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ABSTRACT

DATA DRIVEN LEARNING AND THE USE OF INTERACTIVE
METADISCOURSE MARKERS (TRANSITIONS, FRAME MARKERS AND
CODE-GLOSSES) IN ARGUMENTATIVE PARAGRAPHS WRITTEN BY
FRESHMEN PRE-SERVICE ENGLISH LANGUAGE TEACHERS

CICEK TUMER, Cemre
M.A., The Department of English Language Teaching
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Ciler HATIPOGLU

July 2021, 270 pages

This study attempts (1) to determine the types, frequencies and functions of
interactive metadiscourse devices i.e. transitions, frame markers and code glosses
employed by freshmen pre-service English language teachers of Turkish L1
background in their English argumentative paragraphs, (2) to find out the needs of
freshmen pre-service English language teachers in the use of interactive
metadiscourse markers (3) to unveil the reasons behind their employment and
avoidance of particular markers and (4) to investigate both immediate and long-
term effects of data-driven learning method on the participants’ use of these
markers. To accomplish the goals of the study, data from 7 participants are
collected through five tools: (1) background questionnaire, (2) argumentative
paragraphs written before, during and after the instruction, (3) surveys implemented
during and after the instruction process, (4) participants’ diaries and (5) stimulated
recall sessions and follow-up interviews. The data obtained are analyzed both
qualitatively and quantitatively by adopting longitudinal, concurrent triangulation

mixed method design. The findings indicate that freshmen pre-service English
v



language teachers improve their use of interactive metadiscourse markers in terms
of accuracy and variety thanks to the data-driven learning mediated student specific
interactive metadiscourse marker instruction and gain awareness about the use and
importance of these devices. Therefore, it is suggested that sparing class time for
specific interactive metadiscourse marker instruction is essential. Moreover, using
corpus-informed materials motivates learners’ since they are exposed to authentic

examples and are able to analyze them in terms of interactive metadiscourse use.

Keywords: Metadiscourse, Interactive Metadiscourse Markers, Data Driven

Learning, TOEFL11 Corpus



0z

VERI YONETIMLI OGRENME VE BIRINCI SINIF INGILiZCE
OGRETMENLIGI BOLUMU OGRENCILERI TARAFINDAN YAZILAN
TARTISMACI PARAGRAFLARDA ETKILESIMLI UST SOYLEM
YAPILARININ (BAGLAYICILAR, CERCEVE BELIRLEYICILER VE KOD
COZUMLEYICILER) KULLANIMI

CICEK TUMER, Cemre
Yiiksek Lisans, Ingiliz Dili Ogretimi Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Ciler Hatipoglu

Temmuz 2021, 270 sayfa

Bu calismanm amaci (1) birinci sinif Ingilizce 6gretmenligi boliimii 6grencileri
tarafindan yazilan tartismaci paragraflarda kullanilan etkilesimli {ist sdylem
araglarmin (baglayicilar, gerceve belirleyiciler ve kod ¢oziimleyiciler) c¢esitlerini,
sikliklarmni ve islevlerini tanimlamak, (2) birinci smif ingilizce dgretmenligi boliimii
ogrencilerinin etkilesimli {ist sOylem araglarinin kullanimi konusundaki ihtiyaglarini
belirlemek, (3) o6gretmen adaylarimin bu araglar1 kullanilma ve/veya onlardan
kaginmalarinin altinda yatan sebepleri ortaya c¢ikartmak ve (4) veri ydnetimli
O0grenme metodunun Ogretmen adaylarmin  bu araglart  kullanmalarini
gelistirmelerindeki etkisini bulmaktir. Bu amacla, birinci smmf Ingilizce
ogretmenligi boliimii 6grencilerinden elde edilen veriler bes ara¢ ile toplanmistir:
(1) Gegmis anketi, (2) egitim Oncesinde, egitim boyunca ve egitimden sonra
ogretmen adaylar tarafindan yazilan Ingilizce tartismaci paragraflar, (3) egitim

boyunca ve sonrasinda dgrencilere verilen anketler, (4) dgrencilerin giinliikleri ve
vi



(5) takip goriismeleri. Elde edilen veriler karma yontemli arastirma metodu baz
alimarak hem nicel hem de nitel olarak analiz edilmistir. Calismanin bulgulari,
birinci sinif Ingilizce 6gretmenligi béliimii dgrencilerinin, veri ydnetimli 6grenme
metodu ile kendilerine 6zel hazirlanmis egitimler sayesinde etkilesimli iist sdylem
yapilarin1  kullanimlarmi ~ ¢esitlilik ve daha dogru kullanma konusunda
gelistirdiklerini ve bu yapilarin kullanimi ve O©nemi hakkinda farkindalik
olusturduklarimi gostermistir. Bu yiizden, smif i¢cinde bu yapilarin egitimine 6zel
olarak yer verilmesi Onerilmektedir. Ayrica derlem tabanli materyaller 6grencileri

0zglin ornekleri analiz etmelerine firsat verdigi i¢in motive edicidir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ust Soylem, Etkilesimli Ust Soylem, Veri Y6netimli
Ogrenme, TOEFL 11 Derlemi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents the background to the study, its significance and the research

questions that are aimed to be answered.

1.1. Background to the Study

English is the new lingua franca of our age. Thus, to address their needs, today
courses that enable EFL learners to be competent in communication gained
popularity. To that end, along with several skills and strategies trainings, written
discourse competence has also been prioritized. Prommas and Sinwongsuwat
(2011) argue that writing does not only include writing grammatical sentences one
after the other and thus, cohesion and coherence within the text are highly
significant factors in determining one’s overall written discourse competence.
Indeed, this skill includes genre appropriate writing, using the language

appropriately and providing relevant and valid ideas in a coherent way.

Moreover, sociocultural norms and expectations of the target language are also
important factors to be considered when it comes to ‘written discourse competence’.
According to Kaplan (1966), how writing is perceived and constructed is language
and culture specific. That is why, speakers of different languages and cultures may
employ different strategies when writing. For this reason, the unique rhetorical
elements and the strategies employed for writing in L2 learners’ native language
may not fit into the expectations of their target language and this may lead to
misunderstandings and not being regarded as a competent English user (Uysal,
2008). Similarly, Hatipoglu & Alg1 (2017, pp. 86) suggest that that writing in L2
contains “learning, organizing knowledge and thinking within the limits of the

specific discourse genre”. Thus, being aware of the necessary writing strategies of
1



English is highly critical for EFL learners. Yet, several studies have found out that
accomplishing this is highly demanding for L2 learners as it requires them to focus
on several different aspects of the language that they are learning (e.g., Field and

Yip, 1992; Gilquin and Paquot, 2008; Granger and Tyson, 1996; Lorenz, 1999).

Coined by Zellig Harris in 1959, metadiscourse, is defined as “the linguistic and
interpersonal devices which explicitly refer to the organization of the discourse or
the writer’s stance towards either its content or the reader” (Hyland, 1998, p. 438).
That is, it serves as a bridge between the writer and reader since it makes the
transfer of the writer’s intended meaning possible and demonstrates how the ideas
in the text are linked. (Vande Kopple, 1985; Crismore, Markkanen and
Steffensen,1993). Thus, metadiscourse is one of the ways that one can observe how
writers construct their ideas, how they frame their thoughts, knowledge and beliefs
into the expected convention and rhetoric of the language that they are using and
organize them in accordance with the expectations of their audience (Hyland,

2005).

Nevertheless, understanding metadiscourse may be challenging since to position
oneself and facilitate communication between the writer and the reader one would
employ various linguistic elements that cannot be limited to a set of standardized
structures (Hyland and Tse, 2004). Furthermore, because of the differences across
cultures in terms of metadiscourse usage, it is even more complex to use
metadiscourse in one’s target language (Bogdanovic & Mirovic, 2018; Hatipoglu &

Algi, 2018).

Despite its significance, except for the additional points or language boxes in
teaching materials and coursebooks, not many courses focus primarily on
metadiscourse markers (Williams,1981; Steffensen & Cheng, 1996; Bogdanovic &
Mirovic, 2018). As a result, written products of EFL learners differ significantly
when it comes to the rhetoric of English, and this leads written products of EFL
learners to be considered as unqualified (Intaraprawat & Steffensen, 1995). On this

account, there is a need for specific metadiscourse marker instruction and therefore



research about material development and metadiscourse marker instruction is

necessary (Algi, 2012; Ulucay, 2014; Daskin & Hatipoglu, 2019; Sancak, 2019).

Data Driven Learning (DDL) is a recent method in the field of English language
teaching. In this method, language learners are expected to employ corpus data to
learn and use their target language through discovery learning. Previous research on
the pedagogical value of DDL has verified that it is beneficial for second/foreign
language learning for general purposes (Boulton & Cobb, 2017) as well as target
vocabulary acquisition (Lee, Warschauer, & Lee, 2019). Moreover, language
learners’ attitudes towards the inclusion of corpora have mostly been positive
(Bernardini, 2004; Crosthwaite, 2017; Geluso & Yamaguchi, 2014; Kennedy &
Miceli, 2001; Thurstun & Candlin, 1998). Therefore, DDL tends to be a prosperous
method in second/foreign language learning (Chen & Flowerdew, 2018a).
Nevertheless, in spite of its merits, DDL has not been utilized commonly in
language classroom (Boulton, 2017; Yoon, 2011). On this account, more research to
develop different ways to integrate DDL is necessary (Chen & Flowerdew, 2018a).
In addition, there is also a need for empirical research to find out the effectiveness

of DDL in several contexts with different learner groups (Vyatkina, 2016).

In the light of the current issues in research on metadiscourse instruction and
effectiveness of DDL, the present study aims to fill the gaps in the literature by
finding out the effect of DDL on the use of interactive metadiscourse markers

(transitions, frame markers and code glosses) of freshmen year EFL teachers.

1.2. Significance of the Study

For almost half a century, scholars have reported that using appropriate cohesive
devices to organize their texts and building a relationship with their audience are
challenging phenomena for second/foreign language learners (Hyland & Milton,
1997; Chan & Tan, 2010; Algi, 2012; Ho & Li, 2018; Yuksel & Kavanoz, 2018;
Qin & Uccelli, 2019; Ulugay, 2014). Nonetheless, when the previous studies about
metadiscourse markers are examined thoroughly, it can be observed that quite a few

of studies have focused on the specific metadiscourse marker instruction and its
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effects on participants’ metadiscourse marker use (e.g., Dastjerdi and Shirzad, 2010;
Yaghoubi and Ardestani, 2014; Kaya and Sofu, 2020) although there are studies
that have investigated the use of metadiscourse markers of native writers (e.g.,
Hyland and Tse, 2004) and non-native writers (e.g., Kawase, 2015) as well as the
ones that compare the metadiscourse usage of native and non-native speakers of
English in terms of accuracy (e.g., Adel, 2006; Dumlao and Wilang, 2019), and
frequency (e.g., Anwardeen, Luyee, Gabriel and Kalajahi, 2013). Moreover, only
Kaya and Sofu (2020) have primarily addressed to this issue in the Turkish context.
Hence, little is known about whether metadiscourse marker instruction improves the
way Turkish EFL learners’ employ these markers and if it does, to what extend such

an instruction is effective.

Also, Hartnett (1986) suggested that what differentiates good writers from the poor
ones is how these devices are employed rather than the specific set of devices used.
Adel (2006) further explains this issue by proposing two factors. Firstly, she
suggests that different genres require different metadiscourse marker use. Secondly,
writers are required to be aware of these metadiscourse markers. Argumentative
paragraph is written to argue for or against a claim to let the reader understand
one’s point of view (Al-Qur’an, 1994). It is an essential genre when it comes to
prove one’s overall language proficiency and academic writing skills since many
institutions as well as international language proficiency exams such as IELTS and
TOEFL ask their examinees to write a paragraph or essay in this genre. To that end,
training undergraduate EFL learners specially on metadiscourse markers within the
boundaries of argumentative paragraph genre would be meaningful to meet and

understand their needs. This would further be beneficial for material development.

According to Sancak (2019), one aspect of metadiscourse that is found to be
challenging to learn and employ by the Turkish EFL learners is interactive
metadiscourse markers. According to Hyland (2005, pp.93) they “indicate discourse
organization and clarify propositional connections and meaning”. However, when
the available literature is investigated, it is found that studies that primarily focus on
undergraduate EFL learners’ use of interactive metadiscourse markers are rare (e.g.,

Sancak, 2019) whereas there are studies on the use of interactional metadiscourse
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markers of undergraduate EFL learners (Crismore, et al., 1993; Adel, 2006; Bayyurt
& Akbas, 2014; Hatipoglu & Algi, 2017; Hatipoglu & Algi, 2018; Can, 2006;
Yuksel & Kavanoz, 2018). In consideration of this, in order not to load the
participants with both interactive and interactional metadiscourse markers within
the limited time constraints (i.e., approx. 45 minutes per week) and keep the scope
of the current study, which adopted mixed-method approach, the aim of the present
study is limited to determine the types, frequencies and functions of interactive
metadiscourse devices employed by freshmen pre-service English language teachers

of Turkish L1 background in their English argumentative paragraphs.

Moreover, investigating their journey on the employment of interactive
metadiscourse markers is also quite crucial for language teachers to examine and
find the most common problems and provide their learners with suitable and
appropriate materials to guide their learners (Sancak, 2019). That is why, another
aim of this study is to find out the needs of freshmen pre-service English language
teachers in the use of interactive metadiscourse markers to unveil the reasons

behind their employment and avoidance of these markers.

Steffensen and Cheng (1996) researched about the effect of instruction on the use of
metadiscourse markers employed by university-level native speakers of English,
and the found out that teaching metadiscourse had a good effect on the
improvement of employment of metadiscourse forms. Taking the findings of this
study into account, studying the effect of metadiscourse marker instruction and the
instructional materials used in non-native context is plausible. However, when it
comes to material development specifically for interactive metadiscourse markers,
there seems to be a gap in the literature unlike interactional metadiscourse markers

(Algi, 2012; Ulucay, 2014).

Sancak (2019), found out that even though metadiscourse marker instruction and
practice is significant, the existing materials for interactive metadiscourse marker
teaching are unqualified. Thus, she called teachers and material developers to
reassess the existing materials on interactive metadiscourse markers and develop

new ones. Taking this call into account, the current study primarily investigates the
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effect of corpus-informed materials on the participants’ use of interactive
metadiscourse markers by adopting longitudinal approach in order to find out if
learners develop competence over time and how concurrent training affects learners

interactive MDM use.

There are two main advantages of utilizing corpus-informed materials. Firstly, it
enables EFL learners “to produce more appropriate and natural writings” (Sancak,
2019, pp.124) by eliminating the negative transfer phenomenon. Secondly, it
provides recent information about how the target language is being used by its
expert users. However, even if there are several studies that aim at finding out
whether data driven learning method is beneficial exist (e.g., Ackerley, 2017,
Akinct and Yildiz, 2017; Chujo, Anthony, Oghigian and Chujo, 2012; Lee and Lin,
2019; Smith, 2020; Smart, 2014; Vyatkina, 2016; Yoon and Jo, 2014) the studies
that focused on the efficacy of data driven learning method on metadiscourse
markers are rare (e.g., Sun and Hu, 2020) and to the best of the researcher’s
knowledge no research on the effect of DDL specifically on the use of interactive

metadiscourse markers can be found in the literature.

Finally, the related previous studies mostly have quantitative methodology (e.g.,
frequency analysis) or they focused mainly on the variety, accuracy and appropriacy
of the MDMs and they analyzed one type of data, such as research articles or
student papers (e.g., Chan & Tan, 2010; Asassfeh, Alshboul & Al-Shaboul, 2013;
Ho & Li, 2018; Yuksel & Kavanoz, 2018; Qin & Ucelli, 2019). Consequently, the
current literature lacks the reasons behind learners’ metadiscourse marker
employment and/or avoidance. According to Hyland (2005), “The study of
metadiscourse should benefit from multiple methods” (p. 199). Hence, it is intended
to fill this gap with this research by triangulating qualitative and quantitative data
collected longitudinally in this study. Accordingly, weekly student diaries, three
online surveys and follow-up interviews are utilized to further explain the results of
students’ pre-, while and post-training argumentative paragraphs to gain deeper

insights.



1.3. The Purpose and Research Questions of the Study

The present study primarily aims at investigating the effect of data-driven learning
method on the use of interactive metadiscourse devices i.e., transitions, frame
markers and code glosses on the argumentative paragraphs of freshmen pre-service
English language teachers of Turkish L1 background by determining the types,
frequencies and functions of these markers employed by the participants in their
pre-, while and post-treatment English argumentative paragraphs. Evidentials and
endophoric markers are excluded from the current study even though they are also
in the category of interactive metadiscourse markers according to Hyland (2005).
There are two reasons behind why they were excluded. Firstly, evidentials are used
when the writer refers to information from other texts; however, since the
participants were not expected to get help from additional resources and write their
argumentative paragraphs in 30 minutes, it was thought the number of the
occurrences of evidentials would be quite rare, if not any. Secondly, endophoric
markers are used when the writer refers to the information in other parts within the
text. Nevertheless, due to the number of words the participants were required to
write (i.e., 150-200 words), it has been contemplated that no incidents of
endophoric markers would be encountered. Therefore, these interactive

metadiscourse markers were not included for the current study.

Moreover, this study also tries to find out the needs of freshmen pre-service English
language teachers in the use of interactive metadiscourse markers and unveil the
reasons behind participants’ employment and avoidance of these markers via
student diaries, post-treatment interviews and online surveys. Therefore, this current

MA thesis seeks answers to the following questions:

1. How frequently, how appropriately and in what level do freshmen pre-
service English language teachers employ transitions, frame markers and
code glosses in their pre-training argumentative paragraphs written in

English?



2. What kind of problems do freshmen pre-service English language teachers
experience in their pre-training argumentative paragraphs written in
English?

3. a) What is the immediate effect of the student-specific instruction with data
driven learning method on the use of transitions, frame markers and code
glosses in their argumentative paragraphs written in English?

b) What is the long-term effect of the student-specific instruction with data
driven learning method on the use of transitions, frame markers and code

glosses in their argumentative paragraphs written in English?

With the findings of the study, a specific interactive metadiscourse marker
instruction model could be suggested and teachers, language teaching institutions,
material developers and textbook designers would benefit from the findings of the
study since previous research mostly pointed out the lack of qualified materials in

this area.



CHAPTER 2

THEORETHICAL FRAMEWORK

This chapter presents various earlier understandings and categorizations of the term
‘metadiscourse’, introduces Hyland’s (2005) definition of metadiscourse and his
‘interpersonal model of metadiscourse’, which is the analytic framework of the

current study, and presents ‘data driven learning” methodology.

2.1. Definitions of Metadiscourse

Coined by Zellig Harris in 1959, the term metadiscourse serves as a tool to
understand how spoken or written language work in terms of transferring what is
meant to the text and its recipient. Since then, metadiscourse has been used as an
umbrella term for various cohesive and interpersonal devices that turn sentences
written one after the other into comprehensible paragraphs. Moreover, as it has been
perceived in different ways, it has also been used to refer to different aspects of the
language that is used. That is why, it has been a ‘fuzzy’ term when it comes to
defining it (Nash, 1992). Initially, it was defined as ‘discourse about discourse’ and
this definition highlights its leading role in grasping the writer’s text (Harris, 1959).
Later, the definition has been further developed by Williams (1981), Vande Kopple
(1985) and Crismore (1989).

Beauvais (1989) perceived metadiscourse as ‘explicit illocutionary predicates’ such
as “I believe that” whereas Bunton (1999), Mauranen (1993) and Valero-Garces
(1996) defined metadiscourse as ‘features of rhetorical organization’ such as “we
now turn to another topic”. However, Hyland (2005) opposes those definitions of
metadiscourse since these definitions are only limited to certain lexico-grammatical

structures and they do not put emphasis on the writer’s presence by considering



their choices in using other aspects of language such as alternating voices (i.e.,

active or passive) or conjunctions (contrastive, additive, or consequential).

Within the same decade, another perception of metadiscourse was put forward by
Schiffrin (1980). She used the term “metatalk” to refer to different linguistic tools
specifically chosen by the writer in attempt to lead the reader through the text to
help them get their point and stance. Similarly, Williams (1981) defined

3

metadiscourse as “writing about writing, whatever does not refer to the subject
matter being addressed (p. 226)”. Vande Kopple (1985) interpreted this definition
as the fact that writing involves two levels and stated that on the first level, we write
to provide information about a topic but on the second level, we write not to add
further propositional text but in order “to help our readers organize, classify,
interpret, evaluate and react to the text” (p. 83). Therefore, he saw metadiscourse as
the collection of several linguistic materials that show the presence of the producer
of the text. In the same vein, Crismore, Markkanen and Steffensen (1993)

highlighted the presence of the writer — whether ‘overt’ or ‘non-overt’ — in

organizing and evaluating the information to guide the learner to interpret their text.

By building on the existing definitions, Hyland (2005) proposes that metadiscourse
indeed is a “social and communicative process” between writers and readers (p.14)
but also adds the notion of “the explication of writer’s awareness of the text itself,
rather than the reader” (p.17). Therefore, Hyland (2005) adds to the definition of
metadiscourse: “the writer's awareness of the reader and his or her need for
elaboration, clarification, guidance and interaction” (p.17). He further explains that
“in expressing an awareness of the text, the writer also makes the reader aware of it,
and this only happens when he or she has a clear, reader-oriented reason for doing
$0” (p.17). Later, Hyland (2017) states that metadiscourse refers to “how we use
language out of consideration for our readers or hearers based on our estimation of
how best we can help them process and comprehend what we are saying” (p.17).
Furthermore, unlike the earlier understandings of metadiscourse, Hyland (2005)
puts forward that any rhetorical feature can be valid only when it is analyzed within
the context. Therefore, in the light of these explanations, Hyland (2005) defines

metadiscourse as: “the cover term for the self-reflective expressions used to
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negotiate interactional meanings in a text, assisting the writer (or speaker) to
express a viewpoint and engage with readers as members of a particular
community” (p.37). With this definition, it is clear that whereas Hyland (2005)
agrees with some aspects of the earlier definitions of metadiscourse, he also
proposes different concepts such as ‘evaluation’, ‘stance’ and ‘engagement’.
Moreover, contrary to the earlier definitions, he suggests that there is an unlimited
set of devices that can or cannot be counted as metadiscourse depending on the
context that they are in. In other words, he analyzes metadiscourse through
“functionally-oriented perspective” (p.38). According to Hyland and Tse (2004)
there are three key principles of metadiscourse:

“(1) metadiscourse is distinct from prepositional aspects of discourse, (2)
metadiscourse refers to aspects of the text that embody writer—reader
interactions, (3) metadiscourse refers only to relations which are internal to
the discourse” (p.159)

Hyland and Tse (2004) explain their first principle with the metaphor of “glue” (p.
161) by suggesting that the function of metadiscourse goes beyond linking the parts
of the text. Rather, it is to link the whole text to the discourse by considering the
needs, existing knowledge, prior experiences, and understandings of the reader.
They also oppose Vande Kopple (2002) in that unlike his distinct ‘levels of
meaning’, they suggest that “both propositional and metadiscoursal elements occur
together in texts” (Hyland and Tse, 2004, p.161). The second principle is clarified
by Hyland and Tse (2004) by putting forth all the metadiscourse is essentially
interactional. By stating this, Hyland and Tse (2004) objects to the ‘text
connectives’ of Vande Kopple (1985) and ‘logical connectives’ of Crismore et. al.,
(1993) by discussing that the concept of ‘textual metadiscourse’ is:

. the result of decisions by the writer to highlight certain relationships and
aspects of organization to accommodate readers' understandings, guide their
reading, and make them aware of the writer's preferred interpretations. It therefore
contributes to the interpersonal features of a text (Hyland and Tse, 2004, p.164).

Finally, Hyland and Tse’s (2004) proposition which states that the metadiscoursal
value of the language devices is context-bound, brings about the need of distinction
between their reference to the ‘internal’ and ‘external’ discourse. According to
them, internal reference stands for the metadiscourse markers that function to

connect “the situations described by the propositions and [are] solely
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communicative” while external reference “refers to those situations themselves”
(Hyland and Tse, 2004, p.165). To illustrate their distinction Hyland and Tse (2004)
use these examples:

(11) Crops accounted for a significant proportion of heavy metals dietary intake.
The reasons are two folds. Firstly, crops are being the bottom positions of many
food chains and food webs. Secondly, vegetables are one of the major dietary
components of Hong Kong people. (Bio MSc)

Firstly, the importance of complete images in compression is described in section
one. Secondly, predictors used for lossless image coding is introduced. Thirdly, the
results and analysis are used to show the performance of the proposed compression.
(EE PhD)

(12) For the boric acid indicator, firstly, 5Sg of boric acid crystals was dissolved in
200ml of warm distilled water, then, 40ml of methyl red indicator [0.02 per cent
(w/v) in 60 per cent ethanol] and 15ml of bromocresol green indicator [0.1 per cent
(w/v) in 60 per cent ethanol] were added to the boric acid solution. (Bio PhD)

Firstly, numbers of observation in frst segment (Nj) and in second segment (N2)
are combined. A ‘pooled' regression is conducted, which is equation (LL-I).
Secondly, individual regressions of the two periods have been done as well. . .
Then, F test is applied . . . (BS PhD) (p.166)

As it can be seen, while the two examples in (11) the sequencing devices are
internal to the discourse, the ones in (12) are external since they are used to indicate

steps.

In summary, this section briefly overviewed the various understandings and
definitions of metadiscourse and elaborated on the definition of Hyland (2005) and

key principles of metadiscourse suggested by Hyland and Tse (2004) in detail.

2.2. Categorizations of Metadiscourse

Since the term ‘metadiscourse’ gained popularity in 1980s, various understandings
and definitions were suggested, as presented above. Hence, there has been several
categorizations of metadiscourse markers originating from those different
definitions of metadiscourse (e.g., Vande Kopple, 1985; Crismore et al, 1993;
Hyland, 2005, Adel, 2006).
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Table 2. 1. Vande Kopple’s Taxonomy of Metadiscourse (1985)

Textual Metadiscourse

Text connectives - used to help show how parts of a text are connected to one another. Includes
sequencers (first, next, in the second place), reminders (as / mentioned in Chapter 2), and
topicalizers, which focus attention on the topic of a text segment (with regard to, in connection
with).

Code glosses - used to help readers to grasp the writer's intended meaning. Based on the writer's
assessment of the reader's knowledge, these devices reword, explain, define or clarify the sense of a
usage, sometimes putting the reformulation in parentheses or marking it as an example, etc.

Validity markers - used to express the writer's commitment to the probability or truth of a
statement. These include hedges (perhaps, might, may), emphatics (clearly, undoubtedly), and
attributors which enhance a position by claiming the support of a credible other (according to
Einstein).

Narrators - used to inform readers of the source of the information presented - who said or wrote
something (according to Smith, the Prime Minister announced that).

Interpersonal metadiscourse

Illocution markers - used to make explicit the discourse act the writer is performing at certain
points (to conclude, I hypothesize, to sum up, we predict).

Attitude markers — used to express the writer's attitudes to the prepositional material he or she
presents (unfortunately, interestingly, I wish that, how awful that).

Commentaries - used to address readers directly, drawing them into an implicit dialogue by
commenting on the reader's probable mood or possible reaction to the text (you will certainly agree
that, you might want to read the third chapter first).

To start with Vande Kopple’s (1985) classification, metadiscourse markers are
divided into two main categories (i.e., textual metadiscourse and interpersonal
metadiscourse) that include seven micro types which are demonstrated in Table 2.1.
The taxonomy of Vande Kopple (1985) served as a base and has been evaluated and
developed by other scholars. Furthermore, it has been used for many studies (e.g.,
Crismore and Farnsworth, 1989, 1990; Intaraprawat and Steffensen, 1995; Cheng
and Steffensen, 1996). However, Hyland (2005) criticized it by commenting that the
unclear categorization of the items and the quite similar functions of the items in

different categories lead to difficulties in implementation.

Due to the limitations of Vande Kopple’s Taxonomy of metadiscourse (1985), it
was revised by several scholars including himself (e.g., Nash, 1992; Xu, 2001;
Vande Kopple, 2002) but the most notable ones among them were Crismore et. al.

(1993). Their taxonomy can be seen in table 2.2.

When the two taxonomies are compared, it can be seen that Crismore et al. (1993)
expands the category of textual metadiscourse, moves micro category of illocution

markers to brand new ‘interpretive markers’ category under textual metadiscourse
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macro category together with code glosses and terminates ‘narrators’ category of
Vande Kopple (1985). The function of two new categories under textual
metadiscourse (i.e., textual markers and interpretive markers) are explained by
Crismore et. al. (1993) as the former referring to features which help organize the
discourse and the latter to “help readers interpret and better understand the writer’s

meaning and writing strategies” (p.47).

Table 2. 2. Crismore et al.'s Categorization of Metadiscourse (1993)

Category Function Examples

Textual Metadiscourse

1. Textual Markers

Logical Connectives Show connections between ideas therefore; so; in addition; and

Sequencers Indicate sequence/ordering of first; next; finally; 1, 2, 3
material

Reminders Refer to earlier text material as we saw in Chapter one

Topicalizers Indicate a shift in topic well; now I will discuss ...

2. Interpretive Markers

Code glosses Explain text material for example; that is

Illocution markers Name the act performed to conclude; in sum; I predict

Announcements Announce upcoming material in the next section ...

Interpersonal Metadiscourse

Hedges Show uncertainty to truth of might; possible; likely
assertion

Certainty markers Express full commitment to certainly; know; shows
assertion

Attributors Give source/support of information  Smith claims that ...

Attitude markers Display writer's affective values I hope/agree; surprisingly

Commentary Build relationship with reader you may not agree that ..

Hyland (2005) refers to the categorization of metadiscourse of Crismore et. al.
(1993) as ‘an improvement on Vande Kopple’s categorization (1985) since the
former reorders the several functions of metadiscourse. However, he also states that
there are still some issues to be improved. Firstly, according to Hyland (2005), the
fact that ‘reminders’ whose function is to remind the reader what has already been
said is in the category of textual markers while ‘topicalizers’ which have very
similar function as reminders are in the category of interpretive markers is quite
confusing. Thus, he finds the division of textual markers into two categories
complicated. Secondly, according to Hyland (2005), another confusion stems from
the organization of ‘logical connectives’ due to Crismore et. al. (1993)’s viewing
this category as a syntactic category rather than a functional one. Hyland (2005)

opposes this view by stating that “there is always more than one way of expressing
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an utterance, and every realization can be seen as the expression of a conscious
writer choice [...] The same grammatical choices can clearly work metadiscoursally

and create well-formed sentences.” (p. 34).

Consequently, according to Hyland (2005), the metadiscoursal value of an item
should not be evaluated by the (un)grammaticality test in the event of the removal
of the item. Instead, the emphasis should be on the specific function of the item in
that peculiar sentence since both Hyland and Tse (2004) and Hyland (2005) adopted
‘functionally oriented’ perspective while categorizing metadiscourse. Moreover, the
key principles of Hyland and Tse (2004) are also taken into consideration while

categorizing Hyland’s (2005) Interpersonal Model of Discourse.

Table 2. 3. Interpersonal Model of Metadiscourse by Hyland (2005)

Category Function Examples

Interactive Help to guide the reader through Resources
the text

Transitions Express relations between main in addition; but; thus; and
clauses

Frame markers Refer to discourse acts, sequences or finally; to conclude; my purpose
stages is

Endophoric Markers Refer to information in other parts of ~ noted above; see Fig; in section
the text 2

Evidentials Refer to information from other texts according to X; Z states

Code glosses Elaborate propositional meanings namely; e.g.; such as; in other

words

Interactional Involve the reader in the text Resources

Hedges Withhold commitment and open might; perhaps; possible; about
dialogue

Boosters Emphasize certainty or close dialogue  in fact; definitely; it is clear that

Attitude markers Express writer’s attitude to proposition unfortunately; I agree;
explicit reference to author(s) surprisingly

Self mentions Explicit reference to author(s) I; we; my; me; our

Engagement markers Explicitly build relationship with consider; note; you can see that
reader

As can be seen in table 2.3, the model consists of two dimensions of interaction
(i.e., interactive and interactional) which are previously suggested by Thompson
and Thetala (1995); however, Hyland (2005) includes stance and engagement

features (i.e., self-mentions and engagement markers).

Interactive resources help the writer (or the speaker) organize the information they

plan to share in order it to be considered coherent and convincing by their reader or
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audience. There are five sub-categories of interactive metadiscourse according to

Hyland (2005).

Transitions are mostly the conjunctions and adverbial phrases, and they function as
a tool to help the reader interpret the relations between parts of an argument.
Hyland (2005) further creates three micro categories of tramsitions which are
‘addition’ (and, furthermore, moreover, by the way etc.), ‘comparison’ (similarly,
likewise, equally, in the same way, correspondingly, in contrast, however, but, on
the contrary, on the other hand etc.) and ‘consequence’ (thus, therefore,
consequently, in conclusion, anyway, admittedly, nevertheless, in any case, of

course etc.).

As stated before, Hyland (2005) accepts any item that performs internal function as
metadiscourse. Hence, the emphasis should be on the internal-external function of
an item rather than coordination-subordination when it comes to evaluating its
metadiscoursal value. In the same vein, Martin and Rose (2003) define external
conjunctions as functioning to relate activities and internal conjunctions as

functioning text organizers (Table 2.4.)

Table 2. 4. Roles of External and Internal Transitions (Martin and Rose, 2003,
p.127)

Relation External Internal Examples
Addition adding activities adding arguments and, furthermore, by
the way
Comparison  comparing and comparing and contrasting  similarly, in contrast,
contrasting events arguments however
Consequence explaining why and drawing conclusions or thus, therefore;
how things happen countering arguments anyway, of course

Frame markers function as indicators of boundaries within text. Thus, they can be
used to ‘sequence’ parts of the text (first, then, next, secondly, finally etc.), ‘label
text stages’ (to summarize, in sum, by way of introduction etc.), ‘announce goals’ (I
propose, my purpose is, the paper proposes, there are several reasons why etc.) and
‘topic shifts’ (well, OK, now, let us turn to etc.). According to Hyland (2005) it
essential for frame markers to order arguments rather than the events to have

internal function and therefore to be counted as metadiscourse.
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Endophoric markers are used to refer to other parts of the text (see Figure 2, refer to

the next section, as noted above etc.) (Hyland, 2005, p. 51).

Evidentials are tools that help the writer to indicate that the forthcoming
information is from another resource and therefore inform the reader about the main
resource of the information (according to X, X states that etc.) (Hyland, 2005, p.
51).

Code glosses help the reader to grasp the intended meaning that the writer tries to
achieve by rewriting, explaining and exemplifying (this is called, in other words,

such as, for example, etc.) (Hyland, 2005, p. 52).

Interactional resources engage the readers with the text by managing the writers’
presence within the text and drawing the readers’ attention to the way the writer
presents on his/her proposition. There are five sub-categories of interactional

resources (Hyland, 2005, p. 52).

Hedges are the tools that writers use to signal their subjectivity about their
proposition. They contain words such as ‘possible’, ‘might’, ‘perhaps’ (Hyland,

2005, p.52).

Boosters on the other hand help the writers indicate their certainty about their
proposition. They include words such as ‘clearly’, ‘obviously’, ‘demonstrate’
(Hyland, 2005, p.52). Hyland (1998) states that academic writing requires the

writers to use both hedges and boosters in a balanced way.

Attitude markers are tools used by the writers to convey their emotions towards
their proposition. They comprise words such as ‘unfortunately’, ‘hopefully’,

‘logically’, ‘agree’ etc. (Hyland, 2005, p. 53.)

Self mention is the degree in which the writer makes him/her presence explicit.
Therefore, first person pronouns and possessive adjectives such as ‘I’, ‘my’, ‘we’,

‘our’ etc. in a text is counted as self mention (Hyland, 2005, p.53).
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Engagement markers are the tools such as, ‘as you see’, ‘you may notice’ etc. with

which the writes include their readers in their proposition (Hyland, 2005, p.53).

With Hyland’s interpersonal model of metadiscourse (2005), writes can seek for
support and cooperation as well as bypassing disagreements since interactive
devices enable them to prepare their texts for their audience to find it coherent and
convincing and interactional devices allows them to engage their readers within the
text. Overall, when Hyland’s (2005) definition of metadiscourse, improvement of
the earlier categorizations of metadiscourse and his list of metadiscourse devices
qualify Hyland’s (2005) interpersonal model of metadiscourse as the most thorough
taxonomy put forth so far and it is the reason why the present study adopted

Hyland’s (2005) taxonomy.

2.3. Data Driven Learning

In this section, the theoretical background of data driven learning presented under
six sub-sections in order to present a general overview, compare it with previous
language learning theories, show its implications in the language classrooms and

argue its advantages and disadvantages.

2.3.1. Overview of Data Driven Learning

In the field of linguistics, corpus refers to a collection of any body of texts which
contain a large amount of natural (written or spoken) data as they occur in the real
world, which in turn provides the researchers with the opportunity to examine the
actual language in use (McEnery and Wilson, 2001). Corpus linguistics is then the
study of corpus, which presents authentic data (McEnery & Wilson, 1996). Since
1950s the field of corpus linguistics began to develop; however, the bloom of
corpus linguistics studies occurred in 1980s thanks to the advancements of
technology which made computerization of large corpora possible and enabled

researchers to study corpora in a more systematic way (McEnery & Wilson, 1996).
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However, according to McEnery and Wilson (1997) and Leech (1997), the
application of corpus research to the field of applied linguistics was quite slow.
Still, such development took place owing to the influence of the communicative
approach in the use of authentic texts instead of invented examples (Chambers,
2010). Moreover, studies such as McCarthy (1998) demonstrated that such invented
examples actually varied a lot from the language in use, especially for the spoken
language. That is why, the production of corpus-based materials, dictionaries and
coursebooks have started to emerge. For example, in 1987, John Sinclair started the
COBUILD project that aimed at producing corpus-informed dictionaries and
language teaching materials that would make use of authentic language in use. As a
result of COBUILD project (Sinclair, 1987) as well as other similar ones, several
‘concordance tools’, which enable researchers to conduct simple linear searches of
corpus, have begun to be developed, such as ‘Microconcord’ (Johns, 1986) and
‘Wordsmith Tools” (Scott, 1999). Consequently, with the advancements in
concordance software and constructing substantial number of English corpora,
scholars have started to focus on the ways to apply authentic data directly in

language classrooms (Johns, 2002).

