically applied. Writing education in primary school
should be planned in accordance with the process-based writing approach. The activities in
the content of the experiment file applied in the experimental group were prepared in three
different categories as individual activity, group activity and class activity. It was observed
that students were active in group activities. Therefore, collaborative learning and process-
based writing approach can be used together in the development of writing skills. Since
narratology constitutes a theoretical background in story writing education, it is
recommended that teachers should have proficiency in narratology for students to use
narrative elements effectively, story theories for story organization and narrative
development in children.
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