McKay (1980), McEnery and Wilson (1997) and Tim Johns (1986, 1988a, 1990,
1991a), are the pioneers of data driven learning (DDL) by taking the idea of corpus-
based materials even further by allowing learners to have first-hand experience with
corpora on their own. Tim Johns (1991a) defines DDL as “the attempt to cutout the
middleman as far as possible to give the learner direct access to data (p.30). Johns
(1991a) further explains that the term ‘middleman’ in his definition refers to the
teacher. According to him (1991a), DDL involves exposing language learners to a
large amount of authentic data on their own through concordance programs because
he believes that “the language-learner is also, essentially, a research worker whose
learning needs to be driven by access to linguistic data” (Johns, 1991a, p.2). Johns
(1991a) also highlights that the computer the students work with do not function as
substitutes for the teachers, rather they are seen a resource since they remain silent
unless a question comes from a student. Hence, one can observe that in the heart of

DDL lies the process of inductive learning.
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2.3.2. DDL and Language Learning Theories

According to Flowerdew (2015) there are three ways in which DDL differs from
traditional language learning. Firstly, since through the use of a concordancer a
learner is able to observe what comes before and/or after the searched word, DDL
promotes lexico-grammatical approach rather than separation of grammar and lexis.
Secondly, regardless of their language proficiency, the authentic language the
learners are exposed to is not simplified in DDL unlike in traditional methods. With
this aspect of unattested language use, DDL drifts apart Krashen’s (1988)
“comprehensible input theory” due to the absence of simplified talk which Krashen
(1988) believes to be useful for language learners. Finally, while DDL materials
are associated with discovery-based learning approach, traditional ones focus more

on rule-based learning.

When it comes to the relation of relatively new DDL approach with the earlier
theories on second language acquisition, Flowerdew (2015) suggests that it builds
on the “noticing hypothesis” (Schmidt, 1990), “constructivist learning” (Collentine,
2000) and “Vygotskian sociocultural theories” (Vygotsky ,1986). To start with the
noticing hypothesis, Schmidt (1990) proposes that noticing is a prerequisite for
language learning and therefore, learners need to notice in order to convert the input
they received into “intake”. Similarly, through DDL approach, language learners
first come up with a query and try to find the answer through concordancers which
provide them with many examples of the searched item which in return would help
the researchers to notice (Chambers, 2010). Secondly, according to (Collentine,
2000) constructivist learning views language learning a “dynamic process” with the
full authority of the language learners. In this approach learners discover the
language through inductive learning and hypothesize and make inferences on an
issue. In the same vein, as discussed before, learners’ personal contact with the
language data and discovering the rules on their own through concordance lines are
two essential components of DDL, as well. Finally, Vygotsky (1986), puts forward
the idea that learning takes place through “languaging”, which is learners’ process
in meaning making. Therefore, through the support from the teacher or their peers,

learners negotiate meaning, which is called “scaffolding”. However, the last
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decision to accept or reject the feedback and support provided is up to the learners
themselves. Although the relationship between DDL and Vygotsky’s (1986)
sociocultural theory might be subtle at first, it becomes clearer when one realizes
the fact that learners have the option to choose to negotiate meaning, that is to
validate the hypothesis they came up with, with the corpus data rather than with

their peers or teachers (Flowerdew, 2015).

2.3.3. Different Approaches of DDL

From the outset of data driven learning, scholars have adopted different
understandings and approaches towards it. Even Johns (1990) himself admitted that
DDL does not only require learners’ actual encounter with the language data itself
but also a variety of concordance-based activities. In the same manner, Smart
(2014) presents two characteristics of DDL the first of which is to be based on
authentic data as a source from which language learning materials are produced and
the second of which involving active discovery of language use of the learners.
Furthermore, Crosthwaite (2019) defines DDL as a pedagogical language learning
approach emphasizing active and direct learner engagement with the corpus data
either through hands-on concordancer use or through teacher prepared materials.
All in all, it is observed that so far, the approaches to DDL have gathered around
two aspects. In other words, whereas some researchers believed DDL involved
learners to sit at the computer and investigate the corpus through concordancers on
their own, others suggested that providing learners with in-advance teacher-initiated
concordance printouts is also in the boundaries of DDL (Bernardini, 2004; Boulton,

2017; Gilquin & Granger, 2010; Yoon & Jo, 2014).

These two approaches of DDL have also been named in various ways: ‘direct
versus indirect consultation of corpora’ (Chambers, 2007; Romer 2006), ‘hands-on
and hands-off corpus use’ (Boulton, 2012), ‘the hard versus soft versions of DDL’
(Mizumoto & Chujo, 2016), and ‘learner-corpus interaction versus teacher-corpus
interaction’ (Romer, 2008). Although most of the labels suggested are self-
explanatory, it is quite essential here to indicate the difference between Chambers’

(2007) and Rémer’s (2006) point of view in using direct versus indirect consultation
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of corpora. Chambers (2007) refers to learners’ first-hand consultation to the corpus
by direct approach and learners’ experiences in teacher-prepared corpus-informed
concordance lines by indirect approach. On the other hand, Rdmer (2006) refers to
the use of corpus and concordances in the classroom with direct approach and
implication of corpus research findings in classroom with indirect approach. The
present research adopts Chamber’s (2007) direct and indirect consultation of

corpora since it concisely encapsulates the main differences between the two terms.

Finally, it is also worth to argue strengths and weaknesses of direct and indirect
approaches to DDL. To begin with, via the direct approach to DDL learners can
access to almost unlimited access to authentic language data. Hence, the direct
approach promotes learner autonomy and encourages discovery-based learning
(Boulton & Cobb, 2017; Chambers, 2007). Nevertheless, its application can be a
burden both for the teacher — since it requires them to be familiar with corpus
analysis tools — and the learners — since learning how to use such tools can be quite
tedious, time-consuming and confusing. Conversely, with the adoption of the
indirect use of corpora, learners can be exposed to a limited part of the whole
corpus (Yoon & Jo, 2014). Nonetheless, with the corpus-based concordance
handouts, it can be way more reassuring than the direct approach for learners
(Daskalovska, 2015) as well as making the exhaustive corpus data more user-

friendly for immediate gains (Boulton & Tyne, 2013).

When the advantages of direct and indirect approaches to DDL, the background of
the participants of the current study and the environment the research took place
(distance education due to Covid-19 pandemic) are all taken into consideration, the

researcher decided to adopt indirect approach when instructing MDMs.

2.3.4. The Affordances of DDL

Gilquin and Granger (2010) put forward that DDL has four main amenities. Firstly,
they propose that DDL enables learners not only with authentic data but also an
ample number of occurrences of the linguistic item in search. Also, Flowerdew

(2012a) suggests that corpora use in classroom have a great potential since it
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provides learners with easily accessible collections of authentic language use.
Secondly, according to Gilquin and Granger (2010), DDL can be used as a tool for
language learners to correct their own mistakes. Moreover, Nesselhauf (2004)
suggests that DDL can be handy in eliminating fossilized errors. Thirdly, they
believe that the discovery-based quality of DDL enables language learners to gain
self-esteem and encourage them to take action in their language learning.
Furthermore, Aston (1988) also suggest that thanks to DDL, language learners can
take their learning outside the classroom with the autonomy obtained. Fourthly,
Gilquin and Granger (2010) reckon that through DDL, learners actually develop
essential learning skills which are not only useful in language exploration but also
in other fields. In the same vein, O’Sullivan (2007, p. 277) lists 16 of such skills as:
“predicting, observing, noticing, thinking, reasoning, analyzing, interpreting,
reflecting, exploring, making inferences (inductively or deductively), focusing,
guessing, comparing, differentiating, theorizing, hypothesizing, and verifying”. In
addition, Hyland (2002) links DDL with the current language-learning pedagogy
which puts forward providing language learners with the opportunity to take

initiatives for their own learning.

When it comes to results of empirical studies that focus on the benefits of DDL,
according to Chambers (2010) the findings of several studies yield mostly positive
results. A relatively scarce number of quantitative studies of Stevens (1991), (Cobb)
1997, Gaskell and Cobb (2004) and Yoon and Hirvela (2004) bring about the fact
that language learners gain from DDL in learning vocabulary, grammar and
improving their writing skills. Besides, a relatively greater number of qualitative
studies tend to validate these finding by introducing the themes that learners have a
say about their own learning, they take interest in working with authentic examples
and they favored the discovery-based nature of DDL (Cheng, Warren & Xun-Feng,
2003; Yoon and Hirvela, 2004; Chambers, 2005).

2.3.5. Limitations of DDL

According to Gilquin and Granger (2010), DDL has four primary limitations which

are related to the application of DDL, teachers’ and students’ interpretations and the
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content of DDL. To start with, the organization of DDL, especially when hands-on
student search is required, involves the need for computers — one for each student —
and several software for corpus analysis tools to be built in computers, most of
which are commercial. Therefore, sometimes the cost of adopting DDL can be quite
expensive, and some language schools or institutions may not be able to afford them
(Hadley, 2002). Even if the indirect approach DDL is adopted, there might be the
problem of time since preparing unique materials can be time-consuming for
language teachers (Hunston, 2002). When it comes to teachers’ and students’ points
of views, sometimes due to their lack of awareness of using corpora, teachers could
be reluctant to apply DDL in their classrooms (Mukherjee, 2006). Similarly,
students might be overwhelmed while working with big amounts of data. Whistle
(1999), for example reports some cases in which language learners fail to come up
with rules and O’Sullivan and Chambers (2006) highlight that owing to the complex
nature of corpus analysis, some students may even draw incorrect conclusions.
Therefore, DDL might be suitable for particular types of learners based on their
learning styles (Gilquin and Granger, 2010) and ICT literacy (Mparutsa, Love &
Morison, 1991), Besides, Boulton (2012) finds out that most of the studies in DDL
literature actually has been conducted with advanced learners. Another criterion
suggested by Lee and Swales (2006) to be considered when adopting DDL in

classroom is the learners’ local culture.

When all the benefits and limitations of DDL were taken into consideration, the
participants of the current study were selected according to their English
proficiency levels. Thus, all the participants were proficient users of English whose
English proficiency was proved either by internationally known proficiency exams
(TOEFL or IELTS) or by their universities’ own English proficiency exam (EPE).
Moreover, their ICT literacy was enough to cope with the indirect DDL materials
the researcher prepared and making inferences and discoveries through class

material was nothing new to their language learning culture.
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2.3.6. DDL and Teaching Writing

Flowerdew (2010) states that corpora can be used either directly or indirectly at any
stage of the writing process such as initial drafting, editing or proof reading. While
indirect approach could allow learners to be familiarize themselves with the corpus
research (Boulton, 2010) and enables teachers to filter the vast amount of
concordance lines for the benefits of their students (Flowerdew, 2010), direct
approach may help language learners be equipped with the essential resources to
foster their writing skills (Starfield, 2014) and show them another perspective in
which they do not need native speakers to consult to when they are confused

(Swales, 2006).

As Flowerdew (2010) puts, use of corpora in writing instruction is indeed
promising. This is primarily because learners tend to evaluate it in a positive way
(Yoon and Hirvela 2004; Curado Fuentes 2002; Yoon 2008). On the other hand, its
effect on learners’ actual writing performance is still not certain since there are
comparatively a smaller number of DDL studies that focus on writing performance.
Below a variety of studies that focused on the use of DDL pedagogy in different

aspects of teaching writing are presented.

Biber, Johannson, Leech, Conrad & Finnegan (1999) highlights the significance of
‘lexical bundles’, which are a group of words that go together, in academic writing
and similarly according to Flowerdew (2010), the primary function of using corpora
is to teach such lexical bundles (collocations, colligations, semantic features and
prosodies) because such occurrences are not quite accessible to learners in grammar
books or dictionaries. Jones and Haywood (2004) for instance, conducted an
empirical study with 21 students (10 in the treatment group and 11 in the control
group) who were mostly graduate level students who needed English language
support. The study aimed at finding out whether using DDL pedagogy would
increase their level of awareness of the formulaic sequences in academic English
and affect their production of these expressions. Their results indicated that DDL
helped the participants to raise awareness on the formulaic expressions. However,

when it comes to the production, only some students showed progress.
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Besides teaching ‘lexical bundles’ in academic writing, Hyland (2006) proposes
that the use of corpora is a promising approach in teaching genre-writing.
Moreover, Hyland (2003) notes that the aim of such corpus-informed genre-writing
instruction is twofold: (1) to raise language learners’ awareness and (2) to make the
relation between the rhetoric of the text and the purposeful selection of lexico-
grammatical items clear. For example, Chen and Flowerdew (2018) conducted a
study with 473 post-graduate research students in order to introduce DDL approach
to them in research writing genre. Accordingly, the participants were first
introduced to BNCWeb Corpus and then to teacher-built discipline-specific corpus
to raise awareness in the lexico-grammatical and discoursal features of the texts.
Finally, they were asked to build their own corpora for their own needs. The
participants demonstrated highly positive attitudes towards using DDL.
Furthermore, Charles (2007) proposes in her paper which focused on rhetoric
teaching via DDL approach with 40 international graduate students that corpus-
based tasks together with discourse tasks provide learners with a vast amount of
input to be analyzed and discover the relation between specific word choices and

the rhetorical purposes.

In addition to the first two functions listed above, in the literature instances of
corpora consultation for error-correction and for reference also exist. For example,
Chitez and Bercuci (2019) conducted a study with 29 freshmen and sophomore year
ESP students at the geography department a university in Romania. Their aim was
to analyze the effect of several DDL approaches (using learner corpora, native
corpora and expert corpora) on the participants’ academic writing skills. The results
of the study reveal that errors that stem from L1-L2 transfer and the inconsistency
in register can be overcome by the use of expert corpora. Also, the participant
tended to use more variety of items in ESP phraseology. Finally, according to the
questionnaire results, the students also reported positive attitudes towards DDL
usage. Similarly, O’Sullivan and Chambers (2006) conducted their study with 14
undergraduate, native speakers of English who learn French and wish to improve
their writing in French. Since the aim of the study was to explore the types of
changes made by the participants as a result of corpus consultation, to find out the

effectiveness of their task completion and observe their attitudes. The results of the
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study yield that DDL is a promising pedagogy that can enable language learners
with the empowerment of their own writing process. Another study that focused on
DDL and error-correction is Watson Todd (2001). 25 postgraduate science and
engineering students who were enrolled in English support courses took part in this
study. For the study, the participants needed to write their first draft of a report and
then through DDL methodology, they were asked to self-correct their errors by
consulting a reference corpus. The study found that the learners were able to acquire

patterns and use them to correct their own errors.

All in all, although there are studies that aim at finding out the participants thoughts
and attitudes of DDL pedagogy in writing instruction, there seems to be a gap in the
literature for empirical research that focus on the effectiveness of corpora use in
writing performance and this present study will try to fill in this gap in the literature

by exploring the effect of DDL in learners use of interactive metadiscourse markers.
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CHAPTER 3

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Metadiscourse marker use is determined by several factors, such as learners’
cultural background, strategies in language learning and register and genre
awareness (Adel, 2006). Yet, when it comes to writing instruction, grammatical
appropriacy still comes before communicative components of writing (Amiryousefi
& Rasekh, 2010) although there seems to be a general agreement in the literature
that communicative function of writing should be highlighted in writing classes
(Olshtain, 2001). Cubukcu (2017) states that the role of metadiscourse marker use is
vital when it comes to one’s overall writing achievement. Accordingly, the present
study investigates the immediate and long-term effect of DDL on the use of
interactive metadiscourse markers in the argumentative paragraphs of freshmen pre-
service English language teachers. Hence, studies which had similar scopes of
research in the literature, namely metadiscourse marker instruction and the use DDL

methodology in metadiscourse marker instruction will be presented in this chapter.

3.1. Metadiscourse Marker Instruction

In metadiscourse marker instruction, studies usually revealed that putting specific
emphasis on them indeed makes a difference in not only second/foreign language
learners’ (e.g., Dastjerdi and Shirzad, 2010; Kaya 2019; Yaghoubi and Ardestani,
2014) but also native speakers’ awareness and use of metadiscourse markers

(Steffensen and Cheng, 1996).

Steffensen and Cheng (1996), aimed at discovering the effect of metadiscourse
marker instruction on writing skills of their 100-level composition students who
were native speakers of English. In their experimental study, Cheng taught two

classes: experimental and control class. In the control class the teaching followed
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the process method, and the students were asked to read materials on the subjects on
which they were required to write about. In the experimental class, the students read
less about the content of the course since they were primarily asked to read
scholarly articles on metadiscourse (e.g., Williams, 1981; Vande Kopple, 1985;
Halliday and Hassan, 1976; Lautamatti, 1978). The data were collected through pre-
and post- tests written at the beginning and at the end of the semester and the third
and fourth revision of the first assignment. A rater evaluated the data through
Crismore et. al.’s (1993) taxonomy of metadiscourse. The researchers found out that
in the end, experimental group’s posttests were better than the control groups’
posttests which suggested that metadiscourse marker instruction through scholarly
articles and class discussions has a positive effect on students’ overall writing

performance.

Dastjerdi and Shirzad (2010), researched the impact of explicit metadiscourse
marker instruction on the writings of elementary(N=32), intermediate (N=32) and
advanced (N=32) level English Literature students. All the students received the
same 6-week metadiscourse marker instruction with list of definitions and
instruction based on Vande Kopple’s (1985) taxonomy and they were asked to
complete exercises such as sentence writing, cloze test and synonym matches. The
data were collected through pre-posttest writings and were analyzed through
quantitative methods. The results indicated that the explicit instruction of
metadiscourse marker use had a positive impact on learners’ use of MDMs for all
levels. Moreover, intermediate level students were the ones who improved the most

among the three.

Ergin (2013), in her M.A. thesis examined the effect of teaching formulaic multi-
word discourse markers on 31 upper-intermediate level EFL learners at a public
university in Turkey. The participants were put into two classes, and they received
the same instruction. However, their instructors were different. The instruction took
four weeks, and all the materials were prepared by the researcher herself. Firstly, in
order to determine which expressions to teach, she utilized COCA (Contemporary
Corpus of American English) to discover the frequencies of the formulaic

expressions and she included the most frequent ones only. Then, each week starting
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with through consciousness raising activities first the instructors taught those
markers with the example sentences the researcher found on the IELTS training
websites. Moreover, each week the students were asked to do some exercises such
as sentence completion, cloze test, paragraph ordering, and writing. Before and after
the treatment the students wrote argumentative paragraphs. Therefore, pre- post-
test design was adopted to collect the data and the data analyzed quantitatively. The
results of the study indicated that the EFL learners used a greater number of
metadiscourse markers in their post-tests. Also, the variety of these markers were
more in their post-tests. Finally, students scored significantly higher after the

instruction which shows that the explicit instruction had a positive effect.

Taghizadeh and Tajabadi (2013), tried to discover whether interactive
metadiscourse marker instruction lead language learners to use those markers more
appropriately in their writings. 30 intermediate level learners took part in this study
and through one semester they received interactive metadiscourse marker
instruction based on Hyland and Tse’s (2014) model of discourse and feedback for
the three essays they wrote in three stages (draft, revise and edit). Data were
collected both qualitatively (interview) and quantitatively (process-writings). The
findings of the study showed that there tended to be an improvement in term of
appropriate use of interactive metadiscourse markers. Also, the participants reported
that their confidence in writing and awareness on the interactive metadiscourse

markers were developed thanks to the instruction they received.

Yaghoubi and Ardestani (2014), investigated the effect of implicit and explicit
instruction of metadiscourse markers on their participants’ (N= 90) overall writing
skill improvement. Their participants were advanced learners of English who were
science and technology students at an institution. In their experimental study, the
participants were divided into three groups (control, implicit and explicit) evenly. In
8-week instruction, Group A received explicit metadiscourse marker instruction via
a handout which was prepared based on Hyland’s (2005) taxonomy, and
researchers’ definitions and explanations of them. Then, they were required to write
sentences with those markers. Finally, they were asked to complete two cloze tests.

Group B received implicit instruction through reading texts in which all the
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metadiscourse markers were bold and highlighted. As an exercise, the learners were
asked both to underline the metadiscourse markers in reading texts and to fill in the
gaps in different reading passages. This group was also required to complete cloze
tests as assignments. They evaluated their data through quantitative data collection
(pre-test/post-test design — 300-word composition) and quantitative data analysis
methods. In their study, the researchers disregarded the grammar and vocabulary
components and focused mainly on metadiscourse marker use. Thus, they graded
each metadiscourse as 2 points. Then, they employed a one-way ANOVA test to
statistically compare the pre- and post-tests. Moreover, they also conducted
independent samples T-Tests to compare the effects of two instruction methods.
The results of the study revealed that both explicit and implicit instruction of
metadiscourse markers had significant positive effects on participants’ writing
scores. However, neither of these methods were more advantageous than another

for learners.

Escobar and Fernandez (2017) conducted their study to find out to what extend
students adapt discoursal and authorial stance upon being taught lexical bundles,
boosters/hedges and stance taking strategies. To this end, they recruited 23 Porto-
Rican sophomore year TESOL and EFL major students who were taking second
year composition class in which they learnt comparison/contrast, cause/effect and
argumentative essay types. The course took 5 months and within these 5 months
they received three workshops on lexical bundles, boosters/hedges and stance
taking strategies. The first was taught via published papers to show how they were
used. The second one was instructed through paraphrasing activities in which the
learners were asked to use boosters and hedges to change the neutral sentences.
Finally, sample essays were utilized to teach the third one. The participants also
received feedback for the essays they written throughout the process. Data were
collected via both quantitative (post-test argumentative essay) and qualitative
(survey) means. The study found that the participants accepted that employment of
these tools would increase their writing skills. However, when it comes to using

them, the participants hesitated to include them in their essays.
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Kaya (2019), in her Ph.D. dissertation examined the effect of explicit metadiscourse
marker (transitions, frame markers, evidentials, code glosses, attitude markers and
boosters) instruction on freshmen pre-service English language teachers’ writing
achievement. Accordingly, she worked with 21 participants and within 12-week
writing course in which compare-contrast, cause-effect and argumentative essays
were taught she explicitly instructed to the participants related metadiscourse
markers which were determined upon frequency analyses via BNC (British National
Corpus) through the materials which the researcher found online from other
institutions’ resources. Moreover, upon instruction, the participants were also asked
to complete a series of exercises, such as cloze tests, sentence completion, matching
etc. The participants were also asked to write a certain number of writings and they
received personalized feedback on their writings. Furthermore, the common
mistakes of the participants as well as example paragraphs were shared with
everyone so that they learn from each other’ mistakes and get familiarized with the
use metadiscourse markers. The study adopted mixed methods approach, and the
quantitative data were collected via two types of pre- and post- tests: metadiscourse
marker knowledge test and writing an argumentative essay. Qualitative data were
collected through participants’ reflections and semi-structured interviews. While
quantitative data were analyzed through both parametric and non-parametric
methods, qualitative data were analyzed by content analysis. Overall, it was found
out that students significantly scored higher in their knowledge test which means
that they were able to recognize metadiscourse markers. What is more, they also
improved their use of metadiscourse markers and developed their writing skills.

Besides, the learners were happy about the type of instruction they received.

Fatahipour, Tahmasbi and Salehi (2020), conducted their study in order to find out
the effect of explicit metadiscourse marker teaching on intermediate level EFL
learners’ narrative and descriptive writings. Accordingly, they divided their 82
participants into two groups (control and experimental) evenly. The experimental
group received 30-minute explicit instruction of metadiscourse at the beginning of
each session for 6 weeks apart from instruction on narrative and descriptive writing
whereas the control group received instruction on the latter. Data were collected

through pre-test/post-test design and were analyzed both qualitatively and
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quantitatively. Their results demonstrated that explicit instruction had a significant
positive effect on the use of metadiscourse markers of Iranian intermediate level

EFL learners.

3.2. DDL and Metadiscourse Marker Instruction

When the literature on data driven learning and writing instruction is investigated, it
was found out that quite a few of them primarily focused on metadiscourse marker
instruction (e.g., Creswell, 2007; Vasheghani Farahani and Pahlevansadegh, 2019;
Sun and Hu, 2020) although numerous papers addressed the effect of DDL on
foreign/second language learners’ academic writing skills (e.g., Geluso and
Yamaguchi, 2014; Chen and Flowerdew, 2018; Chitez and Bercuci, 2019; Emir,
2019) and learners’ perceptions and attitudes towards DDL pedagogy (e.g., Conroy,
2010; Charles, 2012; Quinn, 2014; Poole, 2016). Overall, it can be drawn from the
results of the existing research on DDL and academic writing that it proved to be
effective in correction of linguistic errors, improving genre-specific language use in
writing, encouraging learner discovery, augmenting noticing of specific features

and building awareness of language use (Luo and Zhou, 2017).

Creswell (2007), in his study worked with junior undergraduate students majoring
in translation and interpreting who were enrolled in English language and
linguistics course. The course aimed at improving learners use of connectors via
process-based referenced essays. His research focused on finding out the effect of
DDL on the correct use of logical connectors via experimental and control groups.
The learners in the experiment group were expected to work in small groups and
discover the meanings, uses and syntactic patters of connectors through a sub-set of
connectors using DDL, then discuss their finding within their small groups and later
among other groups. The control group did the same, except from the fact that they
had never been asked to consult to corpora. Through informal interviews, frequency
analyses and researchers’ judgements on acceptability of the connectors the data

were analyzed. The results revealed that the effect of DDL was medium.
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Farahani and Pahlevansadegh (2019) investigated the effect of indirect DDL
approach on the use of both interactive and interactional metadiscourse markers in
their participants’ writings adopting Hyland’s (2005) model of metadiscourse. Their
participants included 40 upper-intermediate level EFL students who were receiving
training for specifically for IELTS. Since the research implemented quasi-
experimental research, they had experimental and control group. The control group
continued to get training traditionally without being instructed on metadiscourse
markers. On the other hand, the experimental group received special metadiscourse
marker instruction in 10 weeks. In order to prepare corpus-informed authentic
materials, the researchers build their own learner corpus by using 200 IELTS
writing samples which were available on the Internet. The corpus consisted of
around 30.000 words. Accordingly, by using concordance lines, the researchers
taught metadiscourse markers to the participants in the experimental group.
Moreover, after the instruction, they were asked to produce sentences and write
paragraphs for which they received corrective feedback. The data were collected
through pre- post- test design and they were analyzed through statistical tests. Their
results revealed that corpus-informed metadiscourse marker instruction improved

the use of metadiscourse markers of the participants in their writings significantly.

Sun and Hu (2020), sought answer to the question whether DDL is beneficial in the
use of hedges, compared the impact of direct and indirect approaches of DDL on
the use of hedges and explored their participants attitudes toward the
implementation of DDL. To this end, they worked with 24 Chinese upper-
intermediate level junior students majoring in English. The participants were
randomly divided into two experimental groups. Within three weeks, the first group
conducted hands-on corpus analyses whereas the second group received corpus-
informed materials. In this research two corpora (MICUSP and ICNALE) were
used. Firstly, both groups were asked to analyze the concordance lines and then
they discovered their syntactic usages. When it comes to practice, the first group
calculated frequencies in both corpora and compared them; the second group
completed a set of corpus-informed gap filling tasks. They utilized pre- post and
delayed post-test design and made use of a questionnaire and analyzed their data

through within and between groups statistical analyses. Their results suggest that
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indirect approach turned out to be more successful than the direct approach. Also,

participants tended to be in favor of the DDL approach.

When these studies are analyzed, it can be seen that most of the studies that focused
on the effect of MDM instruction adopted quantitative data collection and analysis
tools. Therefore, there is a need for research that adopted mixed methods approach
in the literature to gain further insight about the learners’ use and/or avoidance of
MDM. Moreover, to the best of the researchers knowledge, none of the studies
utilized a longitudinal approach in which both immediate and delayed effects of
MDM instruction could be observed. Hence, the present study could serve to fill in

these gaps in the literature.
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CHAPTER 4

METHODOLOGY

This chapter presents the setting, participants, instruments developed for the
research with their features of usefulness, data collection procedure and data

analysis methods utilized in the study.

4.1. Setting

The present study was conducted with freshmen pre-service English language
teachers at Middle East Technical University (METU) in Ankara, Turkey. METU
and SUNY-TEFL program, in which the participant students were enrolled, were
presented and described in detail to depict a clear picture of the context where the

study took place.

METU is an English medium university. Therefore, in all the faculties and institutes
all the lessons are taught in English and all the students are required to certify their

English language proficiency. (METU, registrar’s office website: https://oidb.metu.

edu.tr/en/general-information). Thus, all the registered students are obliged to take
the English Proficiency Exam (EPE), which is designed and prepared by the testing
unit of the school of foreign languages department, unless they prove their English
proficiency with international proficiency exams: (1) TOEFL IBT (min. 79 points'),
(2) IELTS Academic (min. 6.5 points') or (3) PTE Academic exams (min. 62
points!) before starting their studies at their departments. Upon taking the EPE
exam, only the students who score at least 65 in EPE or prove their English

proficiency level by aforementioned international English proficiency exams are

! The minimum scores for these international tests are for students who are enrolled in SUNY-FLE
program.
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considered eligible for starting their undergraduate studies at foreign language
education department as SUNY-FLE students (Equivalence Table for English
Language Exams Recognized by METU for Undergraduate and Graduate Students:

(https://oidb.metu.edu.tr/en/equivalence-table-english-language-exams-recognized-

metu-undergraduate-and-graduate-students). Otherwise, they are required to attend

the preparatory school at least for a semester or until they gain at least the minimum
scores prior to their undergraduate education. Students who fail to do so within two

years after their registration to the university are dismissed from the university.

The students who participated in this study, either proved their English proficiency
by TOEFL IBT or IELTS Academic exams or took the online EPE exam due to
Covid-19 Pandemic. For that reason, it is necessary to provide information about
the Online EPE exam. Online EPE exam takes 100 minutes and consists of 3 parts.
They include reading, (60 points) vocabulary, (10 points) and writing (a text), (30
points). Students do not have to gain minimum scores for each part. In other words,
gaining 65 points overall is enough to pass the EPE exam. In order to ensure the
exam security, all the test takers use a software to disable their usage of online
resources during the exam. They are also required to join a video conference
program and turn their voice and videos on while taking the exam (METU-SFL

English Proficiency Examination A Guide for Test-takers booklet: https://epe.metu.

edu.tr/EpeKitapcigi. pdf).

Since all the participants were enrolled in SUNY-TEFL at METU, it is essential to
give necessary information about it. SUNY-TEFL program is a collaboration of
METU, Department of Foreign Language Education and State University of New
York (SUNY)-New Paltz. The SUNY-TEFL program:

[it] provides students with a solid foundation in the field of English language
teaching and helps them to develop strategies, firmly grounded in research, theory
and practice, to teach English in any part of the world, or to do research on the
teaching, learning or assessment of English as a foreign language. This formulation
is enriched by 'Liberal Studies' perspective that students will gain throughout their
education. The four-year program includes full-time enrolment for 6 semesters at
METU and 2 semesters and 2 summer sessions at SUNY-New Paltz: first, second
and fourth years at METU, and the third year and two summer sessions at SUNY,
New Paltz. Compulsory courses in the program provide students with the
fundamentals of English language teaching profession while a wide spectrum of
elective courses in psychology, sociology, philosophy, linguistics and literature
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equip them with new perspectives and new horizons. Upon successful completion
of all the requirements at both institutions, students of this dual diploma program
are awarded Bachelor of Arts degree in English Language Teaching at METU and
Bachelor of Arts degree in Liberal Studies at SUNY-New Paltz. ... (METU,
SUNY-TEFL website: https://fle.metu.edu.tr/en/ suny-tefl-undergraduate-program)

In order for students to begin the dual diploma program at SUNY, New Paltz, they
are obliged to gain 550 on the SUNNY institutional TOEFL, 79 on TOEFL IBT or
6,5 on IELTS. Moreover, they must have minimum 2.0 GPA at METU, have failed
no more than 3 courses and have taken a minimum of four second year courses at
METU. Should students fail to meet this requirement, they need to take English
language courses at the Haggerty English Language Program (HELP) at New Paltz
to improve their English skills. To successfully finish the program, the students are
required to spend two summers and a year in SUNY, New Paltz, as well as having
2.0 GPA there and have no more than two failed courses. Finally, they must meet
all the requirements and courses from both universities (Rules and Regulations

METU TESOL Dual Diploma Students: https:/fle.metu.edu.tr/en/system/files/

rules_and_regulations_for metu_tesol program.pdf).

Freshmen students of SUNY-TEFL take seven 3-credit courses and one 2-credit
course which include introduction-level courses such as introduction to education,
English language courses such as Expository Writing 1 and Turkish courses

(SUNY-TEFL Undergraduate Curriculum: https:/fle.metu.edu.tr/en/suny-tefl-

undergraduate-program).

4.2. Participants

14 freshmen pre-service English language teachers at METU-SUNY program who
were enrolled in Expository Writing 1 course volunteered to take part in this
research and took the pre-test. Then, 9 of the participants showed up for the first
intervention session. For the second intervention session 9 participants, 2 of whom
were different participants from the previous 9 participants, showed up. Starting
from the third intervention session the same 7 participants who had been present for
the pre-test and previous two intervention sessions joined the intervention and they
completed everything that was required from them for the sake of research.
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According to Mackey and Gass (2005), in longitudinal studies, if a participant
misses one treatment session, that participant should be removed, and their data
should be eliminated. Hence, I removed all the participants who missed even one of
the intervention sessions. Therefore, in the end, 7 freshmen pre-service English
language teachers at METU-SUNY program took part in this research. Two of them
were male and five of them were female. Since the present study did not focus on
different gender’s use of metadiscourse markers, the uneven gender distribution of
the participants was not considered as a confounding variable. Their age ranged

between 18-22 (Table 4.1).

Table 4. 1. Demographic Information about the Participants

Participant # Gender Age

1 Female 18

2 Male 22

3 Female 18

4 Female 20

5 Male 18

6 Female 18

7 Female 18
Mean 18,85

Since the present research targeted for a specific group of participants, purposive
sampling method (Mackey and Gass, 2005) was employed to select participants (1)
whose native language was Turkish, (2) who were freshmen pre-service English
language teachers and (3) who had not taken lessons on metadiscourse markers

before.

Because language background of the learners is a highly significant factor when it
comes to the way one uses their foreign language(s) (Mackey and Gass, 2005;
Scheffler, Horverak, Krzebietke, and Askland, 2017), the language background of
the participants was asked via background questionnaire prior to the research. All
the participants stated that they were monolingual Turkish speakers and they
learned English as a foreign language in Turkey. The duration of English language
study of the participants varied since they had different educational experiences
(i.e., state schools, private schools). All the participants were born and have resided

in big cities in Turkey.
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When it comes to their English proficiency, the participants mentioned varied
experiences in the background questionnaire. Firstly, three participants studied in
preparatory school before starting their undergraduate studies, whereas the other
four of them directly started their undergraduate studies without studying at the
preparatory school since they were able to prove their English language proficiency
via EPE or other international English proficiency exams such as IELTS Academic.
Therefore, 6 of the participants proved their English language proficiency by taking
EPE (mean score: 75,6 out of 100) and one other participant did so by taking IELTS
Academic (score: 8.0 out of 9.0). Furthermore, since this study focused on
freshmen pre-service English language teachers’ use of metadiscourse markers,
their specific scores on the writing section of the English proficiency exams they
have taken were also asked. Accordingly, the mean score of 6 participants who took
EPE was 12,1 out of 30 and the participant who took IELTS Academic scored 7 out
of 9 (Table 4.2.).

Table 4. 2. Participants’ English Proficiency Exam Scores

Participant  Preparatory School =~ Overall EPE EPE Writing

Experience Score Score
1 no 66 13,5
2 no 70 6
3 no 8* 7*
4 yes 80 8
5 yes 82 6
6 yes 66 17
7 no 90 22,5
Mean 75,6 12,1
* Participant 3 certified their English language proficiency by IELTS
Academic

However, in both exams writing is evaluated not only by test takers’ use of
metadiscourse markers but also on other criteria such as content, organization, use
of English, vocabulary, and punctuation. Therefore, even if the participants would
have got high scores on the writing parts of proficiency exams that they had taken,
it would not necessarily mean that they were aware of metadiscourse and were able

to use metadiscourse markers in their writings. In fact, when the ‘METU-SFL

English Proficiency Examination A Guide for Test-takers’ booklet (https://epe.metu.

edu.tr/EpeKitapcigi.pdf) is examined, it can be observed that for the writing sample
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that was given 12 points out of 30 points, the comments include “... is partly
incoherent” (pg. 32). Similarly, according to the rubrics of both writing task 1 and 2

for IELTS (https://www.ielts.org//media/pdfs/writing-band-descriptors-task-1.ashx

?la=en and https://www.ielts.org/-/media/pdfs/writingband-descriptors-task-2.ashx

?la=en), writing score 7 indicates “uses a range of cohesive devices appropriately

although there may be some under-/over-use”.

Moreover, the participants indicated in the background questionnaire that they
received writing an essay instruction in Turkish in their Turkish and/or literature
classes. However, except from two participants who were tutored by the private
teachers, they have never learnt how to write an essay in English until the
preparatory school. What is more, none of the participants received specific

metadiscourse marker training — either in Turkish or English — before.

Table 4. 3. Participants’ Pre-Test Results in terms of Metadiscourse Marker Use

Participants ~ Underuse of = Overuse of Incorrect Use of
MDMs MDMs MDMs
1 1 0 0
2 2 1 3
3 3 1 0
4 1 0 2
5 1 0 1
6 0 0 1
7 1 0 0
TOTAL 9 2 7

Overall, from the participants experience in English writing and metadiscourse
marker awareness it was anticipated that the participants would possibly have
problems on how to use metadiscourse markers in spite of their overall English
language proficiency. That is why, they were asked to sit for the pre-test. Their pre-
test results showed that almost all the participants underused interactive
metadiscourse markers. Moreover, more than half of them had problems in the
correct use of metadiscourse markers in terms of grammar or context (Table 4.3.).

Hence, it was concluded that the participants fit the aim the of the current research.

41



The freshmen students who participated in this study all took 3-credit Expository
Writing 1 course. This course aims at giving a concise overview of the essential
steps of the writing process such as careful planning, writing, revising, and
rewriting. The course begins with different ways for developing a paragraph such as
ways of brainstorming, limiting the ideas generated during brain storming, writing
the topic sentence, restricting a topic sentence, supporting a paragraph,
organizing/outlining a paragraph, editing, proofreading. Then, it continues with a
focus on language, appropriate for each type of paragraph, the issues of transition
between the different sections within a paragraph and the techniques for beginning
and ending a paragraph effectively. After that, the course goes on with the common
rhetorical strategies of writing different types of paragraphs (e.g., descriptive,
narrative, and expository paragraphs) and some grammar points known to be
problematic for the native speakers of Turkish learning English (e.g., subject-verb
agreement, pronoun references, the use of articles, relative clauses). The course
ends by analyzing punctuation marks that are used differently in Turkish and

English. (See Appendix A)

Upon setting a concise framework of participants’ background, the main reasons
behind selecting freshmen year pre-service English language teachers for this study
can be seen clearly. Firstly, the participants were chosen since despite being
considered as proficient English users, they still had difficulties in using MDMs in
their writings. Secondly, they were taking Expository Writing 1 course already
when this research was conducted; thus, the participants were already motivated and
ready to learn extra lessons that would be beneficial for their writing skill. The final
reason why the participants are fit for the research is the fact all the students who
are in SUNY-TEFL program of METU have to present IELTS Academic (at least
6,5 points and at least 5 points in each component of the test) or TOEFL IBT (at
least 79 points) test scores prior to their studies at the State University of New Palz.
Hence, since writing is an essential component of both of the tests, they needed to
learn how to write to write texts using MDMs (Rules and Regulations METU
TESOL Dual Diploma Students: https://fle.metu.edu.tr/en/system/files/rules_and

regulations_for metu_tesol program.pdf)
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4.3. Data Collection Instruments and the Procedure

This current longitudinal study examines the short term and long-term effect of
DDL on the use of MDMs (i.e., transitions, frame makers and code glosses) of
freshmen year pre-service English language teachers by investigating the types,
frequency, and appropriateness of the MDMs in their pre-test, while-tests (5 tests)
and post-test as well as uncovering the problems they have in using MDMs and
finding out the reasons why they experience such problems. According to Creswell
and Creswell (2009), each method, whether qualitative or quantitative, has its own
limitations and one method could “neutralize” the downside effect of the other.
Thus, for the present research, it was necessary to explain the quantitative results
with the qualitative data so that the research could gain a deeper and better
understanding of the participants’ use of MDMs and the short term and long-term
effect of DDL on their MDM use. According to Creswell (2009, pp. 213), in
‘concurrent triangulation approach’ the researcher collects both quantitative and
qualitative data together by using separate data collection tools and compares both
data to find out differences, concurrences and confirmations. As the data were
collected and analyzed employing both qualitative and quantitative methods
concurrently, and the validity of the findings was ensured through triangulation, to
answer the research questions, concurrent triangulation mixed method design
(Creswell, 2009) was adopted. (See Appendix B and Appendix C for the ethical

committee approval form and participants signed consent forms, respectively)

In addition, according to Menard (2008, pp. 3), “in longitudinal research, data are
collected on one or more variables for two or more time periods, thus allowing at
least measurement of change and possibly explanation of change”. Accordingly,
because the aim of this research is to find out the short- and long-term effects of
DDL on freshmen pre-service EFL teachers’ use of metadiscourse markers,
longitudinal research method is adopted for this research. Therefore, the
metadiscourse marker instruction took five weeks and the whole data collection
process took 13 weeks (Table 4.4). The data collection instruments which will be

explained further in detail include (Figure 4.1):
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1. A Background Questionnaire

© N kWD

Pre-training English argumentative paragraphs

5 Teaching materials to be used to teach MDMs from TOEFL11 corpus
5 While-training English argumentative paragraphs

2 Progress surveys

Post-training English argumentative paragraphs

Post-training survey

Follow-Up interviews with stimulated recall sessions

Table 4. 4. Stages of Data Collection

Weeks 1-2

Week 3

Week 4

Week 5

Week 6

Week 7

Week 8

Week 9

Weeks 10-11

Week 12

Weeks 13

Background questionnaire
Pre-test argumentative paragraph in English (N=7)

Instruction on additive transition markers (30 mins)

Controlled Practice on the use of additive transition markers (15 mins)
While-test argumentative paragraphs in English (30 mins) (N=7)
Feedback on the paragraphs written (within week 4)

Instruction on comparative transition markers (30 mins)

Controlled Practice on the use of comparative transition markers (15 mins)
While-test argumentative paragraphs in English (30 mins) (N=7)
Feedback on the paragraph written (within week 5)

Instruction on consequential transition markers (30 mins)

Controlled Practice on the use of consequential transition markers (15 mins)
While-test argumentative paragraphs in English (30 mins) (N=7)

Feedback on the paragraph written (within week 6)

Online progress survey 1

Instruction on frame markers (30 mins)

Controlled Practice on the use of frame markers (15 mins)
While-test argumentative paragraphs in English (30 mins) (N=7)
Feedback on the paragraph written (within week 7)

3 High-score sample paragraphs for analysis from TOEFL11 Corpus

Instruction on code glosses (30 mins)

Controlled Practice on the use of code glosses (15 mins)

While-test argumentative paragraphs in English (30 mins) (N=7)
Feedback on the paragraph written (within week 8)

3 High-score sample paragraphs for analysis from TOEFL11 Corpus
Online progress survey 2

Revision Session
No instruction

Post-test argumentative paragraphs in English (N=7)
Online Post Survey

Semi-structured follow-up interviews with stimulated recall (N=7)
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Figure 4. 1. Overall View of the Data Collection Procedure

4.3.1. Background Questionnaire

To collect background information from the participants such as their age, gender,
foreign language experiences and background, level of proficiency in English, as
well as their and their parents’ educational background and level the participants
were asked to fill out a background questionnaire (See Appendix D) and send it
back to the researcher via e-mail. To be able to provide a concise information about
the participants, their answers to the background questionnaire were shown in

section 4.2.

4.3.2. Argumentative Paragraphs Written by the Participants and Instruction

on Metadiscourse Markers

Since this study aimed at finding out both short-term and long-term effect of data
driven learning method on metadiscourse marker use of pre-service English
language teachers, longitudinal pre/while/post-test design was adopted. Upon
getting background information from students through background questionnaire, in
the third week of the 2020-2021 fall term, the students were asked to write an
argumentative paragraph between 150-200 words prior to the beginning of the 5-
week instruction period as a pre-test. Then, starting from the 4" week the students
were asked to write one argumentative paragraph for each week until the 8" week

for 5 weeks. Finally, two weeks after the revision session which was held in the 9
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week, they were asked to write one final argumentative paragraph in the 11" week

as post-test (Figure 4.2).

e Pre-test

Argumentative
Week 3 Paragraph in

English (N=14)

* While-test
argumentative
paragraphs in Week 4
English 1 (N=9)

* While-test

argumentative
Week 5 paragraphs in
English 2 (N=9),

* While-test

argumentative
paragraphs in Week 6
English 3 (N=7)

* While-test

argumentative
Week 7 paragraphs in
English 4 (N=7)
* While-test

argumentative
paragraphs in Week 8
English 5
(N=7)
* Post-Test
argumentative
Week 11 paragraph in

English (N=7)

Figure 4. 2. The Steps of Argumentative Paragraph Writing

Pre-test argumentative paragraph writing in English was utilized to find out the
types, frequency, accuracy and appropriateness of the MDMs used by the
participants and to be able to prepare student-specific materials to be used in the
trainings. That is, thanks to the pre-test, the MDMs that were problematic or not

used by the students were included in the student specific training material instead
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of the non-problematic ones. While-test argumentative paragraphs served for a tool

to find out the immediate effect of these trainings.

According to Mackey and Gass (2005, p.149), “to measure long-term effects,
researchers often want to include ‘delayed’ post-tests in addition to the immediate
post-tests”. Mackey and Gass (2005) also suggest that delayed-post tests and
immediate post-tests must be parallel to each other. To that end, post-test
argumentative paragraphs were used to observe the overall effect of DDL on the use
of MDMs of the participants by comparing and contrasting the pre- and post-
argumentative paragraphs statistically. However, when it comes to the length of
delay, Schmitt (2010) states that there is not a set amount of time that should pass
after the treatment, but he suggests that a delayed post-test should be conducted at
least a week after the treatment. Mackey and Gass (2005) also agree that one or two
weeks of delay could work. They also put forward that the longer the length of
delay is, the more likely the researcher could lose their participants and the greater
the effect of extra-experimental exposure will be. Similarly, Loewen and Plonsky
(2016, p. 48) propose that “a common time frame for delayed posttests in applied
linguistics is between one or two weeks”. In addition, when the studies that
measured long-term effect are investigated in terms of their length of delay, it can
be seen that Groot and Smedinga (2014) who studied vocabulary and Martini,
Riedlsperger, Maran and Sachse (2017) who studied second language story
retention both conducted their delayed post-tests a week after their treatment and
Shintani and Ellis (2015) waited for two weeks after their treatment on written
corrective feedback to conduct their delayed post-test. Hence, in the light of these
findings, the post-test of the current study was conducted two weeks after the

instruction and the revision session were completed.

Since 2020-2021 fall term was carried out in distance education format at METU
due to Covid-19 Pandemic, each participant wrote their paragraphs on their
computers using Microsoft’s word processor tool “Word’ at the same time and right
after each intervention session for the while-test paragraphs. In order to make sure
the participants did not get help from anyone or any resource, they wrote their

paragraphs while their cameras were on, on Zoom. The research took such a
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precaution to make sure the participants utilize only their own knowledge and
ability in using interactive MDMSs while writing their argumentative paragraphs

(Alg1, 2012; Ulucay, 2014).

4.3.2.1. Pre-Treatment Student Paragraphs in English

All the participants wrote their pre-treatment argumentative paragraphs in the third
week of the fall term of 2020-2021. Since one of the most important motivation
sources of the participants in accepting to take part in this research voluntarily is the
fact the extra-sessions on MDMs would also prepare them for the TOEFL exam
which they are obliged to take to continue their studies at the SUNY New Paltz, the
participants were provided with three retired TOEFL tasks. Another reason why
TOEFL writing topics were chosen was the fact that the corpus with which the
MDM teaching materials were prepared was compiled of the writings of the
examinees of TOEFL. Furthermore, according to Polio & Glew (1996), in order to
write their best writing and pen down their ideas more comfortably and easily, one
needs to be familiar with the topic on which they are writing. Also, Bonzo (2008),
puts forward that enabling students to choose the topic that they are going to write
on encourages them. That is why, the participants of the current study were
provided with three writing topics to choose:

1. Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? “It is better for

children to grow up in the countryside than in a large city”.

2. Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? “Parents are the best
teachers”.

3. Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? “The knowledge we
gain from personal experiences is more valuable than the knowledge we
gain from books”.

Most of the participants chose the first writing topic above. They reported that they
chose that topic because “it was among the popular topics in Turkey” and “they felt
like they could generate more ideas for this topic”. After, when they were asked
whether they experienced any difficulties in writing on that topic, all the

participants agreed on the fact that it was either very easy or easy for them to write
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on this topic. They stated that it was not unknown, and they were able to relate the

issue with themselves.

After the writing prompt was agreed upon mutually by the majority, the writing task
was made available to the participants through the LMS system called
‘ODTUClass’ (See Appendix E). The participants were asked to download the task
on their personal computers and write their argumentative paragraphs in 150-200
words in 30 minutes while they were connected to Zoom, and their cameras were
on. Since in TOEFL and IELTS Academic exams they are given 30 minutes, the
time allocated for this task was also 30 minutes. 14 students in total wrote pre-

treatment argumentative paragraph.

4.3.2.2. Interactive Metadiscourse Markers Training and Practice

A week later when students wrote their pre-test English argumentative paragraphs
(i.e., Week 4), 5-week long metadiscourse marker instruction which was conducted
online in a synchronous format began. Each week (between weeks 4 and 8), right
after their Expository Writing 1 class, students joined the researchers’ virtual
classroom on Zoom. The training phase took approximately 30 minutes and after

the training, practice lasted approximately 15 minutes.

Both the teaching materials and the practice parts of the instruction were student-
specific in that they were prepared specifically for the participants of the present
study by the researcher by analyzing their argumentative paragraphs in terms of
their use of MDMs, finding out the problematic issues, such as the under/overuse
and/or misuse (in terms of grammar, context) of MDMs and including only those in

the teaching materials.

Moreover, since this research aims to find out possible effects of DDL on
participants’ MDM use, the researcher utilized ‘TOEFL11: A Corpus of Non-
Native English’ to prepare data driven materials. According to Flowerdew (2009b),
it is essential to choose a corpus which is suitable for the learning goals and the

motivation of the students so that DDL could work. In the same vein, according to
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Sinclair (1991), large and general corpora such as British National Corpus (BNC) or
Contemporary American English (COCA) may not be pedagogically appropriate for
teaching English for specific purposes because they generally serve as reference
corpora for general-purpose corpus research and as Romer (2008) states, they
contain texts from various different genres and registers. On the contrary,
specialized corpora can be much handier when it comes to teaching a specific
aspect of language since they are produced specifically for a group of learners
(Chang, 2014; Tribble, 2013; Yoon, 2011). Another controversial issue to be
considered in designing DDL based instruction is related to the inclusion of non-
native data. According to Nesselhauf (2004), providing learners with the
information about the common problems and difficulties faced by language learners
is as significant as exposing learners with the native data. In addition, Gablasova,
Brazina and McEnery (2017) suggest that non-native data provides a valuable
source of evidence about the language use and development. Hence, since
TOEFL11 corpus contains only argumentative essays written by language learners
who have taken TOEFL exam, it is found to be appropriate to be utilized while

preparing corpus-informed materials.

TOEFL11 is the largest publicly available corpus of English written by nonnative
writers and it is annotated for score level by experienced raters. It consists of 12,100
essays written by the test takers in TOEFL IBT exam in 2006-2007 from eight
retired prompts (Blanchard, D.; Tetreault, J.; Higgins, D.; Cahill, A. & Chodorow,
M., 2013):

1. Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? “It is better to
have broad knowledge of many academic subjects than to specialize in
one specific subject”.

2. Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? “Young people
enjoy life more than older people do”.

3. Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? “Young people
nowadays do not give enough time to helping their communities”.

4. Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? “Most
advertisements make products seem much better than they really are”.

5. Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? “In twenty
years, there will be fewer cars in use than there are today”.
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6. Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? “The best way to
travel is in a group led by a tour guide”.

7. Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? “It is more
important for students to understand ideas and concepts than it is for
them to learn facts”.

8. Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? “Successful
people try new things and take risks rather than only doing what they
already know how to do well”.

The TOEFL IBT exam contains four sections (reading, listening, speaking and
writing) and it is delivered by a computer in secure test center. On average, it takes

4 hours to complete the whole test. (About the TOEFL IBT test: https://www.ets.

org/toefl/test-takers/ibt/about/). In order to complete the writing section, the test

takers need to write two different essays: independent task and integrated part. As
all the essays in the TOEFL11 corpus were from the TOEFL independent task, it is
important to explain the task in detail. The independent task requires students to
write an essay in around 300 words — usually in argumentative genre — in response
to a writing topic in 30 minutes. The responses to the independent task are scored

on a 5-point scale by two raters (TOEFL IBT writing section: https://www.ets.org/

toefl/test-takers/ibt/about/con tent/writing/).

All the essays that TOEFL11 corpus contains were written by non-native test takers
from 11 different L1 backgrounds: Arabic, Chinese, French, German, Hindi, Italian,
Japanese, Korean, Spanish, Telugu, and Turkish and they were annotated by the L1
background of the test takers (Blanchard, et. al., 2013). The reason why those
languages were chosen was the fact that the main aim of compiling TOEFLI11
corpus was to have a large number of essays per L1 that was evenly distributed
across language and prompts. As a result, the only L1s for which the set contained
at least 1,100 essays were considered when sampling (Blanchard, et. al., 2013).
Furthermore, all the essays were also annotated in terms of their score range: high
(4-5), medium (2.5-3.5) and low (1-2) scored-essays on a 5 point-scale (Blanchard,
et. al., 2013).
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The corpus-informed materials used in MDM instruction were prepared utilizing
only high scored essays in the TOEFL11 corpus because the aim of the materials
was to teach participants the correct use of MDMs and thus it was plausible to use
only the high scored ones. On the other hand, all the high scored essays regardless
of their writers’ L1 background was included so that the participants were able to
see the most common usages of MDM from various English users from different L1
backgrounds. Overall, the sub-corpus used for this research, which was named as

‘TOEFL-High’, contained 4,202 essays and 1,538,120 tokens. (Table 4.5).

Table 4. 5. The Distribution of TOEFL-High Corpus in terms of L1 Background

Language # of essays Language # of essays Language # of essays
Arabic 199 Hindi 642 Spanish 458
Chinese 81 Italian 313 Telugu 347
French 460 Japanese 188 Turkish 394
German 673 Korean 253

TOEFL-High corpus was utilized for two main reasons. Firstly, the researcher used
it as a reference corpus to analyze the frequencies of the metadiscourse markers in
the corpus to decide on which forms to include in the teaching material to increase
the variety. Secondly, it was used to prepare corpus-informed materials in indirect
DDL fashion. According to Daskalovska (2015), this approach enables learners to
work with authentic data in a stress-free environment since learners are not required
to figure out how to use corpus tools while consulting to corpus data which could be
highly overwhelming for learners. Even though via indirect approach the learners’
access to corpus data may be limited to the ones in the teaching materials, it was
still thought to be more convenient to adapt data driven learning method in the
indirect way since the training took place in a virtual environment and the
researcher could not make sure all the participants had access to and/or are able to

use corpus tools.

Each student specific material (See Appendix F) consisted of three sections: (1)
analyze, (2) discover and (3) practice. In the analyze part the participants were
provided with concordance lines (the corpus-informed sentences) that included
target metadiscourse markers in context. The students were given 10 to 15 minutes

to analyze them. Then, in the discover part they were given another 10-15 minutes
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and they were asked four questions that will help them to discover the usage, the
meaning and the importance of the metadiscourse markers. Finally, in the practice
part, which took approximately 15 minutes, they were provided with fill in the
blanks, sentence completion, paragraph completion or cloze test corpus-informed

exercises to use the metadiscourse markers learnt each week (Figure 4.3).

« fill-in-the-
blanks,
sentence/paragr
aph completion
or cloze test
exercises

discovery of the
usage, meaning
and importance
of
metadiscourse
markers through
guided
questions

eanalysis of
corpus-informed
data

J J

Figure 4. 3. Corpus-Informed Teaching Material Flow

The 5-week MDM instruction started with ‘transition markers’ and between weeks
4,5 and 6 the participants were trained for ‘additive’, ‘comparative’ and
‘consequential’ transition markers respectively. Later, in week 7 the training
sessions continued with ‘frame markers’. In week 8, the training was over with
‘code glosses’. The interactive metadiscourse markers were instructed in that order
because according to the literature transition markers were found to be used most,
followed by frame markers and finally code glosses (Hyland, 2007; Hyland and
Tse, 2004; Khedri, Heng and Ebrahimi, 2013, Li and Wharton, 2012; Mur-Duenas,

2011). Thus, the importance order was followed.

4.3.2.3. While- Treatment Student Paragraphs in English, Feedback and
Example Paragraphs

Upon each interactive metadiscourse treatment week (between weeks 4-8) the
students were asked to write an argumentative paragraph of 150-200 words in 30
minutes (See Appendix G). As the participants of the current study wrote those

argumentative paragraphs in a virtual environment, they were required to keep their
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voice and cameras on while writing so that getting help from any resource was
prevented. When they finished, they were required to submit their writing tasks
through ‘ODTUCIass’. Similar to pre-task writing topic, the writing topics were
again chosen among the retired TOEFL independent writing tasks (Figure 4.4).

. . - . ™
Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? "Overall, the widespread use
of the internet has a mostly positive effect on life in today’s world". Use specific

reasons anf examples to support your answer. )

"Some students preter classes with frequent discussions between the protessor and )
the students with almost no lectures. Other students prefer classes with many
lectures and almost no discussions". Which do you prefer? Use specific reasons and
examples to support your answer.

*Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? "Human activity is making
the earth a worse place to live". Use specific reasons and examples to support your
answer.

Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? "Grades encourage students
to work harder at school". Use specific reasons and examples to support your
answer.

"Some students prefer to study and do homework alone. Others prefer to study and
work on class assignments with a group of fellow students". Which do you prefer?
Use specific reasons and examples to support your answer.

J

<€€<<<

Figure 4. 4. While-Treatment Writing Topics for Each Week

Those topics were chosen specifically for two reasons. First, they were thought to
encourage students to use the metadiscourse markers learnt in each week. For
instance, in week 4 students got additive transition markers training and after that,
they were asked to write on the following topic: “Do you agree or disagree with the
following statement? "Overall, the widespread use of the internet has a mostly
positive effect on life in today’s world", because it was thought that the students
could list the positive or negative effects of the use of the internet by using additive
transition markers while supporting their arguments. Second, the participants were
thought to be familiar with the topics since three of the topics were in educational
context and the participants were pre-service English language teachers and the

other two of them were current issues going on the mass media.
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Furthermore, when the students were asked whether they found it difficult to write
about the topics on a 5-point Likert scale, overall, it was found out that none of the

writing topics were hard or too hard for them (Figure 4.5).
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Figure 4. 5. Participants’ Perceived Writing Difficulty Regarding the Writing Task

The two aims of while-treatment argumentative paragraphs were to find out the
immediate effect and of DDL on the instruction of each category of metadiscourse
marker and to provide them with feedback so that they could see their mistakes and
work on them. Thus, after each student had written and submitted their paragraphs,
within one week they were provided with indirect corrective feedback (Ellis, 2009)
only on their metadiscourse marker use. Feedback was given via ‘comment’

function of Microsoft Word (Figure 4.6) and then uploaded on ‘ODTUClass’.

Admittedly, the importance of grades is important at every stage of the training phase.

Cemre Cigek
Grades should not be evaluated only from a "pass-fail" perspective, because thankstothose | um;ifm

levels, especially for a university student. It is not just for the high or low scores. Even if the Cemre Cigek
student fails a eoursehis / her stav at the universitv will he langer and it mav he nassible ta

Figure 4. 6. An Example of E-feedback

Each participants’ feedback without including any personal information about the

writer was made available for everyone to review since it could enable participants
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to see more examples, more feedback and consequently learn from others’ mistakes.
The participants were not required to revise their previous writings and write second
drafts because this training adopted product writing approach rather than process
writing. The reason behind this choice derived from the fact that each week a
different category of interactive MDM was focused, and the researcher tried to
provide the participants with the opportunity to employ the targeted interactive
MDMs more by providing appropriate tasks. Thus, working on drafts for the
previous tasks and writing new tasks at the same time would have been
overwhelming for the participants. Still, the researcher was available to elaborate on
the feedback she had provided via e-mail and/or video-call sessions on Zoom. Also,
at the end of the trainings (i.e., in Week 9) the participants were invited to the
revision session which took place on Zoom at the same day and time as the training.
This session aimed to provide the participants the opportunity to ask any questions
regarding the feedback they received and metadiscourse marker use, in general.
When they were asked about the feedback on the progress and post surveys, none of
the participants reported any issues. On the contrary, they all stated they the

feedback they received was clear and instructive enough for them (Figure 4.7).

O B N W b~ U

W definetely not useful  m not useful not sure useful  m definetely useful

Figure 4. 7. Participants’ Perceived Feedback Usefulness

In weeks 7 and 8, the students were also provided with 6 different sample
paragraphs in two sets as the need for them arouse upon analyses of progress

surveys. Therefore, each example paragraph set contained three paragraphs taken
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from TOEFL-High corpus. The aim of these paragraphs was to let the participants
be exposed to more examples and to enable them to analyze the metadiscourse
markers that they reported to be problematic in their progress surveys. Those
paragraphs were also analyzed in detail in the revision session in week 9. When the
students were asked whether the sample paragraphs were difficult for them to
analyze on their own in the post survey, they reported that they weren’t too easy or

too hard, they were just appropriate for their level (Figure 4.8).

Level Appropriacy of Sample Paragraphs

O B N W »~ U

mveryeasy Measy M neither easy nor difficult difficult  mvery difficult

Figure 4. 8. Participants’ Perceived Difficulty Regarding Sample Paragraphs

They also reported that seeing sample paragraphs were useful “to be able to

compare their writings with them” and “to see different examples” (Figure 4.9).

Usefulness of the Sample Paragraphs
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Figure 4. 9. Participant’s Perceived Sample Paragraph Usefulness
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4.3.2.4. Post- Treatment Student Paragraphs in English

In Week 12, two weeks after the 5-week training on metadiscourse markers and the
revision session were over, all the seven participants of the current study were asked
to write an argumentative paragraph in 150-200 words in 30 minutes (See Appendix
H). The same procedure as the pre- and while- treatment tasks was followed and the
students wrote their argumentative paragraphs using Microsoft Word on their
personal computers while their cameras and voice were on, on Zoom and submitted

their work through ‘ODTUClass’.

According to Hinkel (2009), Swales (2004) and Ulucay and Hatipoglu (2017), for
pre-test-post-test design research, providing different topics for pre- and post- tests
would lead the participants to use different structures. Also, it was observed that the
topic of the pre-test was already interesting for them. Hence, a very similar topic to
the one in the pre-test was chosen by the researcher: “Do you agree or disagree with
the following statement? It is better for parents to raise children in the countryside
than in a large city”. By asking the participants to write an argumentative paragraph
on a very similar topic to that of the pre-test, the researcher aimed at analyzing the
effect of MDM training which adopted DDL methodology. In other words, the goal
of the post test was to find out whether MDM training helped students to use

various MDMs correctly and appropriately.

When the students were asked whether they found writing an argumentative
paragraph about the topics before and after the trainings, students reported that it
was indeed difficult for them to write a paragraph on this topic before the trainings
(Figure 4.10) because “they could not organize their thoughts and ideas, and
consequently, they could not link the sentences in their paragraphs to generate a

coherent paragraph”.

58



Before MDM instruction
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M very easy Measy M neither easy nor difficult m difficult m# of Participants who chose very difficult

Figure 4. 10. Participants’ Perceived Difficulty in terms of Post-Test before MDM
Instruction

Moreover, they reported that “the topic got easier to write after the trainings
because they learnt how to organize their thoughts in their paragraphs by using
MDMs and to make connections between their ideas” (Figure 4.11). Also, they
reported that “seeing authentic examples enabled them to discover how MDMs are
used”, and “they started to use some MDM that they abstained from using them

before because they gained confidence after receiving training on MDM use”.

After MDM instruction

0

H very easy W easy W # of Participants who chose neither easy nor difficult m difficult m very difficult

Figure 4. 11. Participants’ Perceived Difficulty in terms of Post-Test after MDM
Instruction
59



4.3.2.5. Online Surveys

Creswell (2009) states that:

the problems addressed by social and health science researchers are complex and
the use of either quantitative or qualitative approaches by themselves is inadequate
to address this complexity. [...] There is more insight to be gained from the
combination of both quantitative and qualitative research than either form by itself.

Their combined use provides an expanded understanding of research problems.
(p.203)

In the light of this statement, to be able to obtain in depth insight into participants’
perceptions on the use of MDMs and their importance in writing coherent
paragraphs and the effectiveness of the training sessions as well as the materials,
feedback, and sample paragraphs, three online surveys were conducted. All the
questions in the surveys were written in Turkish and the participants were also
asked to respond in Turkish to make sure the participants were able to reflect on

their progress and state their ideas without any language barriers (Dornyei, 2007).

According to Menard (2008), longitudinal research can unveil the reason behind
change in progress. Therefore, to observe the progress of the participants’
perception and attitudes towards MDMs use, the DDL methodology adopted in
training as well as the training itself, two of the online surveys, which were called
‘Online Progress Survey 1’ and ‘Online Progress Survey 2, were conducted in 6%
and 8" weeks (See Appendix I). ‘Online post survey’ was conducted in Week 12

(See Appendix J).

All the surveys were created using ‘Google Forms’ and they were made available to
students through ‘ODTUCIass’ by embedding the unique URL address for each
survey. In addition, the URL address of each survey was also sent to participants’ e-
mails. As at the time of the data collection, ODTU adopted distant education system
due Covid-19 pandemic, therefore using online surveys was the only convenient
option and the participants did not mention and problems regarding the surveys’
being online. The participants were given 2 days to complete the progress surveys

and each one is thought to took approximately 20 minutes to finish. The participants
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filled out the post survey right after they had written their post argumentative

paragraphs and it took 30 minutes to complete.

Online progress survey 1 and 2 aimed at observing students’ progress while the
training was ongoing so that the research could make the necessary changes in
terms of the format of the instruction, materials, and feedback. They also targeted to
find out the problematic MDMs after the instruction in order for research to revise
the MDMs to be taught and revised in the revision week and to decide which
MDMs to include in the sample paragraphs for further analysis. Therefore, it
included three main sections. The first section was about the difficulty level of the
while- training writing topics. The participants were asked to rate the difficulty
level of each topic that they had written on until the online progress test was
implemented via 5-point Likert scale. They were also asked to elaborate on their
ratings via open-ended questions. The second section was on the problematic
MDMs. The participants were asked to check all the MDMs that they thought they
still had problems in using via check boxes. Then, they were asked to explain the
reason behind via open ended questions. The third part included questions about the
methodology of the instruction. Therefore, that part included mostly open-ended
questions on the effectiveness, usefulness and sufficiency, advantages and
disadvantages of the methodology of the trainings and on participants’ perceptions
on their progress related to the trainings. The only 5-point Likert Scale type of the
question in this section was on the difficulty level of the corpus-informed

sentences/paragraphs used in the materials.

Online post intervention survey was conducted because the researcher wanted to
observe participants’ overall perceptions and attitudes towards MDM use, their
importance and the efficacy of the DDL approach and the trainings, materials, and
feedback provision. It was also consisted of three parts. In the first part, the students
were asked to rate the difficulty level of the post- training writing topic by 5-point
Likert scale and explain the reason of their choice via open ended questions. In the
second part they were again asked to check all the MDMs they think were still
problematic after the training via check boxes and explain the reason why via open-

ended questions. The third part included in-depth open-ended questions and 5-point
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Likert scale items about data driven learning methodology and the training,

feedback provision and revision sessions.

4.3.2.6. Student Diaries

Since in longitudinal studies, obtaining in-depth data on participants’ progress at the
time of intervention is essential (Menard, 2008), during MDM trainings between the
4™ and 8™ weeks for 5 weeks, the participants were asked to write diaries. They
were consisted of five questions (Figure 4.12) that helped the participants to

elaborate on their weekly learnings

1. How did you feel during our training session? (e.g., happy, excited, bored
etc.)? Why?

2. What have you learnt in this session? Was this something complete

. new or were you taught this material in any of your previous writing
classes?

3. Do you think that you would be able to use what you have learned
today anywhere else? Explain why “Yes”/“No”.

4. Is the teaching method implemented in class today suitable for you?
Explain why “Yes”/“No”.

QUESTIONS FOR THE
STUDENT DIARY

5. Has there been a change in your thought/attitudes/interest etc. towards/in
writing after today’s class? Explain why “Yes”/“No”.

Figure 4. 12. The Five Questions in Student Diaries

The participants wrote their diaries on Microsoft Word right after they had written
their while-training argumentative paragraphs and they submitted their diaries

through ‘ODTUClass’ together with their writings.

4.3.2.7. Semi-Structured Interviews with Stimulated Recall Sessions

According to Gass and Mackey (2013), stimulated recall is an introspective method
that necessitates the presence of a reminder such as an audio/video recorded event,
or physical writings for the participant to recall the event and reflect on it.
Accordingly, in these stimulated recall sessions, the participants were shown their

own pre- while- and post- training argumentative paragraphs that they had written
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in discourse-based interview design (Odell, Goswami and Herrington, 1983;
Bogdanovi¢ and Mirovi¢, 2018). That is, the occurrences metadiscourse markers in
participants’ argumentative paragraphs were found and highlighted and the
participants were asked questions to elaborate on why they preferred/not preferred
using specific metadiscourse markers. Therefore, stimulated recall sessions aimed at
finding out the reasons behind participants employment/avoidance of specific

MDMs.

Upon stimulated recall sessions, participants were also asked questions regarding
the methodology of the training. Since the interviews were semi-structured, it was
possible that the questions asked to each participant were different. Some possible
interview questions were as follows:

I. Why did you use so many / so few metadiscourse markers in your
paragraphs?

Why do you use specific metadiscourse markers in your paragraphs?

What other metadiscourse markers could you have used instead of X?

Why do you abstain from specific metadiscourse markers?

When you analyze all your paragraphs, do you observe any differences?
Why do you think these differences occurred? / Why do you think there are
not any differences?

6. Do you think there is an improvement in your metadiscourse marker use?

bl

Why? / Why not?

7. Do you think the materials used in our trainings were useful? Why? / Why
not?

8. Could you tell me one advantage and one disadvantage of our training
methodology?

9. Have you received any trainings via corpus-informed materials before?
10. What do you think of using corpus-informed materials?

Even if the participants of the current study proved their English language
proficiency, in order to obtain a richer data on participants’ underlying reasons for
their use of metadiscourse markers and thoughts and attitudes towards the materials
and the sessions, the interviews were conducted in their native language, Turkish

(Dérnyei, 2007).

The semi-structured interviews with stimulated recall sessions took place on Zoom
due to the distance education format adopted by ODTU because of Covid-19

pandemic. Each participant was appointed a date and time and unique Zoom

63



invitation links were sent to them via e-mail. The sessions were video recorded to
be able to catch all the important information the participants provided upon getting

both written and verbal consent of the participants. (Dérnyei, 2007).

4.4. Data Analysis

In this section, how the quantitative (TOEFL11, TOEFL-High, pre- while- and post-
argumentative paragraphs) and qualitative data (diaries, online progress and post
surveys and stimulated recall sessions with semi structured interviews) were

analyzed is presented.

4.4.1. Analysis of TOEFL11 Corpus

As it was stated in section 4.3.2.2, the researcher created corpus-informed
interactive metadiscourse marker training materials via TOEFL-High sub-corpus
which contained 1,538,120 running words from TOEFLI11 corpus. To so, the

researcher analyzed the corpus in the following stages:

Stage 1: Only the essays which were annotated as ‘high’ in TOEFL11 corpus were
found out and separated from the others. Since each essay file was typed in ‘.#xt’

format already, the researcher did not need to change the format of the files.

Stage 2. “TOEFL-High” sub-corpus was compiled by uploading each ‘high’
annotated essay onto ‘#LancsBox 4.5’ (Brezina, Timperley and McEnery, 2018), a
corpus analysis tool that enables its users to calculate frequency of words, to find
out N-grams and conduct Key Word in Context (KWIC) analyses. The program is
quite user-friendly, and it has the capacity to run reliable statistical analyses.

Moreover, the research had previous experience on this tool.

Stage 3: In order to decide on which metadiscourse marker to include in the
teaching material, The researcher needed to a reference search list of transitions,
frame markers and code glosses. The reason behind the need for a reference search

list to provide students with the most frequently used interactive MDMs in
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argumentative paragraph genre. In addition, in the literature it was observed that
other studies whose main foci were metadiscourse markers (e.g., Can, 2006;
Mohamed & Rashid, 2017; Ho & Li, 2018; Qin & Uccelli, 2019) also created
reference lists. Therefore, firstly, the researcher went through the literature to find
out the most common interactive MDMs in argumentative genre. Then, by running
frequency analyses the most common interactive metadiscourse markers were found
in TOEFL-High corpus. The corpus can be considered as a reference corpus as it
was larger than the study corpus (Berber-Sardinha, 2000). Hence, it was meaningful
to take the frequencies of interactive metadiscourse markers in TOEFL-High corpus

into consideration.

Stage 4. Upon deciding on the specific interactive metadiscourse markers to be used
in the training materials, the researcher revised them by analyzing participants’
accurate usages of them and she excluded the non-problematic ones. When the final
list of interactive metadiscourse markers to be included in the materials was
decided, the researcher ran KWIC analyses on #LancsBox 4.5 (Brezina, et. al.,
2018) to find each interactive MDM in context. Then, she selected concordance
lines in terms of appropriacy and included them in the corpus-informed, student-

specific interactive metadiscourse marker training materials (Figure 4.13).

Search however Occurrences 1,856 (12.07) Texts 1,268/4,202

V¥ Corpus  TOEFL11-HIGH ¥ Context 7 V¥ Display Text
[Cndex [ e [ er [ Noge |  mrogw__ |
[ndoc [ /6 [ e [ N [ ____ __ ____ _______Renc__________________]

1 1000025.txt sports for young people to attand today; hc at the same time, there are so

2 1000276.txt seems to be overwhelming to a buyer. Hc they need to know what is going

3 1000434.txt produce famous products for profits and money; e that business will not grow beyond the

4 1000434.txt as usually as any other common restaurants. He the owner thought that it did not

5 1000434.txt come to his restaurant with great pleasure. Hc Kropper had insight to see further future

6 1000434.txt illustrates people that did not like risks. Hc another protagonist, rich businessman steps up and
7 1000434.txt to funds all the money for project. Hc the project is very successfully done as

8 1004335.txt of conversation will have the upper hand. He once the dinner has ended, such a

9 1004652.txt learn broad knowledge of many academic subjects, hc the other of which belives that we

10 1005252.txt together may assist each other when needed. Hc an other positive factor when travelling in

11 1005252.txt a decision on behalf of the group. Hc travelling in a group may deprive you

12 1006416.txt that it is usually done in group. Hc that does not mean that it is

13 1006416.txt travel i often cheaper than individual travel. Hc group travels lead by a tour guide

14 1006787.txt to participate in such kind of activities. Hc from my experience, it is difficult to

15 1007337.txt lectures about Barcelona to learn about Barcelona. Hc Guide could still provide lots of information

16 1007337.txt It gives us limited amout of information. Hc guides studied for a long time. For

17 1007337.txt bench shows another genius aspect of Gaudi. Hc our guide told us that this bench

18 1008718.txt of one". Ofcourse, specialization is indeed beneficial, e what 's needed to succeed in this

19 1008718.txt the form of Masters is indeed imperative, hc that happens mostly for a purpose of

20 1010664.txt of the leader of trying new things. Hc Well Fargo succeeded. After several years of

21 1011083.txt by almost anyone in any industrialized country. Hc this apparently good change of the situation,

22 1011083.txt be to find some alternative energy font; hc researches in that field have been growing

23 1011083.txt using, so to prevent the enivronment, that he by that day will probably be seriously

24 1011748.txt to see the main things to see. H the major drawback of this alternative appears

25 1011748.txt then a different alternative should be taken. Hc if the objective of a short journey

26 1012615.txt character, personality and needs of each person. Hc when you are traveling in a group

27 1012615.txt are willing to talk with the locals. there is not enough time to have

28 1012615.txt visited by people all around the world. once you are there, eventhou the sight

29 101345210t not likely to cease for modern life, the supply which will enable people to

30 1013600.txt to be done in order to evolve. He there are some times when people who

31 1014199.txt enjoy life more than older people do. H 1do believe that at each stage

32 101546 1.txt active whereas older people are less mobile. H there is no limit to enjoying life.

33 1015461.txt life more enthusiastically and with more thrill, hc elderly also get the same joy out

34 1015924.txt that such theories or hypothesis posed. If h mathematicians and physicists worked in isolation, they

35 1015924.txt have helped in innovation in all sphere. He the requirements of other sciences has also

36 1015924.txt patterns and simulate the same. These would hc not be possible if the people engaged

37 1017153.txt to the community. | do not think, hc that this development s inevitable. My experience
8 1017608.txt commodities and meanwhile encouraged much more customers. Hc we may also have heard of some

39 1017608.txt overseas without adding any adjunctions on it. He the woman found out that her television

40 1017829.txt t0 know from population to income rate. Hc in order to understand ideas and concepts

41 1017829.txt depending on others, students cannot be independent. Hc students should study and work to understand

42 1017876.txt quality product with a rather weak service. Hc their marketing is so outstanding that they

43 1017876.txt what they were told in the advertisement. Hc one point has to be mention. As

Figure 4. 13. KWIC Output from #Lancsbox 4.5
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4.4.2. Analysis of Pre- While- and Post- Training Argumentative Paragraphs

The present research used Hyland’s (2005) metadiscourse taxonomy while
analyzing interactive metadiscourse markers used in participants’ pre-, while-, and
post- training argumentative paragraphs and all the 49 paragraphs (N=7 in pre-
training test, N=35 in while-training tests and N=7 in post training test) written by

the participants of the current research were analyzed in 4 steps.

4.4.2.1. Transferring Pre- While- and Post- Training Argumentative

Paragraphs into MAXQDA

The present study aims at finding the types, frequencies and functions of interactive
metadiscourse markers employed by freshmen pre-service English language
teachers in their argumentative paragraphs and investigate the effect of data-driven
learning method on the participants’ use of these markers. That is why, the
participants’ pre-, while- and post- training argumentative paragraphs were
analyzed via the qualitative data analysis tool ‘MAXQDA’. It is a tool that enables
researchers to analyze their qualitative data by assigning them different codes or
categories. Moreover, the frequencies of each code/category can be calculated.
Thanks to this tool, the types of the interactive MDMs used by the participants were
categorized and the frequency of markers in each category were calculated

systematically. Therefore, the risk of miscalculation was minimized.

Since all the argumentative paragraphs, were collected online due to Covid-19
pandemic, they were already available for the research in “.doc” format. Therefore,
I did not need to digitalize them for analysis. However, while transferring them to
the MAXQDA, the spelling mistakes of interactive metadiscourse markers were
checked corrected because not doing so could lead to getting unreliable study
results. Nevertheless, all the other errors in students’ paragraphs were remained
intact. For the ethical considerations, in the argumentative paragraphs transferred to
MAXQDA the participants real names were not used. Instead, a number was

assigned to each participant and their tests were numbered accordingly.
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The students’ argumentative paragraphs were saved in different files according to
their test type. For instance, pre-training tests were collected under “pretest” file.
Hence, there were seven different files and each file included seven student
argumentative paragraphs, in the end: (1) pretest, (2) TM-AD-P1, (3) TM-CON-PI,
(4) TM-COM-P1, (5) FM-P1, (6) CDG-P1, (7) post-test. These seven different
study corpora were uploaded onto MAXQDA file by file (Table 4.6).

Table 4. 6. Study Corpora Information

File Name Total number of Words # of argumentative paragraphs
PRETEST 1524 7
TM-AD-P1 1185 7
TM-COM-P1 1281 7
TM-CON-P1 1175 7
FM-P1 1313 7
CDG-P1 1267 7
POSTEST 1598 7

According to Sancak (2019, p.39), “whether one particular marker is metadiscoursal
or not should be checked in context” because according to Hyland (2005), all the
items can have either one of the meanings depending on the context that they are
used. Therefore, functional analyses of Hyland (2005) were adopted to identify the
MDMs. The term ‘‘functional” in metadiscourse studies is explained by Hyland
(2005) as:

...it refers to how language works to achieve certain communicative purposes for
users. It therefore concerns whether a stretch of language is asserting a claim,
directing readers to an action or response, elaborating a meaning, posing a question
and so on. Functional analyses recognize that a comprehensive and pragmatically
grounded description of any text must involve attending to the use of language in
relation to its surrounding co-text and the purpose of the writer in creating a text as
a whole. The emphasis is therefore on meanings in context, how language is used,
not what a dictionary says about it. So, when considering any item as a candidate
for inclusion as metadiscourse, the question is not 'what is the function of this
item?' but 'what is this item doing here at this point in the text?’ (p.25)

Furthermore, Hyland (2005) states that “we have to distinguish transitions which
connect activities and those which connect arguments, with metadiscourse referring
only to this second, discourse-organizing role” (p. 166). For example, for the
additional transition marker ‘and’ to be considered as an MDM, it needs to connect
ideas or link ideas so that they are connected to the other parts of the text. The

following example demonstrates these two functions:
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Example 4. 1. Distinction for Metadiscoursal (a) and Propositional (b) Functions
of Markers, AND

(a) the internet is an important part of our daily lives and there is no doubt
that it has a positive influence on the way we live.
(b) Furthermore, we have access to a lot more content and materials that can
be found in databases which broaden our horizons

In Example 4.1(a), and is used to link argument-internal elements, while in 1(b) it

lists elements.

When the different functions and values of interactive metadiscourse markers are
taken into consideration, running frequency analyses for each interactive
metadiscourse marker may not yield meaningful results for this research. That is
why, in order to decide whether a particular MDM in the data has metadiscoursal or
propositional meaning, two raters — the researcher of the current study and a 29-
year-old female researcher? —arrived at a consensus through visual inspection of the
argumentative paragraphs written by the participants as pre-, while- and post-
instruction tests and the markers that did not carry metadiscoursal function and

value were discarded from the frequency analyses.

4.4.2.2. Categorization of the MDMs in Pre- While- and Post- Training

Argumentative Paragraphs

In this stage, all the argumentative paragraphs (N= 49) were first read and analyzed
carefully to find all the elements that function as metadiscourse. Then, those items
were highlighted by the researcher (Figure 4.14). After that, all the highlighted
items were analyzed again to find out their categories that they belong to (i.e.,
additional transition markers, comparative transition markers, consequential
transition markers, frame markers, code-glosses) and they were highlighted in
different colors according to their categories. (i.e., additional transition markers in
pink, comparative transition markers in red, consequential transition markers in

yellow, frame markers in green, code-glosses in blue) (Figure 4.15). However, the

2 The second researcher is an experienced English language instructor who has been teaching writing
and grading writing papers. She is also conducting her own MA thesis study in English language
teaching.
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fact that some MDMs can be multifunctional was also taken into consideration and

these markers that differ in the function were put into different categories.

It is a fact that the environment children grow up in play a major role in their development, especially when they are
younger. Therefore, there are huge differences between how children living in the countryside or a large city behave. In
my opinion, living in the countryside would be more beneficial to children than living in the city. To start off, being in
touch with the nature would help them understand not only the world around them but also themselves. It is absolutely
vital for small children to live in a place that is natural for them to develop self-consciousness and gain awareness about
the planet they are on. That way, they will grow up to be mindful citizens that care about the issues related to the
environment. In addition, the countryside is quieter and calmer than the city. This would mean a less stressful life for
both the child and parents as there would be minimal risk factors. Because the parents are also less stressed out, they
would be able to raise the child better as well. Some may argue that there are better opportunities for education and
healthcare in big cities, and thus it is the better option. Although this is true, better opportunities don’t always equal a
better life. A child living in the countryside may not be able to go to a private institution to learn, but they can still teach
themselves all they need to know. Overall, raising kids is something that should be taken seriously. Parents should take
as many factors into account before deciding what kind of life they want their children to have.

Figure 4. 14. First Stage of Analysis of Metadiscourse Markers on MAXQDA

It is a fact that the environment children grow up in play a major role in their development, especially when they are
younger. Therefore, there are huge differences between how children living in the countryside or a large city behave. In
my opinion, living in the countryside would be more beneficial to children than living in the city. To start off, being in
touch with the nature would help them understand not only the world around them but also themselves. It is absolutely
vital for small children to live in a place that is natural for them to develop self-consciousness and gain awareness about
the planet they are on. That way, they will grow up to be mindful citizens that care about the issues related to the
environment. In addition, the countryside is quieter and calmer than the city. This would mean a less stressful life for
both the child and parents as there would be minimal risk factors. Because the parents are also less stressed out, they
would be able to raise the child better as well. Some may argue that there are better opportunities for education and
healthcare in big cities, and thus it is the better option. Although this is true, better opportunities don’t always equal a
better life. A child living in the countryside may not be able to go to a private institution to learn, but they can still teach
themselves all they need to know. Overall, raising kids is something that should be taken seriously. Parents should take
as many factors into account before deciding what kind of life they want their children to have.

Figure 4. 15. Categorization of Metadiscourse Markers on MAXQDA

4.4.2.3. Analysis of the MDMs in Pre- While- and Post- Training

Argumentative Paragraphs

After the interactive metadiscourse markers were categorized, in the third stage, the
appropriacy of the interactive MDMs used by the freshmen year EFL teachers in
their argumentative paragraphs were analyzed using MAXQDA (See Figure 4.16).
For the analysis, the researcher of the current study and the 29-year-old female
researcher (see section 4.4.2.1) worked separately and then shared their findings
with each other. The inter-coder reliability, which was calculated by dividing the
total number of ratings into the number of ratings in agreement (i.e., 601/634), was
95%. Later, the two researchers came together and resolved the disagreements

through discussion and negotiation.
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Figure 4. 16. Appropriacy Analysis of the Interactive Metadiscourse Markers
through MAXQDA

The raters analyzed the interactive metadiscourse markers and categorize them into
four groups which are (1) correct use, (2) incorrect use, (3) overuse and (4)

underuse (Figure 4.17).

Correct  Incorrect
Use Use Overuse Underuse

a) Grammar:
e.g., ‘such as’
followed by a
clause The presence of
a The absence of a
marker/markers marker where it
where it is/they is required
b) Context: e.g., are not required
‘Whereas’ not
used to compare
two ideas

Appropriate use
of the marker
allowing writer

to help guide the
reader through
the text

Figure 4. 17. Categorization of the Interactive Metadiscourse Markers in terms of
Appropriacy

The interactive metadiscourse markers were categorized as correct use when they
were used appropriately to allow the writer to help guide the reader through the text.
In example 4, it can be seen that ‘although’ is used to contrast ideas and it is

followed by a full sentence as it should.
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Example 4. 2. Correct Use of Interactive Metadiscourse Markers (Student
sentence, Participant 6)

Although living in rural areas today is an excellent option for the physical
and spiritual development of children, this is not possible due to the
conditions of modern life.

The MDMs were categorized as incorrect use either in terms of grammar or context.
Incorrect use of an MDM in terms of grammar refers to writer’s not meeting the
syntactical requirement of the MDM. In example 5, ‘despite’ is followed by a full
sentence whereas it should be followed by a clause. Incorrect use of an MDM in
terms of context refers to writer’s not being able to organize the discourse. In
example 6, ‘even if” is used to reveal a conditional meaning while it should be used

to contrast ideas.

Example 4. 3. Incorrect Use of Interactive Metadiscourse Markers in terms of
Grammar (Student sentence, Participant 2)

Despite Internet has done some many good things the social community, we
should look every information that we see in a concerning way due to the
common use.

Example 4. 4. Incorrect Use of Interactive Metadiscourse Markers in terms of
Context (Student sentence, Participant 4)

Even if the student fails a course, his / her stay at the university will be
longer.

The MDMs were categorized as overuse when an MDM is used where it is not
required. In example 7, ‘so’ is used together with ‘if I need to simplify my opinion’;
however, its presence does not add any discoursal meaning. Therefore, it is not

required.

Example 4. 5. Overuse of Interactive Metadiscourse Markers (Student sentence,
Participant 2)

So, if I need to simplify my opinion, children in early ages should grow in

countryside but not till the adulthood.

The MDMs were categorized as underuse when the presence of an MDM was

required but it was absent. In example 8, there is a contrastive relation between the
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first (1) and the second (2) sentences. That is why, an MDM is required between

that to relate these sentences and point out contrastive relation.

Example 4. 6. Underuse of Interactive Metadiscourse Markers (Student sentence,
Participant 7)

(1) Even if the topic is not something I am quite familiar with, my interest
grows when there is a discussion about it. X (2) I do not think I could say
the same thing about lectures.

4.4.2 4. Statistical Analyses of the Frequencies of the MDMs

The present study aimed at finding out the short- and long-term effect of DDL on
freshmen pre-service EFL teachers’ use of interactive metadiscourse markers in
their argumentative paragraphs. That is why, after the interactive metadiscourse
markers which have metadiscoursal value were categorized into subgroups
according to Hyland’s (2005) interpersonal model of Metadiscourse and were
analyzed in terms of their appropriacy through MAXQDA, the output was exported
as a Microsoft Excel file and the number of occurrences of the interactive
metadiscourse markers in pre-, while-, and post- tests were found out. Moreover,
since the total number of words were different for each participant in each test, the
relative frequency analyses were run via Microsoft Excel to find out the number of

occurrences of these markers per 100 words.

In order to find out whether DDL has proved to be effective in the short term, the
relative frequencies of the interactive metadiscourse markers used by the
participants in their pre-tests were compared with their while-tests statistically by
using Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks test. It is the non-parametric alternative
for the paired samples T-Test (Martin and Bridgmon, 2012) and since only 7
participants took part in the present study and their uptake from the interactive
metadiscourse marker instruction may vary, it was decided to conduct a non-

parametric test.

Finally, to discover if the student specific and data driven training on MDMs was

overall successful, the frequencies of specific interactive metadiscourse markers
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employed by the freshmen pre-service EFL teachers in their pre-test were compared
to their post-test. Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks Test were again run for the

statistical analysis.

4.4.3. Analysis of Student Diaries, Progress and Post Surveys and Semi-

Structured Interviews with Stimulated Recall Sessions

The present study was longitudinal in nature. Thus, being aware of the participants’
progress and having in-depth insight into their attitudes towards the training,
materials and the MDM use was significant. Hence, while the student-specific and
data driven MDM training was in progress, they were also asked to keep diaries and
take part in two online progress surveys. Furthermore, upon collection and analysis
of the main data, follow-up interviews and an online post-survey were also
conducted to gain a deeper understanding of the effect of data driven learning
methodology on the freshmen year pre-service English language teachers’ use of
MDMs in their English argumentative paragraphs and the possible reasons to

explain its effect(s).

The replies of the participants to their diaries and open-ended questions in the
online surveys were exported to MAXQDA for coding separately. The 5-point
Likert-scale items’ mean scores were computed via formulas on Microsoft Excel.
Follow-up interviews were transcribed verbatim. Then, the data were coded by the
researcher via MAXQDA. The analysis of the data from these resources revealed

participants’ attitudes towards the effect of trainings.
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CHAPTER 5

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In this chapter, the findings of the current research are presented and discussed. In
the first section lexical statistics and the overall distribution of interactive
metadiscourse markers in pre-, while- and post- training argumentative paragraphs
are demonstrated to gain a general insight of the findings. The second section
focuses on participants’ use of these devices in their pre-training argumentative
paragraphs in terms of frequency, variety and appropriacy. In addition, it presents
the problems freshmen pre-service English language teachers had experienced prior
to 5-week student specific data driven interactive metadiscourse marker training.
Third and fourth sections reveal the immediate and long-term effects of this training
as well as unveiling the reasons why the participants employed/avoided some of
these devices and presenting their attitudes towards the training by exploring the

qualitative data.

5.1. Lexical Statistics and Overall Distribution of Transitions, Frame Markers
and Code Glosses in Pre, While- and Post- Training Argumentative

Paragraphs

Table 5.1 summarizes the lexical statistics of the pre- while- and post- training
argumentative paragraphs written by the freshmen pre-service English language
teachers and the occurrences of interactive metadiscourse markers (i.e., transitions,

frame markers and code glosses) in these paragraphs.

When the total number of words in the argumentative paragraphs written for the
while-tests are investigated, it can be seen that the word count fluctuates among five
paragraphs. However, the total number of words for pre- and post- training

paragraphs, whose topics were almost the same, were quite similar. Therefore, this
74



situation can be explained by the different tasks the participants were required to

write each week.

Table 5. 1. Total and Average Number of Words, and Interactive MDMs Employed
in the Argumentative Paragraphs

Pre- TM- TM- TM- FM-P1 CDG- Post-
Test AD-P1  COM-P1 CON-P1 P1 Test
Total # of words 1524 1185 1281 1175 1313 1267 1598
Avg. # of words 217 169 183 167 187 181 228
per paragraph
Tokens 443 404 411 426 419 384 445
Lexical density 29% 34% 32% 36.2% 31.9% 30% 27.8%
Total Interactive 81 65 75 71 84 75 79
MDMs
MDMs per 100 5.31 5.4 5.8 6 6.3 5.9 4.94
words

When it comes to the lexical density, similar to the word count, the percentage
fluctuates again among different argumentative paragraphs. Still, it can be observed
that all the while-training argumentative paragraphs of the participants are lexically
denser than their pre-training argumentative paragraphs. This may mean that as they
were learning how to use interactive metadiscourse markers, they might have used
more variety of such devices and/or other vocabulary items since they were exposed
to more examples (i.e., corpus-informed example sentences and paragraphs) in the
same genre and they were having an intense training on writing. Furtherore, the
fluctuation among the while-training argumentative paragraphs could be explained
by the relevant vocabulary knowledge of the participants on the different writing
topics and the type of interactive metadiscourse marker which was focused on that
week. For example, TM-CON-P1 paragraphs look lexically denser than TM-AD-P1
paragraphs and this might mean that for the former the participants used more
variety of consequential transition markers and/or used more variety of vocabulary
items than the latter. On the other hand, when the lexical density in post-training
argumentative paragraphs is examined, it can be observed that the lexical density
got slightly less than the pre-training argumentative paragraphs. This might mean
that although the topics were quite similar, the participants wrote their post-training

argumentative paragraphs in a more repetitive fashion.
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Regarding the interactive metadiscourse marker use of the participants, when the
normalized frequencies (i.e., MDMs per 100 words) are observed, it can be seen
from Table 5.1. that the participants used more MDMs in their while-training
argumentative paragraphs than their pre-training argumentative paragraphs. Hence,
in order to find out whether there was a significant rise in the means of interactive
MDMs in pre- and while- tests, 5 Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks tests were
run. The analyses revealed that this increase was not statistically significant (Table

5.2).

Table 5. 2. Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Ranks Test Results for Pre- and
While- Paragraphs

PARAGRAPHS N Z P

Pre-test — TM-AD-P1 7 -0,16 0,86
Pre-test — TM-COM-P1 7 -0,50 0,61
Pre-test — TM-CON-P1 7 -0,33 0,73
Pre-test — FM-P1 7 -1,35 0,17
Pre-test — CDG-P1 7 -0,08 0,93

Contrary to the increase in the relative frequencies of the interactive MDMs in their
while-training argumentative paragraphs, the participants utilized slightly less
MDMs in their post-training argumentative paragraphs than their pre-training
paragraphs. To find out whether there was a significant decline in the means of
interactive MDMs in their pre- and post- tests another Wilcoxon matched-pairs
signed-ranks test was run. The analysis demonstrated that it was not a statistically

significant decrease (Z= -0.67, P=.49).

When the frequencies of the interactive MDMs in the seven argumentative
paragraphs of the participants of the current study were compared to the studies that
focus on the academic writings of L2 English novice writers in the literature, it was
found that the frequencies of these markers vary a lot among different studies. Ho
and Li (2018) researched on the use of metadiscourse markers of 181 Chinese
freshmen university students by investigating their timed argumentative essays. The
relative frequency (per 1000 words) of the interactive metadiscourse markers used
in that study was 30.1. Similarly, Qin and Uccelli (2019) studied 352 EFL learners’
use of metadiscourse markers in academic writing and reported that the number of

occurrences of interactive MDMs per 1000 words was 25.4. On the other hand, the
76



participants of the current study utilized 53.1 interactive MDMs in their pre-training
argumentative paragraphs, 54.8, 58.5, 60.4, 63.9 and 59.1 interactive MDMs in their
while-training paragraphs respectively and 49.4 interactive MDMs in their post-
training paragraph per 1000 words. Also, Rustipa (2014) who worked on the
metadiscourse marker use of the seven Indonesian EFL learners in their timed
persuasive writings found that the relative frequency of the interactive MDMs was

55.04 which is quite similar to the finding of the current study.

Moreover, Yiiksel and Kavanoz (2018) compared the use of metadiscourse markers
of Turkish intermediate level L2 speakers of English to the native speakers’ use of
such markers by using two reference corpora: British Academic Written English
(BAWE) and British National Corpus (BNC). BAWE corpus was limited to essays
of freshmen and sophomore students in arts and humanities genre. BNC corpus was
limited to books and periodicals of monolingual English speakers in social sciences
and arts and humanities fields. They found that Turkish L2 speakers used more
interactive MDMs (68.04% per 1000 words) than BAWE (35.9%) and BNC
(57.2%). Similarly, Sancak (2019), who focused on the interactive metadiscourse
marker use of intermediate level Turkish EFL learners, reported that her participants
used 63.1% and 76.1% interactive MDMs in their pre- and post-training opinion
paragraphs. Therefore, it can be said that Turkish EFL learners tend to use

interactive MDMs more frequently than other EFL learners.

Furthermore, both BAWE and BNC corpora in the study of Yiiksel and Kavanoz
(2018) contained writings of L1 English speakers, but the genre of the writings and
the background of the writers were quite different from each other, that may explain
why the frequencies of the interactive MDMs were not similar to each other.
Thereof, containing essays in the argumentative genre written by L2 English
speakers of different L1 backgrounds and being the reference corpus of the current
study, TOEFL-High corpus (see section 4.4.1.) was examined in terms of the
frequency of interactive MDMs and it was found out that these devices accounted
for 44.3% per 1000 words, which is lower than the frequency of these devices in the

current study.
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Considering the discrepancy among the frequencies of interactive metadiscourse
markers in the literature, deciding whether the participants of the current study
employed the ‘right’ amount of these devices seems impossible. However, it can be

inferred that they used these devices fairly frequently.

5.2. The Frequency and Appropriacy of the Interactive Metadiscourse
Markers in Freshmen Pre-Service English Language Teachers’ Pre-Training

Argumentative Paragraphs

This section scrutinizes how frequently (Table 5.3) and how appropriately (Table
5.4) freshmen pre-service English language teachers employed transitions, frame
markers and code glosses in their pre-training argumentative paragraphs and
accentuates the problems they had experienced in using these devices prior to the

student specific and data driven interactive MDM training.

Table 5. 3. Descriptive Statistics of Interactive MDMs in Participants’ Pre-Training
Paragraphs

TM-AD TM-COM TM-CON FM CDG TOTAL(T)

f % f % f % f % f % f % | Words
1 6 3.35 2 1.11 4 2.23 0 0 2 1.11 14 7.82 179
2] 6 1.48 3 0.74 9 2.23 0 0 2 049 | 20 4.96 403
3| 3 1.10 2 0.73 5 1.84 3 1.10 1 0.36 14 5.16 271
4| 2 1.16 1 0.58 4 2.32 0 0 2 1.16 9 5.23 172
51 0 0 4 222 5 2.77 2 1.11 0 0 11 6.11 180
6| 0 0 2 1.37 4 2.75 0 0 0 0 6 4.13 145
7 1 0.57 1 0.57 0 0 3 1.72 2 1.14 7 4.02 174
T| 18 1.18 15 098 31 2.03 8 0.52 9 0.59 81 5.31 1524
M| 2.57 - 2.14 - 442 - 1.14 - 28 - 11.57 - 217.71
% 22.22 18.51 38.27 9.87 11.11 100 -

As it can be seen from table 5.3., among 81 interactive metadiscourse markers used
by the participants, they mostly utilized transition markers (79%). When this
finding is compared with the existing literature on L2 metadiscourse studies, it is
found that among the categories in interactive metadiscourse markers transitions are
used most frequently (e.g., Hyland and Tse, 2004; Chan & Tan, 2010; Anwardeen
et al., 2013; Dobbs, 2014; Mohamed & Rashid, 2017; Ho & Li, 2018; Yiiksel &
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Kavanoz, 2018; Qin & Ucelli, 2018; Sancak, 2019). Hyland and Tse (2004) argue
that it is indeed essential since expressing the connections between what is written
is the key in academic writing genre and doing so enables “readers to recover their
reasoning unambiguously” (Hyland and Tse, 2014, p. 170). In the same vein, the
participants of the current study were asked to write an argumentative paragraph in
which they were required to choose one side of the argument and explain their
reasoning throughout their paragraphs to convince their readers. Hence, since
transition markers function as a resource for the readers to comprehend the
connections between the writer’s arguments (Hyland, 2005), transition markers’

being the most frequently employed form of interactive MDMs sounds reasonable.

In addition, when the category of transition markers is investigated in more detail,
being consistent with Sancak (2019), it is witnessed that among three subcategories,
consequential transition markers account for the highest proportion (38.27%)
followed by additional transition markers (22.22%) and comparative transition
markers (18.51%) respectively. This might indicate that the participants mostly
preferred to justify their argument as an assurance strategy. However, participant 1
who preferred to use additional transition markers the most deviates from this
finding. This might be due to his/her preference in adding more elements to their
argument strategy while conveying his/her message. Also, Comparative transition
markers’ being the least frequent category of transition markers is not surprising,
when the literature is investigated since Chan and Tan (2010), Andwardeen et. al.
(2013) and Asassfeh et.al (2013) who investigated metadiscourse marker use in
argumentative genre reported similar findings about comparative transition markers.
This finding also attests to genre-specific decision on the use of metadiscourse

markers (Adel, 2006, p.58).

Participants 5,6 and 7 were found not to use at least one sub-category of transition
markers. To illustrate, participant 5 and 6 used no additional transition markers,
whereas participant 7 did not use any consequential transition markers. Moreover, it
was also observed that participant 7 used just two transition markers, which is
inadequate when compared to the mean of the frequencies in Table 5.3. Hence,

when the importance of using transition markers in argumentative genre is taken
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into consideration, it was concluded that the participants needed further support in
using transition markers. Thus, the student specific training was required to focus
on raising their awareness about the significance of these devices as well as

explaining how to employ them.

The second most frequently employed category by the participants was code glosses
(11.11%) followed by frame markers (9.87%). In the literature on L2 metadiscourse
marker use, unlike transition markers, for the frequency of the use of code glosses
and frame markers there is not a consensus. Sancak (2019) reported that her
participants used more frame markers (27%) than code glosses (11%). However,
Heng and Tan (2010) worked with Malaysian freshmen undergraduate L2 English
learners who were enrolled in a writing course and compared their argumentative
essays to the sub-corpus that they compiled by the extracts from BAWE corpus that
contained argumentative essays written by category 1 undergraduates in terms of
metadiscourse marker use and found out that code glosses were utilized more
frequently (11.3% in BAWE sub-corpus and 9.4% among the participants) than
frame markers (3.1% in BAWE sub-corpus and 7.8% among the participants).
Similarly, Rustipa (2014) studied with freshmen year EFL learners and found out
that her participants employed code glosses (12%) more frequently than frame
markers (4%). In an argumentative writing genre, it is essential for writers to make
sure their intention of proposing something is conveyed thoroughly to their readers
through examples and/or explanations (Hyland and Tse, 2004). Thus, the
participants of the current study might have prioritized making their paragraphs as
clear as possible to organizing the boundaries of their arguments, which necessitates

the use of frame markers.

Yet, when table 5.3 is examined in more detail, in terms of participants’ use of
frame markers and code glosses, it can be observed that participants 1,2,4 and 6 did
not use any frame markers and participants 5 and 6 did not employ any code glosses
in their pre-training argumentative paragraphs. According to Rustipa (2014)
inadequate use of frame markers might result in unorganized arguments which may
lead to writing less cohesive texts. Moreover, Qin and Uccelli (2019) propose that

the use of code glosses in academic writing is important since the writers are
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expected to restate, exemplify, and explain their arguments for their readers.
Therefore, these findings indicated that the participants of the current study needed
assistance regarding employing frame markers and code glosses more frequently in

their argumentative paragraphs and raising awareness about their importance.

Table 5. 4. Forms, Frequency and Appropriacy of Interactive MDMs in Pre-
Paragraphs

Interactive MDMs f % IWG) I1IU@EC ou UuU
Additional Transition Markers 2
and 14 21.87
also 2 3.12
besides 1 1.56
in addition to 1 1.56
Comparative Transition Markers
but 7 10.93
although 2 3.12
however 2 3.12
while 2 3.12
compared to 1 1.56
on the other hand 1 1.56
Consequential Transition Markers
because 6 9.37
as 3 4.68
because of 3 4.68
due to 3 4.68
since 3 4.68
SO 3 4.68
for 2 3.12
in order to 2 3.12
therefore 2 3.12
thus 2 3.12
that way 1 1.56
to 1 1.56
Frame Markers
another reason would be 1 12.5
I have several reasons for 1 12.5
in addition 1 12.5
one of them being 1 12.5
overall 1 12.5
to conclude 1 12.5
to start off 1 12.5
when it comes to 1 12.5
Code Glosses
this means 2 22.22
for example 1 11.11
I’d like to give an example 1 11.11
if I need to simplify my opinion 1 11.11
it doesn’t mean 1 11.11
like 1 11.11
the other example is 1 11.11
this would mean 1 11.11
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When table 5.4. is examined, it can be witnessed that the most frequent forms of
transition markers used in participants’ pre-training argumentative paragraphs were
‘and’ for addition (21.87%), ‘but’ for comparison (10.93%) and ‘because’ for
consequence (9.36%) and together they represented 42.16% of the transitions. This
finding is not surprising since several other studies that focused on metadiscourse in
writing also pointed out that those three forms of transition markers were used the
most frequently (Martinez, 2002; Anwardeen et al., 2013; Ho & Li, 2018; Yiiksel &
Kavanoz, 2018; Dumlao & Wilang, 2019; Qin & Ucelli, 2019; Sancak, 2019).
According to Ho and Li (2018) the reason behind this phenomenon could be their

“simplicity and thus ease of use” (p. 57).

On the other hand, when the variety of interactive MDMs in TOEFL-High corpus
and participants’ pre-training paragraphs are compared, it was revealed that they
employed very limited forms of interactive MDMs (Figure 5.1). Therefore, it was

decided that they needed to be exposed to a more variety of these devices.

Number of Different Forms of Interactive MDMs:
TOEFL-High vs. Pre-training Paragraphs

80
60

40
20

Transitions Frame Markers Code Glosses

mTOEFL11-HIGH  m Pre-Training Paragraphs

Figure 5. 1. Number of Different Forms of Interactive MDMs in TOEFL11-HIGH
and Pre-training Paragraphs

When table 5.4 is analyzed in terms of (in)correct use of interactive MDMs
employed by the participants, it can be observed that they mostly went through the
problem of underusing these devices as they seemed to underuse each category of

interactive MDMs. It means that they did not utilize these markers when they were
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needed which resulted in not being able to convey their messages to their reader

(Example 5.1).

Example 5. 1. Underuse of an Additional TM in Pre-Training Paragraphs (Student
Paragraph, Participant 4)

(1) People need to live with nature on way or another, so countryside kids
have a superiority for that since they are together with nature all day. X (2)
They learn how to be friends easily compared to kids that live in large cities.

In example 5.1, the first sentence proposes one advantage of living in the
countryside and the second one puts forward another benefit of the argument.
Therefore, an additional TM such as ‘also’ or ‘what is more’ was needed at the
beginning of the second sentence and the absence of it distorts the cohesion of the

paragraph.

The second problem freshmen pre-service English language teachers encountered
was using these devices incorrectly in terms of either grammar or context

(Examples 5.2 and 5.3).

Example 5. 2. Incorrect of Use of ‘because’ Grammatically in Pre-Training
Paragraphs (Student Paragraph, Participant 2)

(1) I do not agree with this statement. (2) Because both of them has its pros
and cons together.

In this example, it is seen that the syntactic usage of because is violated since it is a
subordinate clause that needs to be linked with the main clause to form a full

grammatical sentence. Thus, it was used grammatically incorrect.

Example 5. 3. Incorrect of Use of ‘the other example is that” Contextually in Pre-
Training Paragraphs (Student Paragraph, Participant 4)

The other example is that I think children should be in an environment
where they feel they are more united with their age groups.

In example 5.3, participant 4 intended to propose another point to make her

argument more convincing. However, s’he employed ‘the other example is that’
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that indicates an example to be given for the proposition made. Therefore,

contextually it was used incorrectly.

The participants also had the minor problem of overusing some devices that led to

incoherency.

Example 5. 4. Overuse of ‘and’ in Pre-Training Paragraphs (Student Paragraph,
Participant 3)

Some may argue that there are better opportunities for education and
healthcare in big cities, and thus it is the better option.

In example 5.4, participant 3 employed ‘and’ and ‘thus’ right next to each other, but
his/her argument only required a cause-and-effect relationship that can be conveyed
through ‘thus’ alone. Therefore, the use of ‘and’ was redundant and it caused

incoherency.

(In)Correct Use of Interactive MDMs in Pre-training
paragraphs

N

[N

0 an .l_-l

Transitions Frame Markers Code Glosses

EIU(G) ®mIU(C) mOU mUU

Figure 5. 2. Distribution of (In)correct Use of MDMs in Pre-Training Paragraph

Figure 5.2 demonstrates that the participants mostly experienced underuse,
grammatically incorrect use, and overuse problems respectively while using
transitions. While employing frame markers and code glosses, they again mostly
struggled with the problem of underuse. Also, they employed some of these devices

contextually incorrectly, too.
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Taking everything into consideration, it was concluded that the participants of the
current study required help regarding the quality of interactive MDMs they
employed, instead of the quantity. Therefore, the student specific data driven
trainings were oriented towards assisting them to employ more variety of interactive
metadiscourse markers and to use these devices correctly. Moreover, it was also
necessary to raise their awareness on the significance of interactive MDMs to solve

the problem of underusing these devices.

5.3. The Immediate Effect of DDL on the Use of Interactive Metadiscourse
Markers in Freshmen Pre-Service English Language Teachers’ Argumentative

Paragraphs

This section deals with the short-term effect of data-driven learning methodology
on the use of interactive MDMs in the argumentative paragraphs of pre-service
English language teachers. As the participants received training in this regard
through corpus-informed materials specifically for their own needs for five weeks,
the immediate effect of each training on different categories of interactive MDMs
are explored in five sub-sections. Furthermore, the results of the two progress
surveys, which aimed at obtaining profound findings about participants’ attitudes

towards the trainings and their progress, are also elaborated in this section.

5.3.1. The Immediate Effect of DDL on the Use of Additional Transition
Markers in Freshmen Pre-Service English Language Teachers’ Argumentative

Paragraphs

In this section, the short-term effect of data-driven learning method with student
specific corpus-informed materials on additional transition marker use of freshmen
pre-service English language teachers in their argumentative paragraphs is

investigated.

Table 5.5. demonstrates how frequently each participant employed additional

transition markers in their pre- and first while tests (i.e., TM-AD-P1). Accordingly,
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it is observed that except from participant 1 and participant 4, the occurrences of

these devices tended to be more frequent after the training on additional TMs.

Table 5. 5. Comparison of the Frequencies of Additional TMs in Pre- and TM-AD-
P1 Tests

Pre-Training Argumentative Paragraphs | TM-AD-P1
D Additional Transition Markers

f % Tokens f % Tokens
1 6 3.35 179 4 3.13 128
2 6 1.48 403 6 2.61 230
3 3 1.10 271 6 3.87 155
4 2 1.16 172 0 0 135
5 0 0 180 2 1.30 154
6 0 0 145 3 1.55 193
7 1 0.57 174 4 2.11 190

18 1.18 1524 25 2.10 1185

Moreover, it can be seen that participants 5 and 6 who had not employed any
additional TMs in their pre-training paragraphs used them after the training. To test
whether this increase was significant, a Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks test
was run. However, the statistical tests demonstrated that it was not significant (Z= -
1.69, P=.09). Yet, it should be noted that frequency of additional TMs had not been
a problem for the participants of the current study. Instead, they needed help in
using a more variety of these devices. That is why, in the corpus informed student
specific training they were asked to analyze the concordance lines of ‘moreover’,
‘in addition’, ‘in addition to’, ‘furthermore’, ‘besides’, and ‘apart from’ (Table
5.6.) and discover these devices’ correct usage both grammatically and

contextually.

Table 5. 6. The Frequencies of the Forms of Additional TMs in the Teaching
Material on TOEFL-High Corpus

Forms f rf *
And 16126 1.04
Also 4098 0.26
Moreover 559 0.03
In addition (to) 363 0.02
Furthermore 344 0.02
Besides 185 0.01
Apart from 39 0.002

* rf = relative frequency (per 1000 words)
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The reason why these devices were chosen was because they were the most
frequent additional transition markers found in TOEFL-High corpus that contained
1538120 tokens in total after ‘and’ and ‘also’, which already occurred in more than
one participant’s pre-training argumentative paragraph; thus, was not included in

the teaching material.

Table 5.7 demonstrates that after the instruction, the participants of the current
study employed a more variety of these devices and from the teaching material, the
participants employed ‘furthermore’ and ‘in addition to’. However, the over-

reliance of ‘and’ among the participants persisted.

Table 5. 7. Forms, Frequency and Appropriacy of Additional TMs in Pre- and TM-
AD-P1 Tests

Pre-Training Paragraphs | F % | IWG) IU(C) OU UuUu
Additional TMs 2

and 14 21.87 - - 2

also 2 3.12 - -

besides 1 1.56 - - -

in addition to 1 1.56 - - -

Total 18 28.12 - - 2 2

TM-AD-P1 f % ING) IU(C©) OouU UuUu
Additional TMs 2

and 19 37.25 1 1 2

adding to that 1 1.96 - -

also 1 1.96 1 - -

even 1 1.96 - - -

furthermore 1 1.96 - - -

in addition to 1 1.96 - - -

or 1 1.96 - - -

Total 25 49.01 2 1 2 2

Martinez (2002) and Chan and Tan (2010) suggest that this might be due to the
syntactic and sematic ease of use of ‘and’. Therefore, to understand the reason why,
the participants who particularly employed ‘and’ a lot were asked to elaborate on
their preference during the post-interview. It was found out that the reason behind
their over-reliance of ‘and’ indeed stemmed from its convenience:

“Because it is easy to use, it is not troublesome, and it just connects [the
sentences]. It has a practical and easy usage. (Ciinkii kullammi kolay,
zahmetli degil, hemen bagliyor. lyi ve basit bir kullanimi var)" (Participant
5).
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When it comes to the (in)correct use of additional TMs, it is witnessed that the
problem of underusing these devices (Example 5.5. & Example 5.6.) and overusing

‘and’ (Example 5.7. & Example 5.8.) persisted.

Example 5. 5. Underuse of an Additional TM in TM-AD-P1 (Student Sentence,
Participant 4)

(1) Thanks to internet, we constantly got news from all over the world X (2)
We joined online classes that helped us to improve ourselves even though
we were having though times globally.

Example 5. 6. Underuse of an Additional TM in TM-AD-P1 (Student Sentence,
Participant 5)

We, human beings, started to compare ourselves with the others X tried to
be look cooler and better.

Both in example 5.5 and 5.6, the participants mentioned two different arguments.
For instance, participant 4 stated getting news and online classes as two benefits of
the internet. However, s/he had not used an additional transition marker to indicate
that an additional proposition was going to be made, which caused confusion in

conveying their messages.

Example 5. 7. Overuse of ‘and’ in TM-AD-P1 (Student Sentence, Participant 1)

As an adult we use phones, computers in our daily life even though we
know its effects which causes a serious damage but we still use it than think
of a child, curious about everything and they start to grow in this filthy
world and don’t know how to use it right

In example 5.7, ‘and’ was overused because the arguments before and after ‘and’
are not different arguments that are added together. Instead, they both specify ‘a
child’.

Example 5. 8. Overuse of ‘and’ in TM-AD-P1 (Student Sentence, Participant 6)

For example, thanks to the mail system, very urgent documents can be
accessed. And in addition to this example, although we are far from the
school, we can immediately request the required documents from the school
thanks to the mail system.
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In example 5.8, ‘and’ and ‘in addition to” were used adjacent to each other while
participant 6 wanted to make an addition to his/her example. Yet, s/he could have

done it without ‘and’. That is why ‘and’ was a case of overuse.

Furthermore, whereas participants did not use ‘and’ or ‘also’ incorrectly in the pre-
training test, they did so both grammatically and contextually in TM-AD-PI
(Example 5.9., Example 5.10. & Example 5.11).

Example 5. 9. Incorrect Use of ‘and’ Grammatically in TM-AD-P1 (Student
Sentence, Participant 6)

Unfortunately, many students do not have access to the internet in Turkey
and staying back from training.

Participant 6 used ‘and’ incorrectly because syntactically ‘and’ links parallel
structures. However, while s/he used a full sentence before ‘and’ s/he used a gerund

structure after it.

Example 5. 10. Incorrect Use of ‘also’ Grammatically in TM-AD-P1 (Student
Sentence Participant 5)

The fact that the internet has added many useful things to our life can’t be
thrown away, sure it has affected us in a good way. However; it has some
negative effects also.

Participant 5 employed ‘also’ incorrectly in terms of its place in the sentence.
Although it has to be in the sentence initial position or preceded by the verb, it was

used at the end of the sentence.

Example 5. 11. Incorrect Use of ‘and’ Contextually in TM-AD-P1 (Student
Sentence, Participant 1)

(1) In addition, they go straight to play games and addict to them (2) sure
this is a specific example, but it is true and (3) without children being taught
how to use Internet negative sides will always overcome positive

In example 5.11, participant 1 formed an additional relationship between the second

and the third sentences by employing ‘and’; however, it can be seen that the third
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sentence actually is the result of the previous sentence. That is why, ‘and’ was

contextually incorrect.

According to Algi (2012) and Ulugay (2014) negligence might play a role in EFL
learners’ incorrect use of these markers. In fact, when participant 5, who used ‘also’
grammatically incorrect, was asked in the post interview why it was wrong, s/he
could successfully spot the mistake and correct it. S/he also pointed out: “most
probably, because while writing I do not think about grammar much, I wrote as I
thought, but I can see my mistake (Biiyiik ihtimalle diigiiniirken grameri pek
diisiinmedigim icin direkt diistindiigiim gibi yazmisim ama gorebiliyorum yani
hatami)” (Participant 5, post interview). Hence, when the overall proficiency level
of the participants of the current study and the limited time they wrote their
argumentative paragraphs in are taken into consideration, writing their paragraphs
in a careless way might have resulted in making these mistakes that they had not
made before. Nevertheless, the participants were provided with indirect corrective

feedback to be aware of their mistakes and work on them individually.

Table 5. 8. Frequency Distribution of the Themes in Diary 1

Themes | f
Change in Attitude towards Writing
Yes 2
No 5
Suitability of the Method of the Training
Yes 7
No 0
Application of the Knowledge
Yes 7
No 0
Feeling During the Training
Positive Feeling 5
Negative Feeling 2
Learning
Not New 6
Partially New 1
Completely New 0

When it comes to the analysis of the participants first diaries (Table 5.8), which
they wrote right after the trainings, it was observed that most of them did not

experience any change in their attitude towards writing. Yet, it was because they
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had been already enthusiastic about writing and stated that their interest did not

change.

Moreover, with the suitability of the training in terms of its methodology, none of
them had problems and they all agreed that they would use the information they
learnt that day in their future writings. While almost all of them felt positive during
the class, two of them experienced negative feelings due to the time of the training,
which the researcher did not have any control of. The participants who had a

positive feeling mentioned that they were “happy, curious and enthusiastic”.

Finally, except from one participant who explained: “I’ve learned how to write an
essay properly. It wasn’t completely new to me, but I’ve learned so many new
things” (Participant 1), all the other participants expressed that the material they had
learnt was not new for them. However, participant 4 have also added that the
training made his/her more aware about the targeted devices: “I have learnt that
using thus in a sentence does not have the same function as moreover or besides”.
Also, participant 5 clarified that s’/he had a chance to remember his or her old
knowledge: “I learned the functions of some conjunctions and I have already known

them, but it was great to come back and see them again”.

Overall, the quantitative findings on the short-term effect of additional transition
markers training demonstrated that the freshmen pre-service English language
teachers employed more additional markers in both quantity and variety. Moreover,
they used the markers in the teaching material without any problems, but they
tended to misuse the forms that they previously used correctly, which might be due
to being careless while writing. The qualitative findings showed that the participants
had a positive attitude towards writing in general, the course content and their
uptake from the training. Hence, it can be concluded that in the short-term, the
student specific and data driven additional transition marker training achieved its

aim of employing more variety of the forms of additional transition markers.
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5.3.2. The Immediate Effect of DDL on the Use of Comparative Transition
Markers in Freshmen Pre-Service English Language Teachers’ Argumentative

Paragraphs

In this section, the short-term effect of data-driven learning method with student
specific corpus informed materials on comparative TM use of freshmen pre-service

English language teachers in their argumentative paragraphs is investigated.

Table 5. 9. Comparison of the Frequencies of Comparative TMs in Participants’
Pre- and TM-COM-P1 Tests

Pre-Training Argumentative Paragraphs | TM-COM-P1
D Comparative Transition Markers
f % Tokens f % Tokens
1 2 1.11 179 4 2.86 140
2 3 0.74 403 6 2.11 285
3 2 0.73 271 2 1.11 180
4 1 0.58 172 2 1.21 165
5 4 2.22 180 0 0 188
6 2 1.37 145 2 1.27 158
7 1 0.57 174 3 1.82 165
Total 15 0.98 1524 19 1.48 1281

Table 5.9 shows how frequently each participant employed comparative TMs in
their pre- and second while tests (i.e., TM-COM-P1). It is seen that apart from
participant 5 and participant 6, they tended to employ these devices more frequently
after the training. Thus, a Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks test was run to test
whether its significant. However, it turned out that the increase was not significant

(Z=-1.01, P= 31).

Still, because the participant of the current study had not experienced any problems
on employing adequate number of comparative transition markers, increasing the
frequency of these devices was not the primary aim of the training. Rather, the data-
driven student specific training on comparative transition markers focused on
increasing the usage of more variety of these markers and helping the participants
utilize them more correctly and appropriately. Hence, the participants were
provided with the concordance lines of a list of comparative TMs to enable them to
discover their correct use upon conducting frequency analyses in TOEFL-High
corpus that contained 1538120 tokens in total (Table 5.10). Though some items
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seemed less frequent than the others, they were still included with the intention of
letting participants observe how similar ideas, as well as contrastive ones, are
presented. Moreover, more forms are included in this training to provide the
participants with more examples as comparative transition markers were the least

preferred devices in the participants pre-training paragraphs.

Table 5. 10. The Frequencies of the Forms of Comparative TMs in the Teaching
Material on TOEFL-High Corpus

Forms f rf *

but 6631 431
however 1856 1.20
while 1041 0.67
rather than 843 0.54
on the other hand 750 0.48
although 601 0.39
instead (of) 591 0.38
even if 463 0.30
even though 307 0.19
though 264 0.17
yet 254 0.16
whereas 241 0.15
nevertheless 178 0.11
on the contrary 124 0.08
despite 107 0.06
in contrast (to) 103 0.06
nonetheless 46 0.02
similarly 46 0.02
in the same way 41 0.02
when compared (to/with) 29 0.01
in spite of 24 0.01
still 20 0.01
likewise 17 0.01

* rf = relative frequency (per 1000 words)

Upon training, it can be observed in table 5.11 that the participants of the current
study employed more variety of comparative TMs and from the teaching material,
the participants employed ‘even though’, ‘still’, ‘even if’, ‘in spite of’, ‘wWhereas’,
and ‘yet’. However, ‘but’ continued to be the most frequently used comparative
transition marker, just like in the pre-training paragraphs. This finding is similar to
Ho and Li (2008) who put forward that the overdependency of ‘but’ may derive
from its simple use. Moreover, when participant 1 was asked about the reason why

s/he employed ‘but’ instead of other forms with the same functions s/he explained:

93



I mean, now that you asked me, ‘yet’, ‘however’ come to my mind but when I am
writing, I just write ‘but’. The other versions are not the first to come to my mind
(Yani simdi siz sorunca ‘yet’, ‘however’ falan geliyor aklima ama yazarken hep but
kullantyorum. Digerleri ilk gelmiyor aklima) (Participant 1)

Therefore, it can be inferred that in addition to its ease of use, another reason why
participants tend to employ ‘but’ mostly might be due to its being the first to come

to mind.

Table 5. 11. Forms, Frequency and Appropriacy of Comparative TMs in Pre- and
TM-COM-P1 Tests

Pre-Training Paragraphs | f % | IWG) I1IUC© OoUu UuU
Comparative Transition Markers 1

but 7 10.93 - - -

although 2 3.12 - - -

however 2 3.12 - - -

while 2 3.12 - - -

compared to 1 1.56 - - -

on the other hand 1 1.56 - - -

Total 15 23.43 - - - 1

TM-COM-P1 f % IN(G) I1IUEC) Ou uu
Comparative Transition Markers 1

but 7 10.93 - 1 -

however 3 4.68 - - -

although 2 3.12 - - -

even though 2 3.12 - - -

still 2 3.12 - - 1

even if 1 1.56 - - -

in spite of 1 1.56 1 - -

whereas 1 1.56 - - -

yet 1 1.56 - - -

Total 20 31.25 1 1 1 1

For the (in)correct use of comparative TMs, it was found that the participants still
experienced the problem of underusing these devices after the training (Example

5.12).

Example 5. 12. Underuse of a Comparative TM in TM-COM-P1 (Student
Sentence, Participant 7)

(1) Even if the topic is not something I am quite familiar with, my interest
grows when there is a discussion about it. X (2) I do not think I could say
the same thing about lectures.
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In example 5.12, it is seen that the arguments in the first and second sentences are
contrasting. That is why, not employing a contrastive transition marker made it hard

for the reader to sense this relation.

Also, similar to the incorrect uses of ‘and’ and ‘also’ in participants TM-AD-P1,
table 5.11 shows an instance of incorrect use of ‘but’ in terms of context (Example

5.15) which had not happened in their pre-training argumentative paragraphs.

Example 5. 13. Incorrect Use of ‘but’ Contextually in TM-COM-P1 (Student
Sentence Participant 1)

I get all bored in almost no discussion lessons because after a while it just
becomes a background noise even though I don’t want to, but I believe in
our age we are more interested in talking so it is way better.

In this example, ‘but’ is used contextually incorrectly because the arguments before
and after ‘but’ do not actually have a contrastive relation between them. Instead, the
argument after ‘but’ seems to be an additional argument in favor of discussion
lessons. According to Zamel (1983), Cheng and Steffensen, (1996), Alg1 (2012) and
Ulugay (2014), such instances of misuse might be due to the careless writing of the
novice writers. Considering the fact that the participants of the current study were
able to correct their own mistakes most of the time during the stimulated re-call
sessions, it can be concluded that this incorrect use of ‘but’ could be because of the

participant 1’s negligence.

Furthermore, it is seen that one participant used ‘in spite of”, which was one of the
forms that were introduced in the trainings, incorrectly in terms of grammar

(Example 5.14).

Example 5. 14. Incorrect Use of ‘in spite of” Grammatically in TM-COM-P1
(Student Sentence, Participant 2)

In_spite of students are likely to believe they are passionate to improve
themselves, they are likely to try to have some free time even during the
class.
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In this example, as ‘in spite of” is followed by a full sentence instead of a noun,
noun phrase or a gerund structure, it is used grammatically incorrect. According to
constructivists, making mistakes is natural and they might point out to the areas
where the learners need further help (Vosniadou and Brewer, 1987; Hesketh, 1997).
Therefore, this mistake on ‘in spite of” might indicate that participant 2 was in the
process of learning this form, but s/he had a misconception about its syntactic
usage. Thus, just like every participant, s’he was also provided with indirect
corrective feedback to be informed about his/her mistakes and work on them
individually. Finally, table 5.11 shows that participant 4 overused ‘still” (Example
5.15).

Example 5. 15. Overuse of ‘still” in TM-COM-P1 (Student Sentence, Participant 4)

Although I prefer frequent discussions between the professor and the
students, I still believe that there should be lectures too.

In this example, ‘still’ is used wunnecessarily because ‘although’ already
semantically links two contrastive ideas. Therefore, there was no need for another
contrastive marker. According to Sancak (2019), EFL learners may consult to their
mother tongue while making the meaning of some markers, which may result in
misconceptualization. Also, Chesterman (1998) highlights the issue of native
language transfer while writing in the target language. Similarly, in Example 5.15. it
seems that participant 4 used ‘still’ to mean ‘yine de’ in Turkish: ‘Hoca ve égrenci

arasindaki tartismayr tercih etmeme ragmen [although], yine de [still] ders

anlatimimin da olmasi gerektigini diistiniiyorum’, but she was not aware that this

structure was not possible in English.

The themes occurred in participants’ second diaries, which they wrote right after the

training on comparative transition markers, are shown in table 5.12.

Accordingly, it can be observed that 2 participants experienced some changes in
their attitudes towards writing: “Yes, there have. I wasn’t used to add these words in
my paragraphs much, but I will use them from now on” (Participant 5). “I become

more interested every day because I'm learning new stuff everyday” (Participant 1).
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However, 5 of them stated that there wasn’t any change in their attitudes towards
writing because they had already been interested in writing. Similar to their
previous diary, the participants again reported no complaints on the suitability of
the training in terms of its methodology, and they all stated that they would use the
information they learnt in their future writings. Also, all of them expressed that they

had positive feelings during the class.

Table 5. 12. Frequency Distribution of the Themes in Diary 2

Themes | f
Change in Attitude towards Writing
Yes 2
No 5
Suitability of the Method of the Training
Yes 7
No 0
Application of the Knowledge
Yes 7
No 0
Feeling During the Training
Positive Feeling 7
Negative Feeling 0
Learning
Nothing New 4
Partially New 3
Completely New 0

Lastly, 4 participants reported that what they had learnt in the training was not new
for them since they had learnt them previously. Still, 2 of those participants also
expressed that they were happy to have a chance to revise them: “I learned
structures that help us understand the situation in the sentences. I had already
known these structures. I learned them at high school, but it was great to have a
look at them again” (Participant 5). “I already knew about these topics, but it was
good to revise them” (Participant 7). In addition, three of them wrote that the items
taught in this training were partially new for them: “I use some of them regularly
and I was taught a couple of them in the past years but today some of the phrases
became clearer” (Participant 1). “I was already using it but with that lesson I added
more knowledge” (Participant 2).

“I have learned conjunctions that shows contrast and similarity. They were
not completely new to me so, I just consolidate my knowledge about the
conjunction, but I do not usually use nevertheless since. I learned that
nevertheless has a similar meaning as still” (Participant 4).
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Overall, the quantitative findings on the immediate effect of the data driven and
student specific comparative transition marker training showed that the freshmen
pre-service English language teachers employed more comparative markers in
quantity and variety. In terms of (in)correct use, they tended to make mistakes while
using the devices that had just learnt which might indicate that they were still in the
learning process. The qualitative findings verified that the participants continued
having a positive attitude towards writing in general and that they were satisfied
with the methodology. Therefore, it can be concluded that in the short-term, the
student specific and data driven comparative transition marker training achieved its
aim of employing more variety of the forms of comparative transition markers and

making the participants be aware of the importance of using these devices.

5.3.3. The Immediate Effect of DDL on the Use of Consequential Transition
Markers in Freshmen Pre-Service English Language Teachers’ Argumentative

Paragraphs

In this section, the short-term effect of data-driven learning method with student
specific corpus-informed materials on consequential transition marker use of
freshmen pre-service English language teachers in their argumentative paragraphs is

examined.

Table 5. 13. Comparison of the frequencies of Consequential Transition Markers in
Participants’ Pre-Training Argumentative Paragraphs and TM-CON-P1

Pre-Training Argumentative Paragraphs | TM-CON-P1
D Consequential Transition Markers

f % Tokens f % Tokens
1 4 2.23 179 3 1.67 180
2 9 2.23 403 4 2.25 178
3 5 1.84 271 1 0.64 156
4 4 2.32 172 3 2 150
5 5 2.77 180 3 1.76 170
6 4 2.75 145 4 2.21 181
7 0 0 174 3 1.88 160
Total | 31 2.03 1524 21 1.78 1175

Table 5.13 shows how frequently each participant employed consequential TMs in

their pre- and third while tests (i.e., TM-CON-P1). Except from participant 2 and 7,

it is realized that the participants showed a tendency to use these devices less than
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their pre-training argumentative paragraphs after the training. However, the
Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks yielded no significant results (Z= -1.01, P=
.31). According to Qin and Uccelli (2019), the quality of writing does not always
correlate with the frequency of the metadiscourse markers used. Furthermore,
Sancak (2019) suggest that more proficient EFL learners might employ less
interactive metadiscourse markers in their academic writings. Accordingly, the
reason behind the less frequent use of consequential markers of the participants of
the current study after the training might be explained by their overdependence on
these markers in their pre-training argumentative paragraphs. In other words, while
they used to depend highly on the consequential transition markers previously,
during the trainings, they might have become aware of additional and comparative
transition markers and begun to employ these markers more, which in return may

have decreased the number of consequential markers.

The corpus-informed student specific training on consequential transition markers
had two aims. Firstly, it was intended to let the participants employ more variety of
these markers. Secondly, it was meant to help them use these markers more
correctly and appropriately. That is why, the participants were provided with the
concordance lines of a list of consequential TMs (Table 5.14) to analyze these
devices and their correct use. The forms of these markers were selected upon
conducting frequency analyses in TOEFL-High corpus that contained 1538120
tokens in total. Also, participants’ employment and (in)correct uses in pre-test, TM-

AD-P1 and TM-COM-P1 were also taken into consideration.

Table 5. 14. The Frequencies of the Forms of Consequential Transition Markers in
the Teaching Material on TOEFL-High Corpus

Forms f rf *
as 4463 2.90
so (that) 1988 1.29
result in 1864 1.21
therefore 1327 0.86
since 1042 0.67
thus 949 0.61
due to 628 0.40
lead to 601 0.39
hence 411 0.26
as a result 280 0.18

* rf = relative frequency (per 1000 words)
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Table 5. 15. Forms, Frequency and Appropriacy of Consequential Transitional
Markers in Pre-Training Argumentative Paragraphs and TM-CON-P1

Pre-Training Paragraphs | f % | IU (G) IU (O) ou Uuvu
Consequential Transition Markers 2

because 6 9.37 3 - -

as 3 4.68 - - -
because of 3 4.68 - - -

due to 3 4.68 - - -

since 3 4.68 - - -

SO 3 4.68 - - -

for 2 3.12 - - -

in order to 2 3.12 1 - -
therefore 2 3.12 - - -

thus 2 3.12 - - -

that way 1 1.56 - - -

to 1 1.56 - - -

Total 31 48.43

TM-CON-P1 f % IU (G) IU (O) ou Uuvu

Consequential Transition Markers 4

as a result 3 4.76 1 - -

since 3 4.76 - - -
because 2 3.17 1 - -

due to 2 3.17 - - -

so that 2 3.17 - - -

as 1 1.58 - - -
because of 1 1.58 - X -

for this cause 1 1.58 - - -

in order to 1 1.58 - - -

S0 1 1.58 - - 1
thanks to 1 1.58 - - -
therefore 1 1.58 - - -

to 1 1.58 - - -

thus 1 1.58 1 - -

Total 21 33.33 3 - 1

When Table 5.15 is examined, it can be concluded that after the training, the
participants of the current study utilized more variety of consequential transition
markers and from the teaching material they employed ‘as a result’ and ‘so that’ for
the first time. Moreover, unlike the first two weeks of the training, where the
overdependence on ‘and’ and ‘but’ continued after the trainings, the popularity of
‘because’ among the participants decreased and they preferred using ‘as a result’
and ‘since’ more than ‘because’ in their TM-CON-P1. This result contradicts to
Chan and Tan (2010), Mohamed and Rashid (2017), Dumlao and Wilang (2018),
Ho and Li (2018), Yiiksel and Kavanoz (2018), Qin and Uccelli (2019) and Sancak,
(2019) since they all found out that ‘because’ is the most frequent transition marker

that indicates consequential relation. This situation might be thanks to the student-
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specific training that aimed at encouraging the participants of the current study to

employ different interactive metadiscourse markers.

Regarding the (in)correct use of consequential transition markers, unfortunately, the
participants underused more of these devices than in their pre-training

argumentative paragraphs (Examples 5.16, 5.17, 5.18 and 5.19).

Example 5. 16. Underuse of a Consequential TM in TM-CON-P1 (Student
Sentence, Participant 1)

(1) I totally agree with this statement X (2) we already seen that this year,
Covid-19 showed us that.

In example 5.16, the second argument is the reason of the first argument. However,
because it was not indicated with a consequential transition marker, it becomes hard

for the reader to comprehend this relation.

Example 5. 17. Underuse of a Consequential TM in TM-CON-P1 (Student
Sentence, Participant 3)

(1) We don’t have any regards for ourselves let alone the animals and other
living beings X (2) in the end, we are destroying ourselves.

Example 5. 18. Underuse of a Consequential TM in TM-CON-P1 (Student
Sentence, Participant 5)

(1) I don’t think the earth will last long if we consider these factors. X (2)
We should stop what we are doing and try to realize that the earth is so
special for us.

Example 5. 19. Underuse of a Consequential TM in TM-CON-P1 (Student
Sentence, Participant 6)

(1) Many forests are destroyed, especially because of the barbecue party,
because the participants leave before putting out the fire. X (2) Certainly
human beings are making the world a worse place.

In examples 5.17, 5.18 and 5.19 the second arguments are the results of the first
arguments. Yet, not using a consequential transition marker to point out this relation

resulted in not being able to convey the intended meaning to the reader.
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On the other hand, although they were not included in the teaching material it seems
that the participants became aware of the grammatical use of ‘because’ and ‘in
order to’ indirectly during the trainings since less mistakes were observed for the
former (Example 5.20) and no mistakes occurred for the latter. According to Ferris
and Helt (2000), indirect corrective feedback enables language learners to correct
their errors. Moreover, Eslami (2014) also found out that providing students with
feedback for their writing was beneficial for them to realize their mistakes and learn
from them. Hence, thanks to two feedback the participants of the current study had

already been provided, they might have learnt the correct use of these markers.

Example 5. 20. Incorrect Use of ‘because’ and ‘as a result’ in Grammatically in
TM-CON-P1 (Student Sentence, Participant 2)

(1) When we do these things, we see as a result people not only running for
profit also running for environmental friendly innovations. (2) Because you
create a world that only environment friendly stuff could sell or be
appreciated.

In this example, the syntactic feature of ‘because’ is violated since it needs to form
a dependent clause that must be linked with an independent one. Yet, in example
5.20, it is seen that ‘because’ is used in the independent sentence alone. Moreover,
the syntactic position of ‘as a result’ in the first sentence makes it grammatically
incorrect because it requires to be either in the sentence initial position or preceded
by the sentence that semantically carries the causal information. Using ‘as a result’
grammatically incorrectly might stem from the fact that it was the first-time
participant 2 started using this structure and therefore s/he could still have been in
the process of learning (Vosniadou and Brewer, 1987; Hesketh, 1997). In addition
to incorrect uses of ‘because’ and ‘as a result’, ‘thus’ (Example 5.21) was also used

grammatically incorrectly.

Example 5. 21. Incorrect Use of ‘thus’ Grammatically in TM-CON-P1 (Student
Sentence, Participant 7)

Even if they try their hardest, big corporations and arrogant people continue
to harm our world; thus, making it a worse place to live.
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While ‘hus’ syntactically requires a full sentence to be attached to, in example
5.21, it was used with a gerund structure, which makes it a grammatically incorrect
use. What is more, similar to the previous trainings, ‘thus’ was a form that had been
used without any problems in the pre-training argumentative paragraphs of the
participants. Thus, it might be explained by their being careless while writing their

paragraphs (Algi, 2012; Ulugay 2014).

Finally, participant 7 overused ‘so’ (Example 5.22) because the frame marker %o
conclude’ indicates that the stage of the paragraph and its being preceded by ‘so’

distorts the meaning.

Example 5. 22. Overuse of ‘so’ in TM-CON-P1 (Student Sentence, Participant 7)

So, to conclude, even if we try our best, our race still has a negative effect
on the planet.

Qin and Uccelli (2019) propose that such occurrences of overuse issues are due to
language learners’ misconceptualization of context specific rhetorical assumptions.
Likewise, when Participant 7 was asked about this overuse issue during the
stimulated recall sessions, s’he responded:

Well, I do this a lot. I mean, I know that putting them together is not okay, but I do
not know, it feels like I would say it that way while speaking and then I directly
write it the same way but yes, it is wrong (Ya ben bunu ¢ok yapiyorum. Yani
biliyorum ikisi yan yana iyi degil ama bilmiyorum konusurken oyle soylermisim
gibi geliyor sonra direkt yaziyorum ama yanlis o evet) (Participant 7).

To enable participants to be aware of their mistakes and to let them work on them

individually, indirect corrective feedback was provided.

Right after the instruction, the participants wrote their third diaries, and their
answers were analyzed thematically (Table 5.16). Only participant 7 stated that
there had been a change in his/ her attitude towards writing because s/he started to
be interested in conjunctions. On the other hand, the others claimed that their

positive attitude towards writing had stayed the same.
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Table 5. 16. Frequency Distribution of the Themes in Diary 3

Themes | f

Change in Attitude towards Writing
Yes 1

No 6
Suitability of the Method of the Training
Yes 7

No 0
Application of the Knowledge

Yes 7

No 0

Feeling During the Training
Positive Feeling 7

Negative Feeling 0
Learning

Nothing New 6

Partially New 1
Completely New 0

Similar to the previous diaries, all the participants expressed that the materials and
the training was suitable for them since it was “professional (f=2) and informative
(f=1)”. Moreover, Participant 5 stated: “Yes, it was suitable for me because the
visuals and examples were there for me to understand the subject well” (Participant
5). The participants also stated that they would apply the things they learnt in their
writings because they were aware of their significance in transferring their
messages to their readers. Furthermore, all the participants experienced positive
feelings during the training, and they mentioned “happy (f=5), excited (f=1), and
content (f=1)” adjectives to describe their feelings. Finally, they reported that what
they were taught was not new for any of them, except from participant 1 who wrote

“There were familiar words in this lesson and I'm learning them more properly”.

To sum up, the quantitative findings on the immediate effect of the corpus-informed
and student specific consequential transition marker training demonstrated that the
freshmen pre-service English language teachers employed less consequential
markers in quantity, which might indicate that the participants started to use them
more carefully. Moreover, they used more variety of these devices. When it comes
to (in)correct use, their problem of underusing consequential transitions increased.
Yet, they seemed to show progress in terms of using previously incorrectly used
devices correctly. Still, there were instances of incorrect uses in terms of grammar

and context, and overuse. The qualitative findings ensured that the participants’
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positive attitude towards writing, the class material and trainings continued, and
they were willing to use the information they learnt after the training; although, it
was not completely new for any of them, which might indicate that they raised
awareness about their importance. Thus, it can be drawn that in the short-term, the
student specific and data driven consequential transition marker training achieved
its aim of letting participants employ more variety of the forms of consequential

transition markers and raising their awareness.
5.3.4. The Findings of the First Progress Survey

Since the present study was longitudinal, it was necessary to evaluate the
methodology and the progress of the participants while the interactive
metadiscourse marker instruction was on progress. That is why, two progress
surveys were conducted (See section 4.3.2.5) and in this section, the findings of the
first progress survey, which students took three weeks after the instruction when the

trainings on transition markers were completed, were scrutinized.

0 |I II II |I |I II II

Participant 1 Participant 2 Participant 3 Participant 4 Participant 5 Participant 6 Participant 7
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B Before MDM training  ® After MDM training

Figure S. 3. Participants’ Perceived Difficulty in Writing Before and After
Interactive MDM
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The first progress survey consisted of three sections. The first section dealt with the
evaluation of pre- and the first three while-tasks in terms of their difficulty levels.
Sections 4.3.2.1 and 4.3.2.2 elaborate on the findings of this section and Figure 4.5
also demonstrates the participants’ perceived task difficulty level. On the whole, it
was found out that none of the tasks were hard for the participants to write on. To
analyze the relation between the student-specific corpus-informed interactive
metadiscourse marker instruction and the participants’ evaluation of the writing
difficulty, they were asked to rate their perceived difficulty in writing on the topics
before (M= 3.57) and after the trainings (M= 2.28) on a 5-point Likert scale. It was

discovered that they found it easier to write after the trainings (Figure 5.3).

When they were asked to state the reasons behind their ratings it was understood
that they started to become aware of the importance of the metadiscourse markers
and they benefited from the student specific trainings. Similarly, Cheng and
Steffensen (1996) and Tavakoli, Bahrami and Amiran (2012) also found out that
upon metadiscourse marker instruction, the learners become more aware of the
functions and importance of these devices. The participants of the current study
reported: “Because metadiscourse markers are the devices that help us express
ourselves better (Ciinkii, iist soylem belirleyicileri kendimizi daha iyi ifade etmeye
yvarayan araglardir)” (Participant 1). “The trainings enabled us to consolidate
(Dersler konulart pekistirmemizi sagladi)” (Participant 2). “Learning the technique
“It became easier to maintain cohesion while connecting sentences or explaining
etc. (Ciimleleri birlestirmelerde, agiklama yaparken vs. anlam biitiinliigiinii
saglamak kolaylast1)” (Participant 6).

I used to be more careless about the organization of the paragraphs that I
wrote before the metadiscourse marker training. Since I started to work on
the training I feel as if I had a progress in paragraph organization as well as
generating ideas (metadiscourse markers egitimlerinden once yazdigim
paragraflarin organizasyonu konusunda daha dikkatsizdim dersler iizerinde
calismaya basladigimdan beri paragraf organizasyonu ve aymi zamanda
fikir iiretme agisindan daha ilerlemis hissediyorum) (Participant 4).

“If T had not known about metadiscourse markers and other important
issues, it would have been impossible to write a paragraph. (Ust soylem
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belirleyicileri ve diger onemli konular: bilmeseydim bir paragraf yazmam
imkdnsiz olurdu)” (Participant 5).

However, participant 7 explained:

“For now, nothing has changed. After learning different things, my thought
on writing may change. (Simdilik herhangi bir degisim olmadi. Belki daha
farkl seyler 6grendikten sonra yazmaya karst olan diigiincelerim degigir)”
(Participant 7).

Table 5. 17. The Problematic Transition Markers for the Participants in Progress
Survey 1

TRANSITION MARKERS

—n

Additional Transition Markers

what is more
apart from
besides
moreover

—_ = = N

Comparative Transition Markers

nonetheless
nevertheless
whereas
although

even though

in contrast (to)
in spite of

in the same way
likewise

on the contrary
rather than

still

though

when compared to

T e S e T T T =T\ I G B %)

Consequential Transition Markers

hence
thus

lead to
result in
therefore

—_——— 0 W

The second section of the first progress questionnaire addressed to the transition
markers that the participants of the current study found hard to use (Table 5.17) and
it was discovered that most of the items were in the category of comparative
transition markers. This situation could be explained by the fact that these devices
had been the least frequent transition markers in the participants pre-training
argumentative paragraphs. Therefore, this might have been due to their abstaining
from these markers because of their difficulty. Alternatively, this situation could be

related to learning-process of the participants. To explain, whereas almost all the

107



participants reported that what they had learnt in the first and third weeks, when the
additional and consequential transition markers were the foci of the trainings
respectively, were not new for them, almost half of them stated that the comparative
markers were partially new for them. Hence, those participants might have still been
in the process of acquiring these devices and some of them could have been
problematic for them because learning is a process that requires exposure and

practice (Krashen and Selinger, 1975; Krashen, 1976).

Moreover, three participants did not choose any of the markers to be problematic
for them, which means they thought they could use all the interactive metadiscourse
devices covered in training. The four participants who had problems explained why
they still find it hard to use certain devices as: “I practiced on them less when
compared to the others (iistlerinde digerlerine gore daha az pratik yaptim)”
(Participant 1). “Because I do not see these devices much and I do not know how to
use them in a sentence (Ciinkii o yapilar ile pek sik karsilasmryorum ve nasil ciimle
icinde kullanacagimi pek bilmiyorum)” (Participant 5). “Because I did not see them
very often, sometimes I may be confused about their meanings. (Cok yaygin olarak
gormedigim igin bazen anlamlarini karistiriyorum)” (Participant 7).
As I did not use them much in the past, whenever I need to write on a given
topic, using them feels hard and nervous (Ge¢miste ¢ok kullanmadigim icin
herhangi zaman konulu bir yazida kullanmak zor ve gsiipheci geliyor)
(Participant 2).
Therefore, it can be inferred that not enough exposure, usage and practice were the
three reasons why four participants found the transition markers in table 5.16
problematic. Therefore, considering the needs of these participants, three example
paragraphs that contained the problematic devices from the TOEFL-High corpus

were provided as self-study to expose them to these devices more and encourage

them to use these devices in their following tasks.

The final section of the first progress questionnaire concentrated on participants’
evaluations on the trainings, course content, materials used, and the data driven
learning method. Accordingly, they were asked questions about the aim of corpus-
informed materials and their level of difficulty, their improvement and confidence

in interactive MDM use, the effectiveness and adequacy of the materials prepared,
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the importance of these devices, and their willingness to participate in the following

trainings.

Firstly, four participants expressed that the aim of using corpus-informed materials
was to provide them with examples of successful paragraphs and three of them
reported that it was to enable them to discover the technique of writing more
academically. In other words, the participants emphasized the fact that the materials
they worked on were from genuine and verified sources. When they were asked to
rate the difficulty level of the concordance lines via 5-point Likert scale, five of
them chose ‘2’ which stands for easy and two of them chose ‘3’ which stands for
neither easy nor difficult. The mean was 2,28 and it revealed that the example

sentences in the concordance lines were not hard for them to comprehend.

Secondly, four participants thought they had improved their use of interactive
metadiscourse markers thanks to the trainings: “I am improving because I work on
the intensified versions of the structures (Gelisiyorum ¢iinkii, her seyin daha yogun
halini goriiyorum)” (Participant 1). “I move away from using the same
metadiscourse markers (bir konu hakkinda ayni tir iist séylem kullanimindan
uzaklastim)” (Participant 2). “Yes, the trainings on metadiscourse that take place
every week enable me to comprehend them (Evet, her hafta iist séylem iizerine
vapilan ¢alismalar konuyu daha iyi kavramami sagliyor)” (Participant 3).

“Yes, I think that I am improving because I find the trainings and the tasks
given functional and beneficial. (Evet diisiiniiyorum g¢iinkii derslerin ve
verilen tasklarin iglevselligini yararli buluyorum)” (Participant 4).

Whereas three participants stated that they have not experienced any improvements

yet, but they hoped to progress later in the trainings.

Thirdly, five participants reported that they built confidence in using the transition
markers and they explained that it was due to being exposed to them more often
(f=1), receiving feedback (f=1), being more knowledgeable about them (f=1), and
practicing (f=2). On the other hand, participant 5 and participant 6 expressed no
change in their confidence level. In addition, when they were asked to reflect on the

relation between the trainings and the improvement in their general writing skills,
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all of them clarified that the trainings led them to develop their writing skills. It was
because of practicing (f=3), being exposed to writing more often (f=2), and

receiving feedback (f=2).

Fourthly, All the participants found the training effective mainly thanks to the
methodology of the training (f=2), the resources used (f=2), its practice
opportunities (f=2) and being purposeful (f=1). However, while five of them found
the trainings and the materials used adequate, two of them did not agree with them
because of the online format of the trainings:

“Personally, I do not find it really sufficient because I do not see any benefit
of it while sitting at the computer (Sahsen pek yeterli bulmuyorum ¢iinkii
bilgisayar basindan pek faydasini gormiiyorum)” (Participant 5).

Not really, but it is because of the Pandemic... using books and notebooks at
school or being in the classroom is more convenient for me and it feels more
beneficial. (Tam olarak degil ama bunun nedeni pandemi ... Okulda olup kitap
defter iizerinden gitmek veya swifta olmak bana daha uygun ve yararli geliyor)
(Participant 4)

Istifci (2017) also put forward that Turkish EFL learners in higher education context
find face-to-face education more convenient in that it promotes teacher and peer
interaction. However, since this study was carried out under Covid-19 pandemic
regulations that obligates distant education format, it could not be turned into face-
to-face format despite the feedback received from participants. Still, all the
participant agreed on their willingness to continue participating in the trainings
because they believed that it was advantageous in terms of preparing for the real

TOEFL exam.

Overall, since it was a longitudinal study, the aim of this survey was to get feedback
from the participants to tune the methodology where necessary. The findings
yielded certain important issues. First, it was found that none of the tasks or
concordance lines were particularly difficult for any of the participants to be
restrained from learning. Second, the results enabled the researcher to observe the
problematic transition markers and discover that the reasons behind were not being
exposed to them enough, lack of practice and not using. Thanks to this finding,
three corpus-informed example paragraphs that contained the problematic devices
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were made available for the participants to analyze. Thirdly, it was discovered that
the participants were overall satisfied with the training, the corpus-informed
materials and the data driven learning methodology and they began to feel the
progress in their writing and metadiscourse markers. Also, they started to raise their
awareness on the importance of using these devices in their writings. This finding
goes hand in hand with Tavakoli et. al., (2012) who also put forward that interactive
metadiscourse marker training helps EFL learners be aware of these devices, write

more easily and build their confidence in using these devices.

5.3.5. The Immediate Effect of DDL on the Use of Frame Markers in Freshmen

Pre-Service English Language Teachers’ Argumentative Paragraphs

In this section, the short-term effect of data-driven learning method on frame
marker use of freshmen pre-service English language teachers in their

argumentative paragraphs is examined.

Table 5. 18. Comparison of the Frequencies of FMs in Participants’ Pre- and FM-
P1 Tests

Pre-Training Argumentative Paragraphs | FM-P1
D Frame Markers

f % Tokens f % Tokens
1 0 0 179 7 4.22 166
2 0 0 403 5 2.15 233
3 3 1.10 271 4 2.08 192
4 0 0 172 4 2.15 186
5 2 1.11 180 5 2.51 199
6 0 0 145 1 0.54 185
7 3 1.72 174 0 0 152
Total | 8 0.52 1524 26 1.98 1313

Table 5.18 shows how frequently each participant employed frame markers in their
pre- and fourth while tests (i.e., FM-P1). Except from participant 7, the others
seemed to increase the amount of frame markers they used in their FM-P1 after the
training. To test the significance of this increase, a Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-
ranks test was conducted, but it did not yield significant results (Z= -1.69, P=.09).
To remind, more than half of the participants had not used any FMs prior to the
trainings. Therefore, apart from its aims to enable them to employ more variety of
these markers and to use them more correctly and appropriately, the training on
111



FMs also aimed to highlight the importance of FMs to encourage them to employ

these devices. Table 5.18 verifies the achievement of this training in this regard.

For the other two aims of the training, the participants were provided with the
concordance lines of a list of frame markers to analyze them and their correct use
(Table 5.19). The forms of the FMs in the concordance lines were the most frequent

ones in TOEFL-High corpus that contained 1538120 tokens in total.

Table 5. 19. The Frequencies of the Forms of FMs in the Teaching material on
TOEFL-High Corpus

Forms f rf *
Announcement Goals

for several reasons 69 0.04
there are several reasons 63 0.04
there are many reasons 43 0.02
Label Stages

in conclusion 603 0.39
to conclude 252 0.16
to sum up 144 0.09
Sequencing

finally 570 0.37
first of all 485 0.31
secondly 481 0.31
first 349 0.22
firstly 320 0.20
second 259 0.16
another reason 181 0.11
thirdly 138 0.08
third 55 0.03

* rf = relative frequency (per 1000 words)

Before and after the training, it is witnessed from table 5.20 that the participants of
the current study used sequencers most frequently followed by label stages,
announcement goals and topic shifters respectively without any change. Similarly,
Sancak (2019), who also worked on interactive metadiscourse marker use of EFL
learners in the academic genre, came up with the same frequency of the sub-
categories of frame markers. When the nature of the argumentative genre is taken
into consideration, this order can be plausible because it requires writers to take a
position towards an argument explicitly and put forward two or three points to
support their position and summarize their arguments with conclusion (Hyland,

1990). Thus, while presenting their supporting ideas the writers of the
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argumentative genre employ several sequencers to organize their text, whereas they
tend to employ one form of announcement goals and label stages. This might
explain why sequencers are the most frequently used sub-categories of frame

markers.

Table 5. 20. Forms, Frequency and Appropriacy of Frame Markers in Pre- and FM-
P1Tests

Pre-Training Paragraphs f % IWG) It OuU UuUu
Frame Markers 1

Announcement Goals

I have several reasons for 1 12.5 - - -

Label Stages

overall 1 12.5 - - -

to conclude 1 12.5 - - -

Sequencers

another reason would be 1 12.5 - - -

in addition 1 12.25 - - -

one of them being 1 12.5 - - -

to start off 1 12.5 - - -

Topic Shifters

when it comes to 1 12.5 - 1 -

Total 8

FM-P1 f % IWG) It OouU UuUu
Frame Markers 1

Announcement Goals

I have two perspectives | 3.84 - - -

for many reasons 1 3.84 - - -

for several reasons 1 3.84 - - -

there are several reasons 1 3.84 - - -

there are two reasons 1 3.84 - - -

Label Stages

in conclusion 3 11.5 - - -

in summary 1 3.84 - - -

to sum up 1 3.84 - - -

to summarize 1 3.84 - - -

Sequencers

finally 2 7.69 - - -

first of all 1 3.84 - - -

firstly 3 11.5 - - -

secondly 4 15.38 - - -

the first reason 1 3.84 - - -

the second reason 1 3.84 - - -

third 1 3.84 - - -

thirdly 1 3.84 - - -

Topic Shifters

when it comes to 1 3.84 - - -

Total 26

Furthermore, when the most frequent sequencers are scrutinized, firstly’,

‘secondly’ and ‘finally’ can be seen in table 5.20. This finding is not surprising
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because Adel (2006), Chan and Tan (2010), Asassfeh et al. (2013), Anwardeen et.
al. (2013), Mohamed and Rashid (2017), Ho and Li (2018), Dumlao and Wilang
(2019) and Qin and Ucelli (2019) also discovered similar findings.

Announcement goals explicitly foreshadows the arguments to be elaborated on the
paragraph. However, Sancak (2019) found out that EFL learners tend not to employ
them despite their use of sequencers although Gear and Gear (2002) suggest that
they are required if sequencers are going to be used. Thus, this lack of awareness
might account for these markers’ low frequency in this study. Likewise, topic
shifters were the least frequently used sub-category of frame markers and this might
be due to the word limit of the argumentative paragraphs the participants of the
current study needed to write. Since they were asked to argue on a given task in
150-200 words, apart from suggesting 2 or 3 arguments, they might not have felt the

need to go back to their previous arguments.

Besides the frequencies of the sub-categories of the frame markers, table 5.20 also
shows the small number of these devices used by the participants of the current
study before the training. However, when they were asked about the reasons why
they refrained from using frame markers particularly in the stimulated recall
sessions the participants reported that it was not because of their limited repertoire.
Rather, they stated that they used to avoid employing them because they needed to
write their paragraphs within a limited time and they were afraid of not being able
to write enough supporting sentences (f=2), and they thought they needed to have a
deep knowledge on the topic to be able to use these devices; otherwise, it seemed
funny (f=1). Moreover, they also expressed that after the trainings, they realized
that these markers let them have more control of their paragraphs (f=1) and write
more organized and systematic paragraph to be easily followed by their readers
(f=5). Thus, it was ensured that this training on frame markers were successful in
encouraging participants to use frame markers and raise awareness in the short-

term.

Regarding the (in)correct use of frame markers, it is found out from table 5.20 that

the participants overcame their problem of using ‘when it comes to’ contextually
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incorrect even if it was not in the teaching material. This might be attributed to the
longitudinal nature of the training model where students had been writing one
argumentative paragraph each week and getting feedback on it as Ferris and Helt
(2000) and Eslami (2014) put, feedback is effective in letting EFL learners write
more appropriately. What is more, while four participants employed frame markers
for the first time, none of these devices were overused or used incorrectly, which
proves that the training on frame markers were effective in enabling using these
markers appropriately in the short-term. Nevertheless, one participant underused a

frame marker in the announcement goals category.

Example 5. 23. Underuse of a FM in FM-P1 (Student Sentence, Participant 3)

(1) Many people, especially parents of students and teachers, are in the

mindset that grades encourage students to work harder than usual. (2) On the
contrary, grades are actually pretty discouraging for many students,
including myself X. (3) First of all, it is a major cause for stress.

In this example, the third sentence contains a sequencer (first of all) which indicates
that a set of arguments are going to be presented in the paragraph in favor of the
topic sentence proposed in sentence 2. Therefore, it was also necessary to include a
frame marker in the sub-category of announcement goals to inform the reader

explicitly (Gear and Gear, 2002).

Table 5. 21. Frequency Distribution of the Themes in Diary 4

Themes | f

Change in Attitude towards Writing

Yes 3

No 4

Suitability of the Method of the Training
Yes 7

No 0

Application of the Knowledge

Yes 7

No 0

Feeling During the Training
Positive Feeling

Negative Feeling 1
Learning

Nothing New 3
Partially New 4
Completely New 0
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The participants’ answers on their fourth diary, which they wrote after the training
on frame markers, were analyzed thematically (Table 5.21). Interestingly, their
answers for some items were quite different from the previous diaries. For example,
for the first time three of the participants reported that their attitude towards writing
has changed after the training: “I am more into conjunctions” (Participant 1). “Yes,
today’s class gave me more encouragement about writing paragraphs with more
coherence and so” (Participant 2). “Yes, I will try to use the frame markers from

now on, as much as I can in my paragraphs” (Participant 5).

Just like the previous ones, in this diary as well, all the participants thought that the
data driven learning method was suitable for them. They further explained that it
was due to the examples (f=4), being easy to follow (f=1) and fun (f=1) and raising
awareness in them (f=1). Also, they all agreed that they would use what they had
learnt in their future writings by explaining the importance of frame markers as:
“Yes, in any conversation, essay because it helps to write more technically and
efficiently” (Participant 1). “I will be able to use this topic more frequently”
(Participant 2). “Yes, I think I will use them because they are so important for
writing a good paragraph” (Participant 5). Therefore, it can be concluded that the
training achieved raising awareness on the importance of the frame markers. In
addition, except from one participant who expressed that s/he was too tired during
the training because of the lesson s/he had attended prior to this one, all the other

participants had positive feelings throughout the training.

Finally, most of the participants stated that the information they learnt in the
training was partially new for them, which means they learnt new things to build on
their pre-existing knowledge: “It wasn't completely new, but even if I'm familiar, [
learn them more technically and dense” (Participant 1). “That was not a new thing
for me, but I wasn’t using it. So now I kind of got the little courage to write with

using this type” (Participant 2).

The participants who reported that the information was not new for them at all
clarified that they learnt these markers and their functions in preparatory school.

This might mean that until the undergraduate level the pre-service English language
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teachers had not had the chance to learn them. Unaldi, Seloni, Yal¢in and Aptoula
(2020), also criticize the insufficient writing instruction in the Turkish context in K-

12 and urge the authorities in this respect.

Overall, the quantitative findings of the immediate effect of the corpus-informed
and student specific frame marker training showed that freshmen pre-service
English language teachers employed these devices more in quantity. Moreover, they
used much more variety of these devices without problems except from one
underuse issue. The qualitative findings revealed that this training changed more
participants’ attitude towards writing in a positive way, more of them added new
information to their already-existing knowledge and became aware of the
significance of frame markers. Also, the diaries made sure that the participants still
had a positive attitude towards the course. Under the light of these findings, it can

be clearly stated that the training on frame markers was effective.

5.3.6. The Immediate Effect of DDL on the Use of Code Glosses in Freshmen

Pre-Service English Language Teachers’ Argumentative Paragraphs
This section presents the short-term effect of data driven learning method that made
use of student specific corpus-informed materials on the freshmen pre-service

English language teachers’ use of code glosses.

Table 5. 22. Comparison of the Frequencies of CDGs in Pre- and CDG-P1 Tests

Pre-Training Argumentative Paragraphs | CDG-P1
D Code Glosses

f % Tokens f % Tokens
1 2 1.11 179 4 242 165
2 2 0.49 403 6 2.29 262
3 1 0.36 271 0 0 175
4 2 1.16 172 0 0 143
5 0 0 180 2 1.08 184
6 0 0 145 2 1.16 172
7 2 1.14 174 1 0.60 166
Total 9 0.59 1524 15 1.18 1267

Table 5.22 demonstrates how frequently each participant employed CDGs in their
pre- and the last while tests (i.e., CDG-P1). Accordingly, it can be observed that

participants 5 and 6 who had not used any code glosses in their pre-training
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argumentative paragraphs started using these devices after the training. Moreover,
participants 1 and 2 increased the amount of code glosses they had used at the
beginning. On the other hand, participants 3 and 4 did not use any code glosses
although they had employed them in their pre-training paragraphs and participant 7
used a smaller number of code glosses in his/her CDG-P1. On the whole, it was
seen that the employment of code glosses increased after the training. Thus, a
Wilcoxon matched pairs signed ranks test was run to test the significance of this

increase, but the results showed that it was not significant (Z=-1.10, P=.27).

Rather than frequency, this corpus informed and student specific instruction on code
glosses aimed at helping freshmen pre-service English language teachers use a more
variety of these devices and employ them more accurately and appropriately. That
is why, the participants were provided with concordance lines of a list of code

glosses (Table 5.22) for their analysis.

Table 5. 23. The Frequencies of the Forms of CDG in the Teaching Material on
TOEFL-High Corpus

Forms f rf *
For example 2394 15.56
Such as 1106 7.19
In fact 372 2.42
Indeed 330 2.15
In other words 154 1
That is 67 0.43

* rf = relative frequency (per 1000 words)

The forms of these code glosses were the most frequent ones in TOEFL-High
corpus that contained 153820 tokens. Also, participants’ use of these devices in
their previous argumentative paragraphs were taken into consideration while

selecting the forms to be included in the teaching material.

When table 5.24 is examined in terms of variety, it is seen that freshmen pre-service
English language teachers employed a more variety of code glosses. it can also be
observed that the participants started using ‘in other words’ and ‘such as’ from the
teaching material. Furthermore, they used for example’ and ‘like’ more frequently

after the training. In addition, they employed ‘for instance’, ‘this shows that’ and
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‘what I am saying is’ while explaining their arguments further even though they
were not included in the teaching material. This might be because the training might
have triggered the participants’ already existing repertoire of code-glosses and
encouraged them to employ them. When the most frequent forms of these devices
are compared with the findings of Sancak (2019), both similarities and differences
were discovered. To illustrate, both the current study and Sancak (2019) found that
‘for example’, ‘for instance’ and ‘such as’ were the top three mostly preferred code
glosses to exemplify. On the other hand, whereas the participants of Sancak (2019)
employed ‘that is’ most frequently, the participants of the current study used ‘in

other words’ most frequently to elaborate on their prepositions.

Table 5. 24. Forms, Frequency and Appropriacy of Code Glosses in Pre-Training
Argumentative Paragraphs and CDG-P1

Pre-Task | f % | IUG) IU(C) OU UU
Code Glosses 3

this means 2 22.22 - - -

for example 1 11.11 - 1 -

I’d like to give an example 1 11.11 - - -

if I need to simplify my opinion 1 11.11 - - -

it doesn’t mean 1 11.11 - - -

like 1 11.11 - - -

the other example is 1 11.11 - 1 -

this would mean 1 11.11 - - -

Total 9 0.59 - 2 - 3

CDG-P1 f % IN(G) IU(C) OU UU
Code Glosses -

for instance 3 20 - - -

for example 2 13.33 - - -

in other words 2 13.33 - 1 -

like 2 13.33 - - -

such as 2 13.33 - - -

it doesn’t mean 1 6.66 - - -

this doesn’t mean 1 6.66 - - -

this shows that 1 6.66 - - -

what I am saying is 1 6.66 - - -

Total 15 1.18 - 1 - -

What is more, it was also discovered from table 5.24 that the participants of the
current study preferred to paraphrase their arguments to make their arguments
clearer for their readers rather than exemplifying which is different from what
Sancak (2019) found. The student specific corpus informed teaching material could

have been the reason behind this finding since it focused less on the forms to
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provide examples keeping their needs in mind because as Taghizadeh and Tajabadi

(2013) suggest EFL learners tend to employ the markers that were taught to them.

In terms of accuracy, different from the previous trainings where participants
underused the focused devices even after the instruction, it was found out that
freshmen pre-service English language teachers overcame the problem of
underusing code-glosses right after the training. This achievement of the training on
code glosses might be attributed to the longitudinal design of this study because the
participants had been receiving feedback for four weeks and as Ferris and Helt
(2000) suggest it is effective in letting language learners be aware of their mistakes
and correct them. Therefore, when their uptake from the feedback received was
combined with the specific instruction on code glosses, they might have raised
awareness and tended to employ them appropriately. Moreover, Table 5.24 also
demonstrates that they learned how to use for example’ appropriately in terms of
context. However, one instance of incorrect use of ‘in other words’ (Example 5.24)
contextually was observed, which might have stemmed from the nature of the
learning process where making mistakes are seen as the natural outcome that

indicates that acquisition is in progress (Nunan and Lamb, 1996).

Example 5. 24. Incorrect Use of ‘In Other Words’ Contextually in CDG-P1
(Student Sentence, Participant 2)

(1) When it comes to me, I prefer to study alone because it is not certain
that my partner will be understanding and encouraging but it doesn’t mean
that I run from group works every time. (2) What I am saying is that if [
have the opportunity to know the partner that I will be working with in
other words knowing the area that I will be working in iss a good
opportunity to take the group work instead of self-study.

In this example, the participant employed ‘in other words’ to suggest an alternative
to his/her preposition instead of elaborating on it. Therefore, it was used

inappropriately in terms of context.

The analysis of the participants’ last diaries, which were written after the training on
code glosses is shown in table 5.25. Similar to their previous diaries, almost all of

the participants expressed that there had not been any changes in their attitude
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towards writing since they had already had positive attitudes except from
Participant 5 who stated “Yes, [ will try to use code glosses from now on since they
are essential and useful for readers to understand what they read”. In addition, all of
them again reported that the data driven learning method was suitable for them
because of the quality material (1), examples (5), and practice opportunities (1).
They also agreed that they would use what they had learnt in their future writings:
“YES. It is vital for me to know this information in order to write more complex
sentences” (Participant 3). “I will definitely use on my essays or my own writings”
(Participant 4). “Of course, I think I will be able to use what I learned today in
anywhere. I will use them in my works and assignments since they are very useful”
(Participant 5). Moreover, all the participants experienced positive feelings during

the training because they were “happy (f=3), excited (f=2), and comfortable (f=1)”.

Table 5. 25. Frequency Distribution of the Themes in Diary 5

Themes | f

Change in Attitude towards Writing
Yes 1

No 6
Suitability of the Method of the Training
Yes 7

No 0
Application of the Knowledge

Yes 7

No 0

Feeling During the Training
Positive Feeling 7

Negative Feeling 0
Learning

Nothing New 5

Partially New 0
Completely New 2

Finally, five of the participants clarified that what they had learned in the training
on code glosses was not something new for them. Moreover, four of them explained
that they studied for them in the preparatory school while one of them stated that
s/he learnt them unconsciously. The other two participants indicated that the
information was new for them: “I’d like to put here that I learned new things today
that I didn’t know before about today’s topic for example the usage difference

between ‘such as’ and ‘for instance’ (Participant 2). “Today in this session I learned
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code glosses and we did some exercises about it and read a paragraph. This was

new to me because I haven’t been taught these materials” (Participant 5).

In summary, the quantitative findings of the immediate effect of data driven
learning method on code glosses suggest that freshmen pre-service English
language teachers employed more code glosses in their argumentative paragraphs
after the training. Furthermore, they used more variety of these devices and they
used them more correctly and appropriately. Qualitative findings verified that the
course content was suitable for the participants, and they could use code glosses in
their upcoming writings. Also, they had a positive attitude towards the trainings.

Thus, it can be stated that in the short-term the training on code glosses achieved its

purpose.

5.3.7. The Findings of the Second Progress Survey

In this longitudinal study, two progress surveys were conducted to be able to assess
the progress of the participants and to modify the methodology of the training if
necessary (see section 4.3.2.5). The first of these surveys were conducted three
weeks after the beginning of the student-specific instruction (see section 5.3.4). In
this section, the results of the second progress survey, which students took on the
fifth week of the instruction when the trainings on transition markers, frame

markers and code glosses were completed, are investigated.

The second progress questionnaire consisted of four sections. The first section was
designed to evaluate the task difficulty of the argumentative paragraph tasks in the
fourth and fifth weeks. Section 4.3.2.3 deals with the findings of the first section of
the survey and figure 4.5 demonstrates the participants’ perceived task difficulty
level. It was found out that neither of the tasks were particularly difficult for the
participants to write about. Moreover, to observe the relation between the student
specific corpus informed interactive metadiscourse marker instruction and the
participants’ evaluation of the writing difficulty, they were asked to rate their
perceived difficulty in writing on the topics before and after the trainings on a 5-

point Likert scale. It was discovered that four participants found it easier to write
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after the trainings whereas for two of them, who stated that it had already been easy

for them to write before the interactive metadiscourse marker instruction, the level

of difficulty did not change (Figure 5.4)

N

=

0,5

Participants' Perceived Task Difficulty in Writing Before
and After the Instruction

Participant Participant Participant Participant Participant Participant Participant
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

W Before MDM instruction m After MDM instruction

Figure 5. 4. Participants’ Perceived Difficulty in Writing Before and After
Interactive MDM Training

To comprehend the reasons behind, they were asked to elaborate on their ratings.

Similar to the findings of Cheng and Steffensen (1996) and Intraprawat and

Steffensen (1995), it was found out that the participants raised their awareness on

the importance of interactive metadiscourse markers thanks to the trainings:

“Because I did not know much about metadiscourse markers before, but I have

started to learn. (Ciinkii iist séylem belirleyicileri hakkinda ¢ok bir fikrim yoktu ama

ogrenmeye basladim)” (Participant 1)

I was not aware of some usages as | did not write much, but because we
focused on the structures that I forgot how they were used it enabled me to
write more easily. (Cok fazla yazim yapmadigim igin bazi kurallarin
farkinda degildim ama genel olarak kullanimini unuttugum konular tizerinde
durdugumuz icin daha rahat yazmami sagladi) (Participant 2)

As a student, I believe that I am able to generate ideas on these two writing
tasks easily without thinking much but I think the training we received made
writing process easier. (Bir ogrenci olarak bu iki konu hakkinda kendi
diigiincelerimi  iizerine ¢ok fazla kafa yormadan, rahatca ortaya
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dokebilecegim fikrindeyim ama aldigimiz egitimin yazi yazma stirecini daha
kolay hale getirdigini diistintiyorum) (Participant 3).

I used to have difficulty in writing because I was confused about the usages
of some linkers. As I comprehend them, it got easier for me to write in a
more coherent way (Biraz daha zorlaniyordum ¢iinkii bazi baglaglar
birbirine  karistirtyordum, baglaclart  kavradik¢a yazilarimda — akisi
yvakalamam kolaylasti) (Participant 4).

I would say hard because I already find it hard to write and if I had not
learnt about metadiscourse markers, I would not have been able to write at
all. T believe that metadiscourse markers improved me in this regard. (Zor
olarak degerlendirirdim ¢iinkii zaten bir sey yazarken zorlantyorum eger tist
soylem belirleyicilerini ogrenmeseydim hi¢ yazamazdim. Ust séylem
belirleyicilerinin bana bir seyler kattigini diistiiniiyorum) (Participant 5).

The second and third sections of the second progress survey revealed the interactive
MDMs that the participants of the current study found hard to use after the
trainings. The reason why it was consisted of two sections unlike the first progress
survey is that the second section addressed to the frame markers and code glosses
(Table 5.26), which were the main foci of the second progress survey. On the other
hand, the third section dealt with transition markers to assess whether analyzing
example paragraphs that had been provided for the needs of the participants based
on the results of first progress questionnaire helped (Table 5.27).

Table 5. 26. The Problematic Frame Markers and Code Glosses for the Participants

FRAME MARKERS

to sum up
another reason
for several reasons

CODE GLOSSES

that is
in other words

— N MR = = =

These devices in table 5.26 were problematic for two participants and the other five
participants did not choose any of the items, which means they experienced no
problems in using any of them. The two participants who found using the frame
markers explained: “I have never used it [to sum up] (Daha once hi¢ kullanmadim)”
(Participant 2). “I don’t know what to write after using them [another reason, for
several reasons] (Sonrasinda ne yazacagimi bulamiyorum)” (Participant 5). When

the argumentative paragraphs of Participant 2 were investigated, it was discovered
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that s/he could use other forms of label stages such as ‘to conclude’ and ‘in
conclusion’. Therefore, just like s/he stated s/he needed to gain more experience in
using ‘to sum up’, since the underlying problem was not about the idea of using
label stages. In addition, as it was discussed before, announcement goals sub-
category of frame markers was a new concept for the participants of the current
study. Therefore, Participant 5 might have needed more time to acquire how to use
them. Also, the use of the sequencer ‘another reason’ is syntactically more complex
than firstly’, ‘secondly’ or ‘finally’, which were the mostly preferred ones in this
study. Thus, it might explain why participant 5 could not figure out how to continue

the sentence after using it.

Other two participants for whom employing the code glosses were difficult
revealed: “I put it [that is] in the wrong place in the sentence (Ciimlede yanlis yerde
kullantyorum)” (Participant 4). They [that is, in other words] are a little strange for
me. | find it hard to explain what I have written. (Bana biraz yabanci geliyorlar.
Yazdigim seyi tekrar agiklarken zorlaniyorum)” (Participant 5). Ho and Li (2018)
also found out that L2 writers have the tendency to be reluctant to reword their
arguments for their readers. This reluctance might stem from Adel’s (2006)
“Cultural Convention Factor” (p.58). Hinds (1987) argue that depending on one’s
the culture, responsibilities of the writer and the reader may vary in terms of the
organization of the paragraph writing and understanding the message. To illustrate,
whereas in English it is the writers’ responsibility to convey their messages for their
reader, for Eastern cultures readers could be responsible for comprehending what
has been written. In this regard, being accustomed to Eastern culture (i.e., Turkish),
Participant 5 might not feel the need for making sure his/her readers comprehended
his/her argument. Therefore, as Crismore et. al. (1993) claim, while providing
instruction on metadiscourse markers, such differences should be focused. That is
why, it was decided to organize a revision session for the participants of the current

study to revise the importance and use of these devices.

When it comes to the transition markers (Table 5.27), except from one participant

who expressed no problems, it was observed that other six participants started
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having more problems with additional transition markers one month after the

training, despite the sample paragraphs provided.

Table 5. 27. The Comparison of Problematic TMs for the Participants in Progress
Survey 1 and 2

Progress Survey 1 Progress Survey 2

TRANSITION MARKERS f f

Additional Transition Markers

What is more
Apart from
Besides
Moreover
Furthermore

O = = =N
— NN O W

Comparative Transition Markers

Nonetheless
Nevertheless
Whereas
Although

Even though

In contrast (to)
In spite of

In the same way
Likewise

On the contrary
Rather than

Still

Though

When compared to

— e e e e e e e e = = DD DN WD
S OO, ORP P NOOO W W

Consequential Transition Markers

Hence
Thus
Lead to
Result in
Therefore

— e 0 WD
S = O N~

They explained that it was due to “not having familiarity with these markers” (f=4)
and “not knowing what to write after these markers” (f=2). On the other hand, for
comparative and consequential transition markers the opposite was witnessed since
they tended to find less of these devices hard to employ after the sample paragraphs
were provided for their self-study. Moreover, one participant for comparative and
three participants for the consequential transition markers reported that they did not
experience any problems with them. The participants who expressed their problems
these some devices reported that it was due to “not having familiarity with them”
(f=5), “not being sure how to use them grammatically” (f=2), and “not knowing
their meaning” (f=2). In consideration of these findings, it was clear that the

freshmen pre-service English language teachers were in need of further help in
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using transition markers as well as frame markers and code glosses. That is why,
another set of sample paragraphs that included the problematic interactive MDMs
were provided for them for self-study. In addition, they were invited to the revision
session in which the sample paragraphs would be examined, participants’ questions

would be answered, and these problematic devices would be revised.

The last section of the second progress questionnaire focused on participants’
evaluations on the content, methodology and materials used in these student specific
trainings. Hence, the questions asked in this section involved the difficulty of
corpus informed materials. Similar to the first progress survey, the participants were
asked to rate the difficulty of the concordance lines via 5-point Likert scale. The
mean was 2.42 which means it was not hard for them analyze since ‘2’ corresponds

to ‘easy’.

The participants were also asked questions on the effectiveness and the adequacy of
the methodology and the materials of the trainings. All the participants reported that
the student specific and corpus informed materials were effective because it
“improved their MDM use” (f=3) “adapted contemporary methodologies” (f=1),
“contained a lot of practice” (f=1) and “was student specific” (f=1). Moreover, six
of the participants found the training adequate since “there were a variety of
materials” (f=4) and “the materials were quality” (f=2). Participant 4 who did not
find the trainings adequate explained:

Because of the online education format, I do not find the training adequate in terms
of materials and methodology as it cannot compensate for the face-to-face
education (Bulundugumuz online egitim dolayisiyla kaynak ve yontem agisindan
egitimi yeterli bulmuyorum c¢iinkii yiiz yiize okulda gerc¢eklesen egitimin yerine
gecemez) (Participant 4)

Similarly, when the participants were asked about the advantages and disadvantages
of the trainings similar themes emerged (Figure 5.5). The findings about the distant
education format in this study goes hand in hand with Istifci (2017) and Bagriacik

Yilmaz (2019) who also found that Turkish students favor face-to-face education

more.
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enabling to write better | taking place in online
4) format (4)

containing pratice (2)

raising awareness on the
use of MDMs (1)

receiving feedback (1)

Figure 5. 5. Advantages and Disadvantages of the Interactive Metadiscourse
Marker Trainings for Freshmen Pre-Service English Language Teachers

When it comes to participants’ perceptions on their progress in using MDMs it is
observed that all of them agree that they improved their interactive metadiscourse
marker use thanks to the trainings and four of them elaborated on their progress: “I
improve, the practice we have been doing pays off (Gelisivorum, yaptigimiz
pratiklerin geri doniisii oluyor)” (Participant 1). “Yes, practicing improves my
vocabulary and paragraph writing skills. (Evet, alistirma yapmak kelime hazinemi
ve paragraf yazma becerimi gelistiriyor)” (Participant 3). “Yes, because I am aware
of the progress 1 have made in my writings in English (Diisiiniiyorum ¢iinkii
yazdigim Ingilizce yazilarda gelismelerimi fark ediyorum)” (Participant 4).

Yes, understanding and learning the basics of the structures that I used to
employ without paying attention to their usages gives me confidence (Evet,
genel olarak daha énce kullanirken kurallarina dikkat etmedigim yapilarin
temeline inmek temelini anlamak yazarken insana daha fazla ozgiiven
veriyor) (Participant 2)

Moreover, four of them indicated that their ideas on the importance of interactive
metadiscourse markers have changed since “they became more aware of its effects
on a coherent paragraph” (f=4). Three other participants explained that their ideas
have not changed because “they had already been aware of the importance of these
devices” (f=3). Furthermore, almost all the participants expressed that they feel
more confident in using these devices after the trainings because they “learnt these
devices’ usage” (f=3), “became aware of these markers’ importance” (f=2) “did
practice” (f=1), “revised” (f=1), and “received feedback” (f=1). However,

participant 6 did not experience any change in his/her confidence level.
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Finally, Cheng and Steffensen (1996) and Intraprawat and Steffesen (1995) put
forward that writing is improved when learners write with an awareness of
metadiscourse. Quite similarly, all the participants accepted that their general
writing skills have also develop thanks to these student-specific trainings: “Yes,
because in the trainings we received the awareness of writing good paragraphs is
raised a lot. (Evet, diisiiniiyorum ¢iinkii aldigimiz derslerde bunun farkindaligi ¢ok
kez gosterilmekte)” (Participant 1). “Yes, writing a paragraph each week contributes
to that. (Evet her hafta bir paragraf yazmak sayesinde)” (Participant 6).

“Yes, because we do not study only for metadiscourse but also for
paragraphs, I really think my writing skills improved (Evet, sadece iist
soylem degil paragraf da ¢calistigimizdan dolayr yazma becerimin gergekten
gelistigi fikrindeyim)” (Participant 2).

“Yes, because the importance of linkers on coherence in a paragraph is big
and while I am learning more thoroughly, I am writing better paragraphs
(Evet diistintiyorum baglaclarin paragraf akist yakalamada 6nemi biiyiik ve
bilgilerim tam oturduk¢a daha iyi yazilar yaziyorum)” (Participant 3).

Overall, the aim of this survey was to get feedback from the participants to be able
to address to their needs more effectively. The findings yielded several significant
issues. First, it was found that none of the concordance lines or writing tasks were
particularly difficult for any of the participants to be restrained from learning.
Second, the results made the researcher aware of the problematic interactive
metadiscourse markers and unveil the reasons behind it. Thus, a revision session
and three more sample paragraphs that contained the problematic devices from the
TOEFL-High corpus were made available study for the participants. Thirdly, it was
discovered that the participants were overall satisfied with the training, the corpus-
informed materials and the data driven learning methodology and they observed the
progress in their writing and the use of metadiscourse markers. Also, it was clear

that they raised awareness on the importance of using these devices.
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5.4. The Long-Term Effect of DDL on the Use of Interactive Metadiscourse
Markers in Freshmen Pre-Service English Language Teachers’ Argumentative

Paragraphs

This section scrutinizes the long-term effect of 5-week student specific interactive
metadiscourse marker training that adopted DDL methodology on the participants’
use of interactive MDMs and their attitudes towards trainings in two sub-sections.
Section 5.4.1 presents the quantitative findings of the post-training argumentative
paragraphs and section 5.4.2 demonstrates the qualitative findings of the post-

survey.
5.4.1. Findings of the Post Training Argumentative Paragraphs

Three weeks after the 5-week student specific interactive MDM training, which
adopted data driven learning method and included corpus-informed materials,

freshmen pre-service English language teachers sat for the post-test.

Table 5. 28. Descriptive Statistics of Interactive MDMs in Participants’ Post-
Training Paragraphs

TM-AD TM-COM TM-CON M CDG TOTAL(T)

f % f % f % f % f % f % Words
1 1 0.52 3 1.57 1 0.52 2 1.05 3 1.57 10 5.24 191
2| 8 1.65 1 0.21 10 2.06 5 1.03 2 0.41 26 5.36 485
31 0 0 2 1.23 0 0 4 245 1 0.61 7 4.29 163
4| 0 0 2 1.11 1 0.56 0 0 1 0.56 4 2.22 180
5| 4 2.23 2 1.12 0 0 1 0.56 0 0 7 391 179
6| 3 1.49 1 0.50 1 0.50 1 0.60 3 1.49 9 4.46 202
71 5 2.53 4 2.02 3 1.52 4 2.02 0 0 16 8.08 198
T| 21 1.31 15 093 16 1 17 1.06 10 0.62 79 4.94 1598
M| 3 - 2.14 - 2.28 - 242 - 1.42 - 11.28 - 228.28
% 26.58 18.98 20.25 21.51 12.68 100

Table 5.28 shows how frequently the participants of the current study employed
transitions, frame markers and code glosses in their post-training argumentative
paragraphs. Despite being statistically insignificant (Z= -0.67, P= .49), it was
observed that freshmen pre-service English language teachers employed less
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interactive MDM s in their post-training paragraphs (n= 79) than in their pre-training
paragraphs (n= 81). Sancak (2019) suggest that employing more interactive devices
in writings does not always correlate with more successful paragraphs because
quality of these markers is also essential. Therefore, this finding might mean that
the participants of the current study began using these devices in a more aware and

selective way, which in return resulted in employing less devices.

In addition, it was witnessed that among 79 interactive metadiscourse markers, the
participants again mostly employed transition markers just like in their pre-training
argumentative paragraphs, which is congruent with the relevant studies in the
literature (e.g., Hyland and Tse, 2004; Chan & Tan, 2010; Anwardeen et al., 2013;
Dobbs, 2014; Mohamed & Rashid, 2017; Ho & Li, 2018; Yiiksel & Kavanoz, 2018;
Qin & Ucelli, 2018; Sancak, 2019). However, there was a decrease in the number
transition markers in their post-training paragraphs (65.81%) since they had used
more transition markers in their pre-training paragraphs (79%). However, this
decrease was not statistically significant (Z= -1.18, P=.23). This situation might be
explained by the increase in the number of frame markers and code glosses in
participants’ post-training argumentative paragraphs (21.51% and 12.68%
respectively). To explain, in the participants’ pre-training paragraphs, the
frequencies of code glosses and frame markers were 11.11% and 9.87%
respectively, which led to the dominance of transition markers. However, in their
post-training paragraphs because the frequencies of these devices increased it could

have reduced the number of transition markers.

Furthermore, in the category of transition markers, the participants mostly
employed additional transition markers (26.58%) followed by consequential
transition markers (20.25%) and comparative transition markers (18.98%)
respectively, whereas they had used consequential transition markers (38.27%)
most frequently followed by additional transition markers (22.22%) and
comparative transition markers (18.51%) in their pre-training argumentative
paragraphs. To test the significance of these changes in the frequencies of these
devices, three Wilcoxon matched pairs signed ranks tests were run. it was found out

that while the increase in the frequencies of additional (Z= -0.33, P= .73) and
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comparative (Z= -0.08, P=.93) transition markers are statistically not meaningful,
freshmen pre-service English language teachers used consequential transition
markers at a significantly lower frequency (Z= -2.02, P=.04). This could mean that
freshmen pre-service English language teachers changed their argument strategy in
their writings after the trainings in that they started to adopt listing arguments in
favor of their prepositions strategy rather than assuring their arguments while
conveying their messages to their readers. Moreover, comparative transition
markers’ staying as the least frequent transition markers might indicate the
participants’ awareness on argumentative genre (Adel, 2006), since these devices
are not used very frequently in this genre (Chan and Tan, 2010; Andwardeen et. al.,

2013 and Asassfeh et.al, 2013).

After transition markers, frame markers (21.51%) accounted for the second most
frequent interactive metadiscourse marker category followed by code glosses
(12.68%). This result is also different from participants’ pre-training argumentative
paragraphs because they had used code glosses (11.11%) more frequently than
frame markers (9.87%) in their pre-training paragraphs. Almost half of the
participants of the current study had not employed any frame markers in their
argumentative paragraphs prior to the student specific trainings because of their
misconceptualization of these markers. That is why, it was revealed that the
participants of the current study needed to employ frame markers more frequently
(see Section 5.2). Indeed, right after the training on frame markers, the participants
raised awareness on their importance and usage (see Section 4.3.5). Therefore, they
started to use them in their argumentative paragraphs much more frequently. This
could account for the reason why the frequency of frame markers surpassed code
glosses in participants’ post-training argumentative paragraphs. However, it does
not mean that code glosses were employed insufficiently in the post-training
argumentative paragraphs because when the frequencies of these devices in
participants pre- (11.11%) and post- (12.68%) paragraphs are compared, it is
observed that they actually utilized them more frequently. However, neither the
differences in frame markers (Z= -1.15, P= .24) nor in code glosses (Z= 0.33, P=

.73) in participants’ pre- and post- training paragraphs were statistically meaningful.
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Table 5. 29. Forms, Frequency and Appropriacy of Interactive MDMs in Post-
Training Tests

Interactive MDMs | f % | IU (G) IU(C) OU UU
Additional Transition Markers 1
and 16 30.76 - 1 1
also 3 5.76 - - -
at the same time 1 1.92 - - -
or 1 1.92 - - -
Comparative Transition Markers 3
but 4 7.69 - - -
however 3 5.76 - - -
while 2 3.84 - - -
although 1 1.92 - - -
as opposed to that 1 1.92 - - -
even though 1 1.92 - - -
still 1 1.92 - - -
whereas 1 1.92 - - -
though 1 1.92 - 1 -
Consequential Transition Markers 2
because 6 11.53 - - -
since 5 9.61 - - -
because of 3 5.76 - - -
so 3 5.76 - - 1
the reason for that 3 5.76 - - -
Frame Markers 4
firstly 2 11.76 - - -
In conclusion 2 11.76 - - -
In short 2 11.76 - - -
secondly 2 11.76 - - -
another reason why 1 5.88 - - =
for two reasons 1 5.88 - - -
here are my arguments why 1 5.88 - - -
I have a few reasons for 1 5.88 - - -
lastly 1 5.88 - - -
one of them being 1 5.88 - - -
There are specific reasons 1 5.88 - - -
thirdly 1 5.88 1 - -
To conclude 1 5.88 - - -
Code Glosses 3
Such as 4 40 1 - -
for example 3 30 - - -
And such 1 10 - - -
Let’s say 1 10 - - -
To explain 1 10 - - -

With regard to the variety of interactive metadiscourse markers, in participants’ pre-
training paragraphs, the most frequent forms of transition markers were ‘and’ for
addition (21.87%), ‘but’ for comparison (10.93%) and ‘because’ for consequence
(9.36%), which represented 42.16% of the transitions. In their post-training
paragraphs, the most frequent the forms did not change. Again, they were ‘and’ for

addition (30.76%), ‘but’ for comparison (7.69%) and ‘because’ for consequence
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(11.53%) and together they accounted for almost half of the transitions (49,98%)
(Table 5.29). This finding is not quite surprising as the relevant studies in the
literature report the same (Martinez, 2002; Anwardeen et al., 2013; Ho & Li, 2018;
Yiiksel & Kavanoz, 2018; Dumlao & Wilang, 2019; Qin & Ucelli, 2019; Sancak,
2019).

Furthermore, the same findings had been discovered in the participants’
argumentative paragraphs written in the first and second weeks of the trainings
when additional and comparative transition markers were taught respectively. Yet,
in the short term, freshmen pre-service English language teachers had employed
other forms of consequential transition markers rather than ‘because’. In this sense,
it can be said that student specific training on consequential transition markers were
more effective in the short-term in encouraging learners to employ other forms of
these devices more frequently. During the stimulated recall sessions, the
participants were shown their argumentative paragraphs and asked about the
reasons behind employing these devices mostly. They reported that it derived from
the fact that ‘and’, ‘but’ or ‘because’ tend to come to their mind before other forms:
“In fact, yes, I know that I need to use more variety of these things but it [and]
comes to my mind first (Aslinda evet artik daha c¢esitli seyler kullanmam lazim
bunu biliyorum ama aklima ilk o geliyor)” (Participant 1). “Well, it [because]
directly comes to my mind, you know I do not even think about it, I just write it
(Yani direkt aklima o geliyor hani diisiinmiiyorum bile direkt yapistiriyorum)”
(Participant 6).

Yes, I know what they [other forms] are and how they [other forms] are
used but they [other forms] don’t come to my mind first and they [other
forms] feel strange (Evet, ne olduklarini, nasil kullanildiklarini biliyorum
ama ilk once onlar aklima gelmiyor. Ve yabancilasiyorlar) (Participant 5)

On the other hand, apart from ‘and’, ‘but’ and ‘because’, it can be seen from table
5.4 and table 5.29 that the participants employed different transition markers in their
pre- and post- training argumentative paragraphs. This might indicate that they
acquired awareness about using more variety of transition markers and they
continued to do so even after three weeks when the student specific trainings were

over. Escobar and Fernandez (2017) also suggest that thanks to instruction on
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metadiscourse markers, language learners become more aware of the relation
between employment of these devices and writing quality paragraphs. Still, when
tables 5.7, 5.11 and 5.15 are also taken into consideration, it could be observed that
right after the trainings, freshmen pre-service English language teachers employed a
much more variety of transition markers. This might point that the student specific

trainings on transition markers were more successful in the short term than in the

long term in terms of encouraging the learners to use a variety of these devices.

Pre Training Paragraphs

besides
compared to
on the other hand
for

In addition to
Due to

To

As

In order to

adding to that
even

furthermore Therefore A:]nd
7 1 Also
. ev e.n if But
in spite of However
yet Although

Because
since

Or
Even
though
Still
whereas

at the same time
as opposed to that
the reason for that

While Training Paragraphs

Post Training Paragraphs

Figure S. 6. Transition Markers Employed by the Participants in Their Pre- While-
and Post- Training Paragraphs

Figure 5.6 shows that participants of the current study were able to reuse some of
these devices that they used in their while-training paragraphs for the first time in
their post-training paragraphs, which may mean that they could built confidence in
using these devices. Nonetheless, it can also be observed from figure 5.6 that the

participants were conservative about using certain transition markers since they
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appeared in all their paragraphs. This could emerge due to hesitating to employ

recently learnt markers.

Pre-Training Paragraphs

anotherreason
would be
I have several reasons for
in addition
one of them being
overall
to startoff

Post-Training Paragraphs
While-Training Paragraphs

I havetwo perspectives

for many reasons
for several reasons
thereare several reasons
therearetwo reasons in In short
in summary conclusio Another reason why
to sumup ' firstly For two reasons
to summarize secondly Here are my arguments why
finally thirdly I havea few reasons for
first ofall Lastly
the first reason Oneofthembeing
the second reason There are specificreasons

third

Figure 5. 7. Frame Markers Employed by the Participants in Their Pre-, While- and
Post- Training Paragraphs

When it comes to frame markers, it is observed from tables 5.4 and 5.29 that the
participants of the current study employed more variety of these devices in addition
to using them more frequently in their post-training paragraphs than in their pre-
training paragraphs. Nevertheless, comparison of tables 5.4, 5.20 and 5.29 reveals
that they tended to use frame markers even more frequently and, in more variety,
immediately after the student specific and corpus informed training on frame
markers (Figure 5.7). Thus, it can be concluded that thanks to the trainings,
freshmen pre-service English language teachers clearly became aware of the
importance of frame markers and to organize their paragraphs better they employed
a more variety of them both in their while and post training argumentative

paragraphs although the short-term effect of this training look more intense.
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Likewise, Kaya (2019) also found out that upon training her learners on frame

markers, they began to recognize more devices and improve their repertory.

For the code glosses, tables 5.4, 5.24 and 5.29 show that although participants of the
current study employed more variety of these devices immediately after the student
specific trainings, for their post-training argumentative paragraphs they seemed to
use a more limited repertoire. However, it is worth to note that they mostly utilized
different forms of code glosses in their paragraphs, which might mean that they
improved their knowledge on the various forms of code glosses and preferred to use
the ones they had just learnt, instead of the ones they had already known since the
frequency of these devices increased both in while- and post-training paragraphs

(Figure 5.8).

Pre-Training Paragraphs

This means

I’d like to give an example

If T need to simplify my opinion
The other example is

This would mean

Post-Training Paragraphs

for instance
for example
in other words
this doesn’t mean
this shows that
what I am saying is

While-Training Paragraphs

Figure S. 8. Code Glosses Employed by the Participants in Their Pre-, While and
Post- Training Paragraphs
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Overall, the student specific interactive metadiscourse marker training seems to be
more effective in the short-term rather than long-term in terms of increasing variety.
Yet, it looks as if it worked the best for the frame markers in this regard in the long

run.

Another issue which the participants of the current study needed to work on was to
use interactive metadiscourse markers more appropriately in terms of grammar,

context, overuse, and underuse.

(In)Correct Use of Interactive MDMs in
Pre-& Post- Training Paragraphs

14
12
10
8
6
4
: mN =
0
Incorrect Use Incorrect Use Overuse Underuse
(Grammar) (Context)

W Pre-Training Paragraphs H Post-Training Paragraphs

Figure 5. 9. Distribution of (In)correct Use of MDMs in Pre- & Post-Tests

Unfortunately, Figure 5.9 demonstrates that the problem of underusing these
devices, which leads to not being able to convey their messages to their readers,
increased upon 5-week student specific trainings. Some examples from the post-

training paragraphs in this regard are shown below:

Example 5. 25. Underuse of a FM in Post-Test (Student Sentence, Participant 5)

(1) In my opinion, it is better for parents to raise their children in the
countryside than in a large city. X (2) If children are raised in the
countryside, they will be able to interact with the nature.

138



Example 5. 26. Underuse of a Comparative TM in Post-Test (Student Sentence,
Participant 6)

(1) For example, they would go to higher quality schools, or I thought that
growing more internally with technology could affect them better. X (2)
After reading a few articles and watching videos about kids growing up
away from the city, my mind changed.

Example 5. 27. Underuse of a CDG in Post-Test (Student Sentence, Participant 3)

(1) Firstly, the biggest difference between the two is that it is easier to
access school, healthcare and such in a city rather than in the countryside. X
(2) When children are sick, it would be easier for them to get treated in the
city.

During stimulated recall sessions participants were shown all their argumentative
paragraphs and were asked about the reasons why they had not employed some
interactive MDMs and what markers they would have used for the places where
they had underused these devices. Having been mostly successful at figuring out
what had been missing in their paragraphs and where, they explained that it was
mainly due to writing quickly and without revising what they had written: “I do not
really like writing, so I just want to write it quickly and get rid of it (Ben yazmay1
pek sevmiyorum o yiizden hemen yazip vermek istedim)” (Participant 1).

Well, sometimes I write really quickly or generally it is better when I plan
but when I write fast usually, I make more mistakes. It is all because I do not
plan (Ya bazen ¢ok hizli yaziyorum. Ya da genel olarak bazen bir seyi ¢ok
programlayip yapinca ¢ok iyi oluyor ama hizli yaptigimda genelde daha ¢ok
hata oluyor. Hep de iste boyle programlayp yapamadigim igin) (Participant
4).

“I write in a rush. I want to finish writing as soon as possible. I write quickly
to finish it soon, but I know these structures, yes. (Acele bir sekilde
vaziyorum. Bir an once bitirmek istiyorum. Siirekli yapiyim de bitsin diye
hizli hizli yazryorum. Yoksa yapilart biliyorum evet)” (Participant 5).

“Generally, I submit it without revising. I mean, if I revise, generally these
things are clear, it is not because I do not know them. (Genelde hig
tizerinden bir kez daha ge¢meden direkt gonderiyorum. Hani okusam, genel
olarak belli yani olmasi gereken seyler, bilmiyorum diye degil)” (Participant
6).

Because while writing, I focused on the word limit. I mean, I did not pay

attention to the structures. I might have just stopped when I reached the
word limit (Yazarken ¢iinkii ben kelime limitine ulasayim diye odaklandim
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ben. Boyle hani bu yapilar olsun diye dikkat etmedim. Kelime sayisina
ulasinca direkt birakmis olabilirim) (Participant 7)

This finding is not surprising as Zamel (1983), Cheng and Steffensen (1996), Algi
(2012) and Ulugay (2014) also pointed to the issue of EFL learners’ not revising
their writings before submitting them. Therefore, they should be encouraged to

review their writings by raising their awareness on this issue.

Regarding incorrect use of interactive metadiscourse markers in terms of grammar
and/or context, Figure 5.9 reveals that the participants had less problems in their
post-training argumentative paragraphs than in their pre-training argumentative
paragraphs. Therefore, it can be concluded that the student specific corpus informed
trainings were successful in enabling the participants of the current study to use
these markers more appropriately. This finding is coherent with Taghizadeh and
Tajabadi (2013) who also found out that specific metadiscourse marker instruction
improves EFL learners’ correct use of these devices. The incorrect forms in

participants’ post-training paragraphs are introduced below.

Example 5. 28. Incorrect Use of ‘and’ Contextually in Post-Test (Student
Paragraph, Participant 2)

since you don’t have any experience and back in time everyone in your
town were good people it can make you a person who believes the people
around more likely than the people who were grown up in the city

In this example, the relation between the proposition linked with ‘and’ is
consequential. Therefore, instead of ‘and’ a consequential transition marker should
have been used. Since the participants had already been using ‘and’ before the
trainings, this mistake could be regarded as a careless one (Algi, 2012; Ulugay,

2014)

Example 5. 29. Incorrect Use of ‘though’ Contextually in Post-Test (Student
Sentence, Participant 3)

The environment one lives and grows in has an enormous effect on who
they become, though people have different opinions when it comes to
deciding whether it is better for parents to raise their kids in a large city or
the countryside.
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In this example, instead of ‘though’ a consequential transition marker should have
been employed since there is a cause-and-effect relation between the propositions
linked with ‘though’. Interestingly, it has been discovered that although ‘though’
was included in the teaching material, this was the first time it was used. Therefore,
this mistake might actually mean that participant 3 was in the process of learning

this marker (Vosniadou and Brewer, 1987; Hesketh 1997).

Example 5. 30. Incorrect Use of ‘thirdly’ grammatically in Post-Test (Student
Sentence, Participant 2)

(1) Thirdly, Language and the city culture. (2) It is important because the
language and the culture might be different and even can chance between
city to city that also cause some problems.

‘Thirdly’ syntactically requires a full sentence following it; however, in this

example it was used with a noun phrase, which led to ungrammatical use.

Example 5. 31. Incorrect Use of ‘such as” Grammatically in Post-Test (Student
Sentence, Participant 1)

But when I think of it now, I don't agree with myself because, there are
specific reasons why it should be. Such as, a kid who has raised in a city
then in countryside occasionally has a high intellectual level.

Syntactically ‘such as’ can be used with gerund or to infinitive structures, noun
clauses or noun phrases, but it cannot be followed by a full sentence. That is whys, it

was used grammatically incorrectly in example 5.31.

Though learnt recently during the trainings, both ‘thirdly’ and ‘such as’ had already
been used in participants’ while-training argumentative paragraphs without any
problems. Therefore, these occurrences here might imply two issues. Firstly, it
might stem from the participants’ reckless way of writing. Alternatively, it might

signal the issue of forgetting the usages of some newly learnt items.

When it comes to the problem of overuse, no change was observed after the

trainings (Figure 5.9) since the participants of the current study overused two
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devices in their pre-training argumentative paragraphs, just like they did in their

post-training paragraphs.

Example 5. 32. Overuse of ‘and’ in Post-Test (Student Sentence, Participant 7)

And lastly, I picked the city because of how alive it is.

Example 5. 33. Overuse of ‘so’ in Post-Test (Student Sentence, Participant 1)

So here are my arguments why countryside child raising might not be the
best choice.

However, during the stimulated recall sessions it was discovered that the
participants were in fact aware of the overuse issue and similar to the findings of
Qin and Uccelli (2019), the reason behind this problem was the register difference

between spoken and written discourse (See Example 22).

In conclusion, it had been determined that the participants of the current study had
two main problems while using interactive metadiscourse markers. The first
problem they encountered was related to using a more variety of these devices,
rather than the basics. That is why, during 5-week student specific trainings that
adopted DDL methodology included the concordance lines of the most frequent
devices in TOEFL-High corpus to let the participants be familiar with them and
analyze their usage. The comparison of the devices used in their pre- and post-
training argumentative paragraphs revealed that they indeed started using a more
variety of interactive metadiscourse markers, especially frame markers, upon
trainings. Therefore, it can be drawn that the training lets the participants employ
more variety of interactive metadiscourse markers in the long run whereas the

immediate effect tends to be more powerful.

The second problem they faced was about appropriate use of these devices. The
most prominent problem was underusing some markers followed by incorrect use of
them in terms of grammar and context, and occasional overusing certain devices. To
this end, the trainings also focused on teaching the correct uses of interactive

metadiscourse markers included in the corpus informed materials through guided
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questions. Upon trainings it was discovered that participants improved their use of
these devices in terms of grammar and context and this improvement seemed to be
stronger in the long-term, which could be explained by the nature of the learning
process that requires time and exposure (Krashen and Selinger, 1975; Krashen
1976) as well the corrective feedback the participants received (Ferris and Helt,
2000). However, it was found out that the problem of underusing and overusing
certain devices persisted. Yet, thanks to the qualitative data, it was figured out that
it was due to not revising their writings before submission. Therefore, it could be
suggested that EFL learners need to raise awareness on the writing process that

requires revising, editing, and drafting.

5.4.2. The Findings of the Post Survey

The quantitative finding of this study suggested that the 5-week long student
specific interactive metadiscourse marker training that adopted data driven learning
methodology enabled the participants of the current study to use a more variety of
these devices and to employ them more appropriately in terms of the grammar and
context of these markers. However, to be able account for the effectiveness of the
training, more profound data were required. In this regard, to have in-depth
understanding of the participants’ attitudes towards these devices and the training
and the reasons behind participants’ employment and/or avoiding certain interactive
MDMs the post survey was conducted after the trainings were over. In this section,

the results of this survey are scrutinized.

The post survey included three sections. The first section of the survey focused on
the task difficulty of the post-training task and its relation to the training that they
completed. Section 4.3.2.4 elaborates on the findings of this section and Figure 4.10
and 4.11 show participants perceived task difficulty level before and after the
student specific interactive metadiscourse marker training. It was found out that the
participants found the task easier to write because they “were able to explain
themselves more easily” (f=1), “were able to write in a more productive way” (f=1),
“make less mistakes” (f=1) and “know which devices to employ while writing”
(f=4).
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The second section of the post survey uncovered the interactive MDMs that the
participants of the current study still found difficult to employ after the trainings,
two sets of sample paragraphs and the revision session which took place the week
after the trainings finished. Table 5.30 demonstrates the problematic devices
together with their frequencies and compares them with the two progress surveys

the participants had already done.

Table 5. 30. The Comparison of Problematic Interactive MDMs in Progress and
Post Surveys

Interactive Metadiscourse _Progress Survey 1 Progress Survey 2 Post Survey

Markers f f f
Additional Transition Markers
what is more 2 5 3
apart from 1 0 0
besides 1 2 1
moreover 1 2 0
furthermore 0 1 0
Comparative Transition Markers
nonetheless 3 3 2
nevertheless 2 2 1
whereas 2 3 2
although 1 0 0
even though 1 0 0
in contrast (to) 1 0 0
in spite of 1 2 1
in the same way 1 1 0
likewise 1 1 1
on the contrary 1 0 0
rather than 1 1 1
still 1 0 0
though 1 0 0
when compared to 1 0 0

Consequential Transition Markers

hence 3 1 4
thus 3 2 2
lead to 1 0 0
result in 1 1 0
therefore 1 0 0

Frame Markers

there are several reasons -
there are many reasons -
for several reasons -
another reason -
to sum up -

——— O O
SO =~

Code Glosses

that is - 2
in other words - 1 1

[\

Accordingly, it was observed that for additional transition markers they found ‘what

is more’ and ‘besides’ problematic in their post survey, unlike progress surveys 1
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and 2 which included more additional transition markers. The participants stated
that they find those markers hard because “they did not have much experience with
using them” (f=2) and “it feels strange to use it [what is more] in the paragraph,
although s/he knows its usage” (f=1). Likewise, for comparative transition markers
it is seen that the participants found ‘nonetheless’, ‘nevertheless’, ‘whereas’, ‘in
spite of”, ‘likewise’ and ‘rather than’ hard to use in the post survey, which are less
in quantity when compared to the progress surveys. They explained that it was due
to “not having enough practice” (f=1) and “experience” (f=2) with those devices.
When it comes to consequential transition markers, only two markers ‘hence’ and
‘thus’ are witnessed to be still problematic for the participants. It means that they
were able to get familiarized with the other forms they mentioned in the progress
surveys. The participants reported that these two structures were particularly hard
for them since “they had never come across them until university” (f=1), “they get
confused about their meaning” (f=2) and “they prefer using other alternatives to

them” (f=1).

It can be observed that two participants found ‘announcement goals’ sub-category
of frame markers difficult to use, but they resolved their problems with ‘sequencers’
and ‘label stages’ sub-categories. They suggested that it stemmed from the fact that
“they had not practiced using them enough” (f=2).

Finally, for the code glosses, two participants selected ‘in other words’ and ‘that is’
to be problematic for them. They claimed that it was because they find it hard “to
rephrase what they had written” (f=2). This suggests that they refrained from using
these devices not because they do not know how to use them but because they find
explaining their propositions further daunting. Ho and Li (2018) who worked with
Chinese EFL learners also came up with the same finding. Hence, it could be
plausible to explain this issue by the differences in rhetoric, because in Eastern
cultures such as Turkey readers tend to be more responsible for comprehending the
message given, rather than Western cultures where it is the writers’ duty to make
sure their text is able to convey the message (Adel, 1987; Hinds, 1987; Crismore et.
al., 1993)
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A set of sample paragraphs had been provided with the participants of the current
study after each progress survey to enhance the use of the devices that they reported
to be problematic. To make sure they were effective, the post survey asked the
participants whether sample paragraphs were beneficial. Figure 4.9 presents the
participants ratings for the usefulness of sample paragraphs. On the whole, it can be
said that they found them quite useful since the mean score of their ratings was
4.57. They reported that they were able to “practice more” (f=1), “revise” (f=1),
“compare their writings to these paragraphs” (f=1) and “observe more examples”
(f=4) thanks to sample paragraphs. Moreover, upon this 5-week long training, a
revision session had been organized for participants to ask any of their questions
regarding the usage of these devices. They also found this session very beneficial
(M=4.28) and expressed that it was a good opportunity to “revise” (f=4) and “notice
the parts that they could not have learnt before” (f=3).

Yet, as the themes of ‘not having enough practice’ and ‘experience’ emerged a lot
while explaining why the participants tended to find certain markers hard to use,
during the post interview they were asked what else they had needed to be able to
use these devices. They explained that rather than materials or extra sessions, they
needed to study for them on their own, but they did not:

“In fact, I do not revise after the lessons. I mean I should have analyzed the
sample paragraphs you sent us (Aslinda ben dersten baska ¢ok doniip de
bakmiyorum. Mesela sizin yolladiginiz ornekleri a¢ip okumam gerekirdi)”
(Participant 1).

“Well, it’s about me. I do not use them much and it gets harder when I
continue not using them. Maybe if I tried once or twice, I could use them
(Ya bu biraz benimle kaynakl. Cok stk kullanmiyorum ve kullanmadik¢a da
kaywyor. Aslinda bir iki kere denesem olacak belki de)” (Participant 7).

The last section of the survey aimed at discovering the participants’ attitudes and
perceptions towards the student specific interactive metadiscourse marker training
and the use of corpus and corpus-informed materials for the training. To draw
profound conclusions, the participants were asked detailed questions about each
part of the trainings (i.e., analyze, discover, practice, and write) and the feedback

they received about the aim, advantages, and disadvantages of them.
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To start with the ‘analyze’ part, the participants were first asked to rate the
difficulty level of the concordance lines via 5-point Likert scale. As the mean score
was 2.28, it was concluded that they did not find those lines difficult to prevent
them from making analyses. Moreover, the participants were aware of the aim of
this part which they put as to “revise” (f=1), “exemplify” (f=2), and “investigate”
(f=4). Finally, none of the participants reported any disadvantages for this part but
they indicated several advantages such as “understanding the usages of interactive
metadiscourse markers better” (f=3), “improving in how to use these devices” (f=3),
“observing authentic examples” (f=3), and “providing the opportunity to check their
existing knowledge” (f=1). Similar to what freshmen pre-service English language
teachers reported, Frankenberg-Garcia (2012) also found out that corpus examples

are effective in comprehending the usages of some structures.

For the ‘discover’ part, the participant confirmed that the questions, which aimed at
guiding them to come up with plausible findings, were clear and purposeful (M=
4,14). They were also aware of the focus of this past since they stated it was to
“make the analyses into rules” (f=5) and “realize why some markers are used”
(f=2). The participants did not report any disadvantages regarding this part, but for
its advantages they wrote “the guided questions let them realize the tiny details that
they had not known” (f=2) and “they learnt how to and in which context they

required to use certain markers” (f=5).

‘Practice’ part of the training included exercises such as fill in the blanks or rewrite
to enable participants to make sure they are able to use them. The mean score of
their perceived difficulty for this part was 2.85. It can be interpreted that the
participants found them neither easy nor difficult since it is closer to number ‘3’ that
stands for ‘neither easy nor difficult’. Considering the fact that the practice part took
place while the researcher was available to provide immediate help and feedback,
this finding could be interpreted as a positive issue because as Krashen (1987) state,
what learners receive should be a little above their actual level to promote learning.
It was again found out that the aims of this part were straightforward since the
participants expressed it was to “lock the structures in” (f=2), “improve themselves”

(f=1), and “put the theory into practice” (f=4). For this parts’ advantages, the
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participant put “using what they had learnt” (f=5) and “raising awareness” (f=2).
Therefore, it can be concluded that this part of the training was useful for

participants.

Lastly, the ‘write’ part took place was when the participants of the current study
were asked to write their while-training argumentative paragraphs. Although it had
been asked before, the post questionnaire again asked whether any tasks were
particularly difficult for the participants. The mean score was 4.14, which means
they did not find them hard. They indicated that the aim of this part was to “practice
more” (=3), “test themselves” (f=3) and “improve their writing skills” (f=1). They
also expressed that “improving their writing” (f=3), “improving their use of
interactive metadiscourse markers” (f=1), “testing their abilities in writing” (f=1)
and “being prepared for TOEFL exam” (f=2) were the advantages of this part,
whereas the only disadvantage they reported was “being tired after writing each
week” (f=2). Thus, it can be deduced that freshmen year pre-service English

language teachers were aware of the benefits they gained in this part of the training.

Upon trainings each week, the participants received feedback for their while-
treatment paragraphs within 2-3 days. They stated that the feedback they received
was clear (M=4.42). Moreover, Figure 4.7 demonstrates the effectiveness of the
feedback (M=4.71). The participants clarified that it was because they were able to
“see their mistakes” (f=4), “improve their writing by learning from their mistakes”
(f=2), and “realize the parts they needed to improve” (f=1). This finding is in line
with the other studies in the literature in that language learners are inclined to value
feedback provided by their teachers (Radecki & Swales 1988; Leki 1991;
Enginarlar 1993; Ferris 1995).

All in all, it can be inferred from the findings that freshmen pre-service English
language teachers were aware of the aims and their gains of each part of the student
specific and corpus informed materials and DDL trainings. It was also understood

that none of the parts were difficult or confusing for them to interrupt their learning.
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To understand the participants’ attitudes and perceptions towards the use of corpus
and corpus-informed materials for the training, the post survey asked five questions.
The first question was about the aim of the corpus use. The participants stated that it
was to “provide them with authentic examples” (f=7) and “let them learn the
interactive metadiscourse markers usage by discovery” (f=1). Thus, it can be
concluded that they were aware of the aims of the use of corpus in their trainings.
When they were asked whether using corpus enabled them to learn interactive
metadiscourse markers, four participants agreed and three of them strongly agreed
(M=4.42). Two of them further explained: “To read more examples helped me to
improve myself in using metadiscourse markers” (Participant 1). “Observing
metadiscourse marker examples by analyzing there [concordance lines] was really
useful. (Oraya bakarak iist séylem orneklerini gérmek gercekten faydaliyydi)”
(Participant 5). They also agreed that using corpus in interactive MDM instruction
is a beneficial technique (M=4). In addition, with regard to the relation between
participants’ paragraph writing skills and corpus use, they agreed that this technique
helped them improve their argumentative paragraph writing skills (M=4.28).
Moreover, they also found corpus as a useful resource to benefit from for improving
English paragraph writing skills (M=4.14). These findings go hand in hand with
Chambers and O’Sullivan (2004), Charles (2012), Chen and Baker, (2010) Conroy
(2010), Quinn (2014), Yoon and Hirvela (2004) who also reported that use of

corpora enhances EFL learners’ writing skills.

Finally, to obtain in-depth information about the participants’ attitudes and intake
from the 5-week student specific interactive MDM training, freshmen pre-service
English language teachers were asked several questions. The first question in this
regard was about whether they believe they improved their use of interactive
metadiscourse markers thanks to the trainings. Since the mean score was 4, it was
understood that they agreed that the trainings were effective for their use of these
devices. They also elaborated on their ratings and reported that thanks to these
trainings “they employ several interactive metadiscourse markers more
comfortably” (f=3), “they know more about their usages” (f=2), and “they gained
experience about these markers” (f=2). In the same vein, when the available studies

are investigated, it was also found that explicit metadiscourse marker instruction
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seems to be effective (Dastjerdi and Shirzad, 2010; Kaya and Sofu, 2020; Sancak,
2019; Steffensen and Cheng, 1996; Tavakoli et. al., 2012 and Yaghoubi and
Ardestani, 2014). Moreover, similar to what Taghizadeh and Tajabadi (2013)
suggested, when the participants of the current study were asked if they feel more
confident while using these markers after the trainings three of the participants
strongly agreed, two participants agreed and two others neither agreed nor disagreed
(M=4.14). The participants who either agreed or strongly agreed explained: I do not
abstain from using interactive metadiscourse markers anymore (Artik, tist soylem
vapilarint kullanmaktan ¢ekinmiyorum)” (Participant 3). “I write more smooth
paragraphs (Yazilarimi daha akict yaziyorum)” (Participant 4). Two participants
who neither agreed nor disagreed reported that they had always had the confidence
of employing these devices even before the trainings. Finally, parallel to the
findings of Escobar and Fernandez (2017), five participants also reported that these
trainings enabled them to be aware of the importance of metadiscourse markers.

Yet, two participants stated that they had always known their importance.

When the participants were asked about the effectiveness of the trainings in terms
of their writing skills all the participants either strongly agreed or agreed (M= 4.42)
and they expressed that it was mainly due to “writing an argumentative paragraph
each week” (f=5) and “analyzing authentic examples” (f=2). Therefore, it can be
concluded that just like Vashegani and Pahlevansadegh (2019) suggest, adopting
DDL as the teaching methodology to employ real-life examples is beneficial for

teaching interactive metadiscourse markers.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

This chapter consists of three sections. In the first section the main findings of the
current study are presented. The second section elaborates on the pedagogical
implications of the finding. Finally, the third section deals with the limitations of

this study and paves the way for further studies.

6.1. Summary of the Study

The present study examined the short- and long-term effects of a 5-week long
student-specific instruction that adopted DDL methodology on the use of interactive
MDMs (i.e., transitions, frame makers and code glosses) of freshmen pre-service
English language teachers. In order to prepare data-driven and student specific
materials on interactive MDMs, TOEFL11 corpus was utilized. To find out the
effect of this instruction, the types, frequencies and appropriateness/(in)correctness
of the MDMs in participants’ pre-test, while-tests and post-test were investigated.
Learners’ problems in the use of MDMs were scrutinized and the reasons for those
were uncovered. In this study, a concurrent triangulation mixed method design
(Creswell, 2009) was adopted, and to collect the data various data collection tools
were employed: (1) Background questionnaire, (2) Pre- while- and post treatment
student writings, (3) While and post treatment online surveys, (4) Stimulated re-call
sessions and follow-up interviews and (5) Weekly student diaries. The MDMs in
the corpus were first classified using Hyland’s (2005) taxonomy. Then, statistical
analyses were run to unveil the short- and long-term effects of DDL. Next, the
qualitative data were analyzed thematically to gain in-depth insight into the
participants’ feelings towards the training, materials, and MDM use. The analysis of

the data yielded several results:
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1.

The number of interactive metadiscourse markers in all seven argumentative
paragraphs of freshmen pre-service English language teachers fluctuated
(Pre-Test: 5.31%, TM-AD-P1: 5.4%, TM-COM-P1: 5.8%, TM-CON-P1:
6%, FM-P1: 6.3%, CDG-P1: 5.9% and Post-Test: 4.94%); however, no
statistically significant increase or decrease was found.

In their pre-training argumentative paragraphs, freshmen pre-service English
language teachers employed transition markers most frequently (79%),
followed by code glosses (11.11%) and frame markers (9.87%) respectively.
Furthermore, among transition markers category they mostly used
consequential transition markers (38.27%), additional transition markers
(22.22%) and comparative transition markers (18.51%).

After analyzing their pre-training argumentative paragraphs in terms of
interactive metadiscourse marker use, it was discovered that freshmen pre-
service English language teachers needed further assistance:

a. For transition markers, it was found out that freshmen pre-service
English language teachers did not have problems in using these
markers frequently. However, they needed to employ a more variety
of transition markers since the most frequently used forms were
‘and’ (21.87%), ‘but’ (10.93%) and ‘because’ (9.36%) and when
compared to TOEFL-High Corpus, they seemed to have a very
limited repertoire. When they were asked reason behind, they
reported that it was mostly because they were not familiar with them,
or they did not have enough experience using them. Furthermore,
they also needed assistance in overcoming their problems of
underuse, incorrect use in terms of grammar and context and
overuse.

b. For frame markers, it was discovered that they were not employed by
more than half of the participants. Thus, freshmen pre-service
English language teachers needed to be trained in terms of their
function and importance to gain awareness and increase the
frequency of these markers in their paragraphs. Also, it was
necessary to provide the most frequent forms of these markers for

them to get familiar and acquire their correct usage.
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C.

For code glosses, since two participants had not employed any of
these devices, it was necessary to raise awareness on their
significance in argumentative paragraphs and encourage freshmen
pre-service English language teachers to employ more code glosses.
In addition, trainings on increasing the variety of the forms and

enhancing the correct use of these devices were also essential.

4. Upon determining the problems that the participants encountered in terms of

interactive metadiscourse markers, a training model that was designed

specifically to address their needs through corpus-informed materials was

created. This data driven training lasted 5 weeks and the short-term effect of

it was analyzed through participants’ while-training argumentative

paragraphs.

a.

The first week focused on additional transition markers. It was
discovered that upon training, freshmen pre-service English language
teachers started to use these markers more frequently. Moreover,
though the overreliance of ‘and’ persisted, they employed a more
variety of them. It was also observed that they used these markers
more appropriately in terms of their correct use.

The second week targeted comparative transition markers. Similar to
the first week, the participants used these markers more frequently
and, in more variety, despite the overdependence of ‘but’. In
addition, they tended to employ some of the recently acquired
devices incorrectly.

On the third week, consequential transition markers were instructed.
Unlike the first two weeks, freshmen pre-service English language
teachers used these markers less frequently when compared to their
pre-training argumentative paragraphs. However, this decrease was
not statistically significant. Yet, they seemed to employ a more
variety of these markers upon training and they did not mostly rely
on ‘because’. Also, it was witnessed that they used these devices
more appropriately.

The first progress questionnaire was run on the halfway through the

trainings to make sure they were effective and to take timely action
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for the problematic issues. It was assured that freshmen pre-service
English language teachers were satisfied with the methodology and
the content of the trainings. Nevertheless, it was found out that some
transition markers were still problematic. Thus, three sets of sample
paragraphs that contained these markers from the TOEFL-High
corpus were made available for the participants for remedial action.

e. Frame markers were the focus of the fourth week of the trainings. It
was found that pre-service English language teachers employed these
devices much more frequently and, in a lot more variety. Moreover,
all the frame markers were used correctly, except from one underuse
issue.

f. The last week aimed at code glosses. The results yielded that
freshmen pre-service English language teachers employed these
devices more frequently after the training. Also, as well as
improvement in the correct use, a more variety in the forms of these
devices was witnessed.

g. The second progress survey was set to find whether there are
problematic issues and to figure out the participants’ attitude towards
the training and interactive metadiscourse markers. The results
indicated that freshmen pre-service English language teachers raised
awareness in terms of these devices and overall, they were satisfied
with the trainings. However, as some devices were still problematic,
other three sets of sample paragraphs were provided. In addition, for
remedial teaching, the participants were invited to a revision session
where the problematic issues were clarified.

5. To test the long-term effect of the student specific data driven interactive
metadiscourse marker trainings, three weeks after it was finished the
participants wrote their post-training argumentative paragraphs. The analysis
yielded several findings:

a. It was found out that pre-service English language teachers
employed less interactive metadiscourse markers in their post-

training argumentative paragraphs (4.94%). than in their pre-training
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argumentative paragraphs (5.31%). However, this decrease was
statistically insignificant.

In their post-training argumentative paragraphs, freshmen pre-
service English language teachers again employed transition markers
most frequently (65.81%). However, unlike in their pre-training
argumentative paragraphs, they employed frame markers (21.51%)
more frequently than code glosses (12.68%). It is also worth to note
here that the high frequency of transition markers in their pre-
training argumentative paragraphs decreased thanks to their
employment of more frame markers and code glosses. Therefore, it
can be deduced that the trainings worked in terms of raising the
participants awareness on the selective use of these markers. What is
more, within transition markers category they mostly used additional
transition markers (26.58%), followed by consequential transition
markers (20.25%) and comparative transition markers (18.98%).
This shows that the participants also changed their write strategy. To
explain, instead of explaining the reasons and consequences of their
prepositions, they preferred to add more arguments to support their
theses. Moreover, comparative transition markers’ being the least
preferred category of transition markers might indicate the
participants’ awareness of the genre specific use of metadiscourse
markers (Adel, 2006).

In terms of variety, it was found out that the trainings were effective
in the long term as freshmen pre-service English language teachers
employed more variety of transition markers, frame markers and
code glosses in their post-training argumentative paragraphs than in
their pre-training ones. However, when the while training paragraphs
are also taken into consideration, it can be drawn that the training
was more effective in the short-term.

In terms of correct use, it was found that the trainings were
successful because freshmen pre-service English language teachers
made less grammatical and contextual mistakes in their post-training

argumentative paragraphs than in their pre-training ones. However,
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while the issue of overuse remained the same, it was discovered that
they tended to underuse interactive metadiscourse markers more in
their post-training paragraphs. With the help of the stimulated recall
sessions and the post-interviews it was understood that both of these
problems did not originated from the participants’ lack of knowledge
or awareness. Instead, it was due to not revising their texts before
submission. Also, the findings suggested that in term of correct use,
the trainings were more effective in the long term.

e. The post-survey was conducted to account for the effectiveness of
the trainings and perceptions of the participants towards the training
and interactive MDMs. The findings suggested that each element
included in the trainings were purposeful and effective. Moreover,
freshmen pre-service English language teachers reported that each
step of the interactive MDM training was suitable and beneficial.
Furthermore, they stated that receiving feedback, use of corpora and
being specific to their needs were the top three advantages of this
training. Finally, it was also figured that got familiarized with some
of the markers that they had found problematic for them in the
progress surveys thanks to the sample paragraphs and revision

session.

6.2. Pedagogical Implications

This study puts forth certain findings in terms of EFL learners’ use of interactive
MDMs, the effect of training in this regard and data driven learning methodology.
Therefore, its implications could be benefited from several stakeholders such as
English language teachers, curriculum designers, material developers and
administrators as well as English language learners and researchers in the field of

applied linguistics.

One of the most prominent findings of this study was that explicit instruction on
interactive metadiscourse markers improved freshmen pre-service English language
teachers’ use of these devices and this finding supported the existing literature in
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the field (e.g., Dastjerdi and Shirzad, 2010; Kaya and Sofu, 2020; Tavakoli et. al.,
2012). Therefore, it is vital to integrate a type of training that aims to raise
awareness and enhance the use of interactive metadiscourse markers into their
institutions’ syllabi by the curriculum developers. However, rather than being
general, this training ought to be specific to the needs of the language learners of the
institution to let them fulfill their aims effectively. Thus, conducting a needs
analysis before designing such a training is essential. Moreover, this interactive
metadiscourse marker training should take advantage of the current methodologies
and techniques of the ELT field. To this end, knowing data driven learning method
was beneficial for the participants of the current study, utilizing authentic and
corpus-informed examples to allow language learners to analyze and discover the
importance, function and the use of these devices can be advised for language
teachers and material designers. Yet, utilizing appropriate corpora that contains
genre-specific, successful texts is of high importance in order not to mislead the
language learners and provide them with discourse and context specific resources.
That being said, training both pre-service and in-service language teachers on
utilizing corpora to consult for reference and on in-class applications of corpora is

required.

This study also found out that even the freshmen pre-service English language
teacher whose proficiency in English were proved tend to employ limited forms of
interactive metadiscourse markers due to not having enough practice and familiarity
on the other forms. However, since using the same devices repeatedly may cause
writing ineffective paragraphs (Assesfeh et.al., 2013), language teachers and/or
materials designers should ensure that they include various devices while preparing
materials to teach interactive metadiscourse markers and create enough practice
opportunities for language learners to get familiarized with these devices and build

confidence in using them.

What is more, thanks to conducting two progress surveys while student specific and
data driven trainings were in progress, it was possible for the researcher to take
remedial action for the interactive metadiscourse markers that the participants of the

current study either abstained from or found difficult to employ by providing them
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with sample paragraphs and inviting them to the revision session. Without these
tools, it would not have been possible to realize their evolved needs and address to
them in a timely manner. Therefore, it is vital for language teachers to assess the

learning process and revise the problematic parts to enhance learning.

Another result the present study yielded was on the correct/appropriate use of
interactive metadiscourse markers. It was discovered that the participants mostly
suffered from underusing interactive metadiscourse markers that may result in not
being able to convey their messages to their readers. Moreover, it was found out
that rather than not being able to employ these markers, this underuse issue
stemmed from the fact that they did not perceive writing as a process in which they
need to revise and edit their arguments before submission. Thus, language teachers
should encourage their learners in this regard and curriculum designers can be
advised to adopt process writing approach. The findings of the study also pointed
out that receiving corrective feedback enhances language learners’ use of these
devices in terms of grammar and context. Hence, language teachers should make
sure they let their learners be aware of their mistakes and provide meaningful

explanations for their mistakes.

One final finding from the present study was that most of the participants who were
freshmen pre-service English language teachers stated that they had never received
any training on academic writing or metadiscourse until they start their higher
education. This finding was in line with Altinmakas (2015). However, in higher
education, these language learners are expected to write assignments, term papers
and even theses. Therefore, instead of expecting them to acquire this skill in a short-
time, writing and metadiscourse instruction could be integrated into K-12

curriculum.

Lastly, thanks to the various data collection tools utilized to triangulate the finding,
the present study could account for the reasons why freshmen pre-service English
language teachers avoided or employed certain interactive metadiscourse markers

and the researcher gained in-depth insight into the perceptions and attitudes of the
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participants towards the trainings and metadiscourse markers. Thus, this approach is

highly recommended for future studies.

6.3. Limitations of The Study and Suggestions for Further Research

This study has three main limitations. To start with, the participants of the current
study were all from METU enrolled in SUNNY-TEFL program. Therefore, no
generalizations could be made since freshmen pre-service English language
teachers in other institutions and programs might have had different background
and learning characteristics. Accordingly, further research might collect data from
several other institutions to find out their needs in interactive metadiscourse marker

use and the effect of instruction in this regard.

Secondly, this study was conducted while distant education model was enforced due
to Covid-19 pandemic. Therefore, the 5-week long data driven student specific
interactive metadiscourse marker training took place online. Considering the fact
that some participants of the current study complained about this situation and
argued that it could not compensate for face-to-face education, conducting the same
study in face-to-face format could yield better results. In addition, due to the same
reason, indirect DDL approach was adopted in order not to overwhelm the
participants with learning how to use concordance tools while they were getting
accustomed to the distant education format. Thus, further studies might focus on the

direct DDL approach.

Finally, this study adopted product-based writing approach as one aim of the current
study was to encourage the participants to employ the targeted interactive
metadiscourse markers each week with the help of different writing tasks and
process writing approach was not suitable for this aim. Hence, although feedback
was given, submission of the revised versions by editing was not required.
Furthermore, to simulate the TOEFL independent task for the participants, timed
writing was adopted, which resulted in making errors due to negligence or

nervousness. In that vein, future research might work on the effect of process
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writing approach which does not involve time-writing procedures on EFL learners’

use of interactive metadiscourse markers.

Besides, data driven learning methodology on teaching interactive metadiscourse
markers was found to be beneficial for the participants of this study who had all
proved their language proficiency through EPE exam offered by METU and
therefore can be counted as proficient language users. However, the effect of this
training for lower level EFL learners could yield different result. Therefore, future
studies could be conducted to test the effectiveness of this training in different

levels.
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APPENDICES

A: TEFL171 Course Syllabus

4 TENTATIVE COURSE SCHEDULE

WEEK DATE TOPIC Reevant Class activities

Week 1 12.10.20 GENERAL COURSE INTRODUCTION Kaplan (1966)

PREWRITING PROCESSES

1. Thinking about a topic After listening to the lecture, sts are asked to complete

Week 2 19.10.20 2. Freely jotting down ideas about the topic Smalley el al. a number of exercises showing how prewriting

o 3. Narrowing the topic and writing it in one sentence (2012), Ch. 1 techniques can be used to prepare them for the main

4. Selecting and dropping ideas writing activity.

5. Selecting ideas in a plan or an outline

PREWRITING PROCESSES (CONTINUED)

1. Subject: select a subject that you know well and you are (i) Sts jot down ideas for these 3 assignments. They are
passionate about (e.g., Life in Ankara/Istanbul; Working with asked to note down how their ideas and the
leaming-disable children; Oy ing shyness; Arranged details they include change/differ, depending on
marriages) the audience and purpose of the text.

Week 3 26.10.20 | 2. Audience: It is very important who will be the reader of your fm"‘ilz'e)ygh:"l a2 | (i) St are asked to write a 100-120 word long
text, your approach to the subject will depend on whom you g : paragraph/essay describing the procedures taught
write to (e.g., your classmates, your professors, your parents) to them for the selection of the subject, audience

3. Purpose: Why do you write the text? (e.g., Do you want to and purpose while writing paragraphs/essays in
explain something to your readers?; Do your want to persuade Turkish.
your audience that a certain view is corect?)

GENERATING IDEAS

1. Free writing (i) Sts work on a number of generating ideas exercises

2. Focused Free Writing Smalley el al. (i) Sts are asked to write a 100-120 word long

Week 4 02.11.20 | 3. Brainstorming (zou)ych 1 paragraph/essay describing the generating ideas

4. Clustering e exercises they used in their Turkish and English

5. Asking Questions classes in middle and high school.

6. Keeping a Journal

(i) Sts work on exercises showing them the techniques

THE PROCESS OF WRITING PARAGRAPHS -1 Kaplan (1966) of finding and formulating topic sentences.

Week 5 00.11.20 | 1- Finding the Topic Sentence Savage & Mayer (ii) Sts are asked to write a 100-120 word long

eel R 2. Narrowing the topic (2006), Unit 1, Part paragraph/essay describing the importance, use,

3. Writing the Topic Sentence 1 formulation and placement of topic sentences in

paragraphs/essays written in Turkish and English.

THE PROCESS OF WRITING PARAGRAPHS -2

1. Generating ideas for the body (e.g., brainstorming)

2. Selecting the relevant ideas Jordan (1999), ' .

3. Arranging ideas in a plan or an outline Chs.1&18 (@) sts are T:/ked todwm_eb : 1(?‘0 120 :;md Iofng

Week 6 16.11.20 | 4. Writing the first draft Savage & Mayer "5'59’3" essay :/5‘” ing the TP"’; h‘”“ KIf"'

5. Revising (2006), Unit 1, ;":L'i"ngE:gﬁ‘:?‘-"“ an essay in Turkish vs. the
5.1. Revising for support Parts 4 &5 °
5.2. Revising for unity

6. Writing the final draft

;‘C(':‘::"l"c C,?"E'}‘E:SE IN A PARAGRAPHS -1 Jordan (1999), Ch. | (i) T and Sts work on the “Structure and cohesion” topic

G 131'3;‘“ rough order 1 related to writing essays in English
Week7 | 23.11.20 2 S i Savage & Mayer (ii) Sts are asked to write a 100-120 word long
Space order ( N h . lish d bi h
3. Order of importance 2006), Unit 1, Part paragraph/essay in English describing  the

2. Coherence through related sentences 2 procedure for writing an academic essay.

ACHIEVING COHERENCE IN A PARAGRAPHS -2 Jordan (1999), Ch (i) T and Sts work on "Achieving coherence in

1. Coherence through order (Revisad) 1° an S paragraph through related sentences” topic

2. Coherence through related sentences (ii) Sts write a 100-120 word long paragraph/essay in

Weeks | 30.11.20 2. stion of i words and p S eyt et | English describing how they would teach *achieving
.2. Synonyms and substitutions g ’ coherence” to their students (e.g., young adults,

2
2.3. Transition expressions adults)
(i) T and Sts work on the "Description: Physical” topic
(ii) T presents Sts with texts including physical
descriptions of the same events, places, people
Jordan (1999), Ch written in Turkish and English and discuss the

WRITING A DESCRIPTIVE PARAGRAPH -1 re differences and similarities (e.q., Orhan Pamuk My

Week 9 07.12.20 1. Describing a person 3 name is Red, Snow; Elif Safak)

Savage & Mayer
2. Describing a place, an object (2008), Unit . (iii) T and Sts talk about "Mapping techniques”
g (iv) Sts write a 100-120 word long paragraph/essay in
English describing their hometown so that the
reader, who does not know that place, can get a
clear picture of it.
(i) T and Sts work on “"Describing an event” topic
WRITING A DESCRIPTIVE PARAGRAPH -2 Jordan (1999), Ch. | (i) T and Sts read and evaluate various description
s - - 2 texts and focus on language and style
Week 10 14.12.20 1. Describing a place, an object (Continued) s am - 4 L b
2. Describing an event avage & Mayer (iii) Sts write a 100-120 word long paragraph/essay
(2006), Unit 2 describing an incident that they consider to be a
turning point in their lives
(i) T and Sts work on the "Writing a narrative
WRITING A NARRATIVE PARAGRAPH iordan (1999). Ch- paragraph” topic
Week 11 21.12.20 nt and A pd M (ii) Sts write a 100-120 word long paragraph/essay
Present and past namation {200e), Unit s telling the reader a story that ends with a
i surprise.
(i) T and Sts work on the "Comparison and contrast”
topic
Jordan (1999), Ch. (ii) Sts write a 100-120 word long paragraph/essay
8 telling the reader about the differences and
Week 12 28.12.20 WRITING A COMPARISON AND CONTRAST PARAGRAPH Savage & Mayer similarities between the communicative styles of
(2006), Unit 5 teachers/professors and students in high school
and at the university. Which one would you adopt
when you become teachersand why? _____|
Jordan (1999), Ch, | () Sts write a 100-120 word long paragraph/essay
8 telling the reader about the differences and
Week 13 04.01.21 WRITING A COMPARISON AND CONTRAST PARAGRAPH Savage & Mayer similarities between the Turkish and English styles
(2006), Unit 5 of writing.
Week 14 11.01.21 REVIEW
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B: HUMAN SUBJECTS ETHICS COMMITTEE APPROVAL FORM

UYELLAVALI ETHE ARAGTIRMA MERKEZ . DRTA DOGU TEKNIK UNIVERSITESI
AFFLISE SRS AENSAREY BINTIR ' MIDDLE EAST TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

Say1: 28620816 !
13 KASIM 2020
Komu: Degerlendirme Sonucu

Gonderen: ODTU Insan Arastirmalan Etik Kurulu (IAEK)

g Insan Araghrmalan Etik Kurulu Bagvurusu
Saym Prof. Dr. Ciler HATIPOGLU

Damsmanhifim yaphgimz Cemre CICEK TUMER 'in “Data Driven Learning (DDL) and the
Use of Interactive Metadiscourse Markers (Iransitions, Frame Markers and Code-glosses)
in the Opinion Paragraphs Written by Freshmen Pre-Service English Language Teachers™
bashkh arashrmamz Insan Aragtmmalan Etik Kurulu tarafindan uygun gorilmmis ve
322-ODTU-2020 protokol numaras ile onaylanmstir.

Prof. Dr. Mine MISIRLISOY
IAEK Baskam
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C: INFORMED CONSENT FORM

This is a quasi-experimental study is conducted by Cemre CICEK TUMER, who is
a master student in English language teaching program at Middle East Technical
University, under the supervision of Prof. Dr. Ciler HATIPOGLU. This form is
prepared to inform you about the research conditions. The aim of the study is to
collect data about the use of interactive metadiscourse markers used in

argumentative paragraphs.

This study will be conducted in eleven weeks. Firstly, you will be asked to fill in the
background questionnaire. The aim of the background questionnaire is to obtain
information about your demographic information and experience in learning
English. Then, you will be asked to write a 150-200-word argumentative paragraph
on a chosen topic by you. Upon the analysis of your paragraphs, you will receive
30-minute training at the end of each TEFL171 course on interactive metadiscourse
markers between the weeks 4 and 11 for seven weeks. Throughout the training
sessions, you will be asked to write an argumentative paragraph right after each
session to practice what you have learnt. You will be asked to write your
argumentative paragraphs in 30 minutes at a sitting while your cameras on, on
Zoom. Also, you will be asked to keep a diary on what you have learnt each week.
The weekly diaries will help the researcher to better understand the reason behind
your use of metadiscourse markers. After the trainings you will be asked to write a
final argumentative paragraph in order for the researcher to analyze your progress
through trainings. Finally, you will be asked to fill in a set of progress
questionnaires which serve as a tool to understand your perceptions and experience
about the training and the use of metadiscourse markers. You may also be asked to

attend the audio-recorded follow-up interview if found necessary.

Participation in the study must be on a voluntary basis. The questionnaire does not
contain questions that may cause discomfort in the participants. However, during

participation, for any reason, if you feel uncomfortable, you are free to quit at any
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time. In such a case, it will be sufficient to tell the person conducting the research

that you do not want to participate anymore.

Your answers will be kept strictly confidential and evaluated only by the researcher;
the obtained data will only be used for scientific purposes. The researcher will erase

all the audio recordings after the research is conducted.

I would like to thank you in advance for your participation in this study. For further
information about the study, you can contact Prof. Dr. Ciler HATIPOGLU from the
Department of English language teaching or researcher Cemre CICEK TUMER.

I am participating in this study totally on my own will and am aware that I can
quit participating at any time I want/l give my consent for the use of the
information I provide for scientific purposes. (Please return this form to the data
collector after you have filled it in and signed it).

Name Surname Date Signature Course Taken
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D: BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE

TEFL 171: EXPOSITORY WRITING I
ANKET 1_12/10/2020 / Background Questionnaire

*Bu anket Ingilizce Ogretmenligi Boliimlerinde okuyan 6gretmen adaylarimn hem ana dilde hem de
yabanci dilde akademik yazma becerilerinin daha iyi gelistirilmesinin adimlarim ortaya ¢ikarmayi
amaclayan bir calismanin parcasidir. Amacimiz gelecegin nesillerini yetistirecek 6gretmenlerimizi
mesleki acidan miimkiin oldugu kadar iyi hazirlamaktir. Ancak bunu yapabilmek i¢in sizin yardimimza
ihtiyacimiz var. Bu ¢calismanin giivenilir olmasi icin tiim sorulara cevap vermeniz gerekir.

*Soru 3, 6, 10, 11, 16b gibi secenekli sorularda size uygun cevabin yanmina *v” isareti koyunuz.
*Katkilarimiz icin simdiden sonsuz tesekkiirler!!! :)

(This survey is part of a study that aims to reveal the steps for better development of academic writing skills
of teacher candidates studying in English Language Teaching Departments, both in their mother tongue and
in their foreign language. Our aim is to prepare our teachers who will raise the future generations as
professionally as possible. But to do this, we need your help. For this study to be reliable, you must answer all
the questions.

*For optional questions such as question 3, 6, 10, 11, 16b, put a 'v'' sign next to the answer that suits you.

* Many thanks in advance for your contribution!!! :))

BOLUM A (PART A)
1. isim (Name):
3.
2. Yas (Age): Cinsiyet ﬁ,ﬁgfl\i ) ERKEK (Male)
(Gender):
4. Okul/Universite
(School/University):
5. Bolim (Department):
6. Sinif (Grade): 1. 2. 3. 4.
7. Mezun odlugunuz lisenin tam ismini
yaziniz (Please write the full name of the
high school you graduated from):
8. Niifusa kayitlig1 oldugunuz yer (Place of
registry):
9. Su anda ailenizin ikamet ettigi yer
(Residence of your family):
10 Ba.banlzm e,gltlm YOK ILK OR.TA LISE UNIVERSITE
diizeyi (Father’s level (None) (Primary | (Middle (High (University/College)
of education): School) School) School)
I1. Annenizin efitim | y iLK ORTA LisE ONIVERSITE
diizeyi (Mother’s level (None) (Primary | (Middle (High (University/College)
of education): School) School) School)
12. Ailenizin yaklasik yillik geliri (Yearly
income of your family):
1;5' Turk(;e" mn yapmda ol (*Not: Diizeyinizi asagidaki derecelendirmeye gore
diller ve diizeyleri (Languages you .
e i TR G e yaplnlz/Plegse choose one of the categories below for
- your proficiency level)
Cokiley :Yabaqc11ar1a y.'leﬂl ve s0zlii olarak ¢cok miikemmel bir sekilde
Good) anlagabilmekteyim (7 can perfectly communicate with foreigners in spoken and
written discourses);
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=Yabancilarla yazili ve sozlii olarak rahat bir sekilde anlasabilmekteyim (7

lyi (Good) feel comfortable while communicating with foreigners in spoken and written
discourses);

Orta =Yabancilarla yazil1 ve sozlii olarak anlagsmakta zaman zaman

e zorlanmaktayim (From time to time, I find it hard to communicate with
foreigners in spoken and written discourses);

Zayit (Poor) =Yabancilarla yazil1 ve sozlii olarak anlasmakta ¢ok zorlanmaktayim (7 really
find it hard to communicate with foreigners in spoken and written discourses).

DIiL (LANGUAGE) DUZEY (LEVEL OF PROFICIENCY)

A.

B.

C.

D.

14. Varsa, bulundugunuz yabanci
iilkenin/iilkelerin ismi/isimleri (If any, please
indicate the name(s) of the country/countries you
have been to):

ULKE (COUNTRY)

Kaldiginiz siire (giin,

Zivaret amacimz (eglence, egitim, is vb.)

ay, vil) (L. ENGTH OF

(PURPOSE OF VISIT (for pleasure,

STAY (day, month,
year))

education, business))

A.
B

BOLUM B (PART B)

Kompozisyon nedir? Bu terimi kisaca tanimlaymiz veya bu kelimeyi duydugunuzda
akliniza gelen ilk diislince ve 6rnekleri yaziniz (What is essay? Please define this term or
state the ideas and examples that come to your mind when you hear this word).

2a.

Ilkégretimde (1-8 simif) Tiirkge kompozisyon yazma
egitimi aldiniz m1? (Have you received a training on
writing and essay in Turkish in primary school —
grades 1-8)

Evet (Yes)

Hayir (No)

2b.

[Ikdgretimde Tiirkge kompozisyon yazma egitiminizi

anlatimiz (6r. 6gretilen konular,
kullanilan teknikler ve materyaller, verilen geri doniitler) (Please write about your
training on writing in primary school e.g., topics, techniques and materials, feedback)

3a.

Lisede Tiirkge kompozisyon yazma egitimi aldiniz
m1? (Have you received a training on writing and
essay in Turkish in high school)

Evet (Yes)

Hayir (No)

3b.

Lisedeki Tiirkce kompozisyon yazma egitiminizi anlatiniz (6r. o&gretilen konular,
kullanilan teknikler ve materyaller, verilen geri doniit) (Please write about your training
on writing in high school e.g., topics, techniques and materials, feedback)

Sa.

Tiirkce kompozisyon yazmay1 seviyor musunuz? (Do
you like writing an essay in Turkish)

Evet (Yes)

Hayir (No)

5b.

5a’daki cevabinizin nedenini agiklayimiz (Please explain your choice in 5a):
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Tiirkce kompozisyon yazarken en ¢ok zorlandigimiz noktalar nelerdir? Kisaca
aciklayiniz. Daha sonra da zorlanma sebeplerinizi tartisiniz (What are the parts you find
the most difficult while writing an essay in Turkish, please explain and state the reasons

why).

Tiirk¢e 6grenen ve bu konuda higbir sey bilmeyen yabanci bir arkadasiniza tecriibe ve
egitiminizi de kullanarak Tiirk¢e kompozisyon nasil yazildigini tarif ediniz (Please
describe how to write an essay in Turkish for your foreign friend who is learning
Turkish and has no idea about writing by using your experience and training)

BOLUM C / PART C

la.

Ingilizce kompozisyon yazma egitimi aldiniz mi? (Have | Evet (Yes) Hayir
you received a training on writing in English?) (No)

1b.

1bl.

Ingilizce kompozisyon yazma egitiminizi anlatimz (Please describe your training on
writing an essay in English):

Ne zaman, nerede, nasil bir egitim aldimz? (When and where have you received this
training and how was it?)

1b2.

Ogretilen konular, kullanilan teknikler ve materyaller nelerdi? (What were the topics,
techniques and materials?)

1b3.

Egitim sirasinda geri doniit nasil veriliyordu? Verilen geri doniitler Ingilizce
kompozisyon yazma becerilerinizin gelismesine nasil katkilar sagladi? (What was the
feedback provided? What was the effect of feedback given on your writing an essay in
English skills)

2a.

Ingilizce kompozisyon yazmay1 seviyor musunuz? (Do you | Evet (Yes) Hayir
like writing an essay in English?) (No)

2b.

2a’daki cevabinizin nedenini agiklayiniz (Please explain your choice in 2b):
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3. Ingilizce kompozisyon yazarken en ¢ok zorlandiginiz noktalar nelerdir? Kisaca
aciklayiniz. Daha sonra da zorlanma sebeplerinizi tartisiniz (What are the parts you find
the most difficult while writing an essay in English, please explain and state the reasons
why).

4. Tiirkge mi, Ingilizce mi kompozisyon yazarken daha c¢ok zorlaniyorsunuz. Neden?
Sebeplerini agiklaymmiz (Do you find writing an essay in Turkish or English? Please
explain why)

BOLUM D/ PART D

la. | Herhangi bir yazma dersi sirasinda iistsdylem belirleyicileri | Evet Hayir
(metadiscourse markers/devices) (6r. yani, sonunda, | (Yes) (No)
yukaridaki gibi, oOrnegin, belki, maalesef, ashinda gibi
sozciikler) ile ilgi bir bilgi veya egitim verildi mi? (Was any
information or training given during any writing class on
metadiscourse markers/devices, i.e., finally, for example,
maybe, unfortunately, actually)

1b. | 1a’ya “EVET” cevabi verdiyseniz bu egitiminizi anlatimiz (If you chose “YES”, please
describe this training):
Ne zaman, nerede, nasil bir egitim aldimiz? Size nasil bilgiler verildi? (When and where
did you receive this training? What kind of information were you given?)

lc. | Ustsdylem belirleyicileri (metadiscourse markers/devices) ile ilgili egitim aldiysaniz,

hangi dilde (Tiirkge veya Ingilizce) hangi iistsdylem belirleyicilerini basartyla
kullandiginiz1 diigtiniiyorsunuz?

Bunlar1 neden (kolayca) kullandiginizi kisaca agiklayiniz.

(If you have received training on metadiscourse markers/devices, which metadiscourse
markers do you think you successfully use and in which language (Turkish or English)?
Briefly explain why you (easily) use them.)
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1d.

Ustsdylem belirleyicileri (metadiscourse markers/devices) ile ilgili egitim aldiysaniz,
hangi dilde (Tirk¢e veya Ingilizce) hangi {iistsdylem belirleyicilerini kullanirken

zorlaniyorsunuz? Neden? Kisaca agiklayiniz.

(If you have received training on metadiscourse markers/devices, which metadiscourse
markers do you have difficulty using and in which language (Turkish or English)? Why is

that? Please explain briefly.)

2a. | Ustsdylem belirleyicileri (metadiscourse markers/devices) ile | Evet (Yes) | Haywr
ilgili egitim almak ister misiniz? (Would you like to receive (No)
training on metadiscourse markers/devices?)

2b. | Hangi dilde? Neden?

(In which language and why?)
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E: PRE-TEST

Name — Surname:
Task Name: Pre-Test (argumentative Paragraph Writing)

Please write an argumentative paragraph of about 150-200 words on one of the
topics below:

1. Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? “lIt is better for
children to grow up in the countryside than in a large city”.

Please keep your cameras on while writing.
Please do NOT use any dictionaries or do NOT get any help from anyone while
writing.

Please write your paragraph in the box.
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F: TEACHING MATERIALS

ANALYZE: Please examine the bold expressions below.

1.

To be brief, when doing a sport, young people have more choices than older
people do. Besides, young people have less pressure from the society.

But in my opinion, the backdraws of these little vehicles are so many that,
people will find new options in twenty years. Besides, none of us wants to face
wars or high prices anymore.

The internet contains much more information than the textbooks used in the
classroom, and the information are likely to be the latest. Besides,
understanding ideas and concepts helps the students to solve more complex
problems.

Conversely, many young people think they have grown up. Moreover, they do
not feel the pressure from the society.

The groups led by a tour guide usually have a well-designed schedule and
members in the group are able to visit as many places in a short period as
possible. Moreover, even though the members do not know the language
spoken in the place they visit, they have less trouble with the help of the tour
guide.

The successful people are the only people who takes responsibility and risk
factors beyond the imagination. Moreover, the positive attitude, zeal to work
hard for long hours and getting practice in that particular course of study gives
much detail information, knowledge, experience and satisfaction.

If the teachers just keep telling the students the facts, the advantage aspect of the
school would be wasted. Furthermore, other methods enable the students to
learn facts that are far more valuable and more up to date.

On the other hand, magazine and photograph-based advertisements usually tend
to use very simple tricks such as showing products bigger than they are or
accompanied by a lot of accessories which are not included, and sometimes not
even sold at all, but make the real product look a lot more attractive.
Furthermore, some advertisements show results that cannot be completely
achieved by the product itself, to convince people to use them.

Travelling in a group may compromise one's privacy so in such situations
travelling in a group does not make sense. I know of some couples who went on
their honeymoon to a tourist location in a group. I believe that travelling in
group can take away the romance away from such trip. Furthermore, some
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

people gain more pleasure in travelling alone because of sense of adventure that
it provides which travelling in a group with tour guide just cannot provide.

Travel in groups led by a tour guide are often well-organized trips: the number
of people is set, the destinations are well assesed, the timing for each activity is
carefully structured and the tour guide is usually a tourist professional. People
bond together when travelling in a group. In addition, another potential benefit
of group travel are the lower and more affordable costs for the tourist. Group
travel is often cheaper than individual travel.

A young person can also be physically and/or psychologically impaired in the
same way an older person can be absolutely healthy and fit despite their old age.
In addition, some young people have already gone through a lot of hardships
despite their youth, while some old people have never faced a severe problem.

In conclusion, I believe that it is more important for students to understand ideas
and concepts than it is for them to learn facts because the facts are only useful
after understanding general ideas and concepts. In addition, understanding the
ideas need more time to do it and it encourages students’ independency.

Apart from losing its chance among its alternatives, cars will most likely be
forced to reduce in number due to their harmful effects on the environment. The
fundamental need of a car to run is oil and this fact is unlikely to change in
coming twenty years. Regarding increasing concerns on the global warming this
need of cars will make it likely to be replaced. In addition to harmful gasses
released, cars also damage environment by creating sound pollution and
indirectly by drivers demanding more roads.

For instance, it is a known fact that the average use of cars is around 1,5 people
per car worldwide which proves how inefficient cars are compared to massive
transportation ways such as trains, ships and planes. In addition to this, cars
also create a traffic problem which is incomparable to its alternatives.

By being young, young people are hopeful about the future and they do not
worry about the bad things that might happen due to the aging or loss of health.
Having these ideas in mind will create a positive environment and young people
can easily enjoy life more than older people. In addition to being young, young
people can learn and adapt to the technological improvements very easily.

We can start walking the nearby distances; it will not only help save fuel but
also be healthy for the individual. Apart from this, we can start using
renewable sources for our fuel purposes.

If the prices for oil rise further (due to the conflict in the middle east), the prices
for petrol will rise automatically. So, apart from the money, you have to pay
for taxes and the insurance for your car anyway, you also have to take in
account the amount of money you spend on petrol every month.
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18. This indicates that the number of cars in use today is sure to decline. Apart
from health-related issues, the phenomenal increase in number of cars on roads
have led to traffic congestions in many countries because of lack of proper

infrastructure.
DISCOVER
You have examined the linkers below
e Besides
e Moreover
e Furthermore
e in addition
e in addition to
e apart from

1. What is their function?

2. How are they used in terms of grammar?

3. How are they used in terms of punctuation?

4. Are there any other expressions you use for the same functions as in question 1?
How do you use them?

PRACTICE
By using the linkers below, please write coherent sentences to complete the
paragraphs.

Besides
Moreover
Furthermore
in addition
in addition to
apart from

1. All in all, I believe advertisements make products seem much better than they
really are.

2. It is expected from a young person to earn good grades at school or at college, to
participate in extracurricular activities to show a wide range of interest and many
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young people have to work after school to earn their spending money.

3. The increased number of suburban living areas makes the people living there
almost totally dependent on cars as public transportation is wider and more frequent
around city centers.

4. The tour guide always says the same thing just likes the travel book.

5. In my opinion, young people are healthier than older people. Also, they can learn
faster because their brains are more active.

6. Thus, you do not have to worry about what will happen next if you continue to do
things that you already know.
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ANALYZE
Please examine the bold expressions below in terms their usage (grammar,
punctuation), context and meaning.

1.

10.

11.

There are so many sports for young people to attend today; however, there
are so few sports for old people to attend.

Group travel is often cheaper than individual travel. However, group travels
lead by a tour guide may also have disadvantages.

Some people emphasize the great importance for the students to understand
ideas and concepts in their school settings, while others argue that the
significancy of learning facts should not be neglected.

After all, a young person doesn't enjoy life more than an older person does,
both enjoy life just in totally different ways. Still, one should not forget the
fact that we are discussing stereotypes here.

On the one hand, there are some people that spent most of their time
thinking how they can help their community. On the other hand, there are
some people that really don't care in helping their society.

Although specialization is needed to excel in certain field, in the developing
society where everyone is busy in the race of cats and dogs, one has to excel
in every field.

Secondly, even if some may say that public transport in western countries
has been trying for years to be a substitute for cars, the truth shows that
families spend more money than ever in the purchase of cars, and many of
them own more than one, or even two cars.

Even though there are incredible technologic progressions occur in
transportation, sociologic researches have shown us that a car is more than
any other instrument of transportation.

Though learning facts is also very important in education, judging from
what has been mentioned above, I believe it is understanding ideas and
concepts that far outweighs the opposite aspect.

By just looking at the buildings, I would not have learned much information,
just only the basic facts. Yet, by having a tour guide explain things, I could
understand better and was more interesting.

People of those countries use their cars a lot in order to go to their jobs

whereas, in countries which are already developed and rich, people take the
subway, buses and the tramway.
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

It is definitely important to be familiar with more than one single topic.
Nevertheless, it is obvious that students have to concentrate on one
academic topic if they want to compete with others in a job.

Indeed, it is quite important to focus on one specialty to be the best in what
we do. Nonetheless, people who give the priority to experience are more
static in their way of thinking and have a weak ability of adaptation toward a
changing environment.

In addition, some young people have already gone through a lot of hardships
despite their youth, while some old people have never faced a severe
problem.

Firstly, young people are much healthier and energetic in contrast to older
people.

Of course, learning fact is important, but it is of lesser importance when
compared to understanding the ideas and concepts.

In spite of not having enough money to buy a certain car, people tend to do
SO anyway.

For example, a software designer may need a basic understanding of
accounts or banking to understand needs of bank while developing a
banking software. Similarly, a mathematician helps create formulas or
theories for problems arising in physics.

There may arise different situations by which the broad knowledge over a
specific academic subject would be sufficient. Just consider a software
engineer who has a broad knowledge about the software part of his system
who is not capable of solving the hardware issues arising. In the same way,
a person who is good at computers cannot work for a company where
mechanical engineers are required.

A significant evidence is that a student who wants to work on the stock
market- which is a pretty specifical and technical field- will have to attend
accountancy classes to know how the accounts of a firm work. Likewise, a
student who is planning to set up his own business will need to have a clear
view on the grounds like marketing, law, finance, management and the like.

People have to go around the one place to another in a rush in order to make
it on time on tours. On the contrary, since traveling alone allows much
freedom, a traveler can take a closer look on the site or tourist features.

In contrast to the people who can afford one car for their personal

transportation, there will be many people who earn enough money to have
even more than one car only for the purpose of fun.
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23.1t is indeed important for students to understand the basic ideas and
fundamental concepts of any science rather than just learning the facts.

24. If public transportation become easier and more available, I think most of
the people will use public transport instead of their own cars which will

reduce the number of cars significantly.

DISCOVER

You have examined the linkers below.
However Though
Rather (than) Even if
While Even though
Still Yet

On the other hand Whereas
Although Nevertheless
Instead (of) Despite

On the contrary

In contrast (to)
Nonetheless

Similarly

In the same way

When compared (to/with)
In spite of

Likewise

Based on your analyses please answer the questions below.

1. What is their function? When are they used?
2. How are they used in terms of grammar?

3. How are they used in terms of punctuation?

4. Are there any other expressions you use for the same functions as in question 1?

How do you use them?

In contrast (to)
Nonetheless

Similarly

In the same way

When compared (to/with)
In spite of

Likewise

PRACTICE

By using the linkers below please fill in the blanks.
However Though

Rather (than) Even if

While Even though

Still Yet

On the other hand Whereas

Although Nevertheless

Instead (of) Despite

On the contrary
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organized tours are usually cheaper and more
convenient; I think traveling by your own is a richer experience for several
reasons.

The only difference between the two groups of people are that young people
are more active older people are less mobile.

One could also imply that older people enjoy their life more because they
have waited to do so all their life and are only now able to appreciate their
exclusive situation, while young people do not reflect as much about what
they are actually doing and experiencing. , it might be
exactly this characteristic that makes life easier and more enjoyable and fun
for young people.

their usefulness and popularity, cars present
environmental problems.

Everything is already fully discovered. , there are people
who need to try new things in order to be successful, scientists for example.

the people who can afford one car for their personal
transportation there will be many people who earn enough money to have
even more than one car and that only for the purpose of fun.

all the vehicles that are available now in the market, the
best transport that fits a family is car, which is affordable by a common man.

For instance, if Newton did not concentrate on physics but have bits and
pieces of physics, biology and chemistry he would not be able to develop his
theories. , if Freud did not specialize on psychoanalysis
many of his assertions would not exist.
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ANALYZE
Please examine the bold expressions below in terms of their usage (grammar,
punctuation), context and meaning.

1.

10.

11.

12.

But he never used to concentrate on other subjects as he found them
uninteresting and worthless.

Finally, I would like to say that great number of cars in use lead to many
problems and as people are aware of these problems, the number of cars in
use will decrease.

Moreover, they do not feel the pressure from the society. Therefore, they
intend to enjoy their life more than their parents do.

It is true that people lead busy lives in nowadays; therefore, some people
prefer a organized trip with a tour guide.

Since they know a lot about the area, we can experience many things which
other tourists cannot.

First of all, traveling alone can be very dangerous since you are in a place
that you don't now.

Finally, the political battles led against car pollution did not permit the
number of cars to decrease. Thus, I think this ineffectiveness will continue
in the future.

Even though we usually think young people 's lives are very active and thus,
they are happier and enjoy life better, when you come to a certain age above
65, you can certainly concentrate on the activities you like doing better.

No matter what is done to reduce car usage, such as increasing the age
requirement, or investment in other modes of transportation, I believe that
people cannot give up on cars due to the privacy and efficiency it provides.

Due to current world instability and to international terrorism, many people
prefer not to take a plane if possible, not only because the fear of an attack,
but because the security controls and the more and more frequent baggage
losses.

Did you know that with this frightening global warming, glaciers disappear
and that can lead to the disappearance of the Maldives in less than twenty
years for instance?

Unlike adults who are too engrossed in their mediocre family problems and
commitments, younger generation provides a more committed interest and a
promise to fulfill its task. Hence, it’s always the younger generation that
ends up in helping out the society.
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13. Therefore, many people are becoming more aware of the importance of
being socially responsible; hence, they are starting to convey the benefits of
being socially responsible to younger people.

14. On the other hand, some of the parents are trying really hard making money
so that they would have a better life after the retirement.

15. This is because these low-cost airlines offer cheap rates, especially to the
everyday business travelers and these travelers have such a plethora of
options in choosing the cheapest deals.

16. As a result, people have started abandoning car as their mode of transport
for short routes.

17. For example, a doctor with a great knowledge and ability to adopt it cannot
take risks to cure his/her patients if the doctor 's attempting and taking risks
result in a number of patients' death.

DISCOVER
You have examined the linkers below.

As Lead to
Therefore Hence
Since So that
Thus As a result
Due to Result in

Based on your analyses please answer the questions below.
1. What is their function? When are they used?

2. How are they used in terms of grammar?

3. How are they used in terms of punctuation?

4. Are there any other expressions you use for the same functions as in question 1?
How do you use them?

PRACTICE
By using the linkers below please fill in the blanks.

As Lead to
Therefore Hence
Since So that
Thus As a result
Due to Result in
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An increase in the number of cars would a more polluted
environment which would further see a rise in environment related diseases
such as asthma, cancer etc.

Thirdly, the company wants to appeal to a wide range of people in order to
influence their decision to buy the company's product positively.
the company is forced to present its product in a general

way.

At the same time, it is abundantly clear from the examples above that the
many advancements in science and technology have come

about the persons engaged in these had specialization in their
own fields and has enough knowledge of others to call up the expertise of
others or their own faculties to help them in their chosen field.

Since population is growing there are no more space for everyone in the
cities; , living in the city is becoming more and more
expensive.

Based on this psychological effect, we tend to support the idea that the
society should produce more™" experts" people will get more
reliable information from the media and their lives.

Finally, increased technology and the saturation level of the
market, cars come to the consumers at lower costs when compared to past.
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ANALYZE
Please examine the bold expressions below in terms of their usage, context and
meaning.

Paragraph 1

Nowadays the number of cars is increasing day by day. For instance, traffic jams
are becoming more and more usual not only in big cities, such as New York or
London, but also in small ones, such as Lyon or Bilbao. It is known that the car is
the most used way of transport and all of us use it to go everywhere, although gas
price is getting higher and despite the pollution that it creates. That's the reason why
I believe that the number of cars in twenty years won’t decrease and, actually, I
think it will increase for several reasons. Firstly, the amount of people who belong
to the labor force is increasing and the unemployment, on contrast, is going down.
So, more people working means an increase of funds in that people and more
people who needs to go to work. Maybe not all of them will buy a new car but
many of them definitely will do it. Secondly, living standards are becoming higher
as time goes by in the developed countries. Then, although some years ago there
was just one car for each family, nowadays there are usually two at least. And as
living standard are going up the number of cars will go up too, as parents will start
buying cars for each of their sons and daughters. Thirdly, we are living the
economic explosion of some developing countries as China, for instance. The
economic growth in China is huge, and the increase in car sells is huge too. All the
international companies are going to china for both, selling and producing cars, as
their past production are not enough to cover the actual demand. Attending to the
opinion of the most famous economist, they that this economic period is expected to
last many years more. Moreover, this phenomenon does not affect only to China but
also to the other developing countries as South America and so on. In conclusion, |
sincerely believe that all of these factors to explain clearly that the number of cars is

going to increase, and it will be bigger in twenty years then.
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Paragraph 2

I think that the best way to travel is in a group led by a tour guide and there are
many reasons to support this idea. First of all, traveling alone can be very
dangerous since you are in a place that you don't now. Sometimes even the idiom is
strange to you. It's possible that by mistake you ended up in risky places where you
can be assaulted. These are some risks that people like me don't want to have, so the
answer for them is to travel in a tour. Because tours are composed of many people
and are led by a local guide who knows the zone, you can be almost sure that
nothing bad will happen to you. Another reason to support this idea is that lonely
travelers have to ask for interesting places in each city they go. They will visit some
places, but probably they will miss others. When traveling in a tour, all the places
are known by the agency, and they usually give you the best of each town. You
don’t waste time asking for advice and you don't miss important places. Finally,
although tour agencies seem to be expensive, in my opinion, they ended up being
cheaper. When you travel by yourself, you can make some good deals.
Nevertheless, very often people are cheated by local sellers, and they don't become
aware of this because they simply don't know what the correct prize is. These events
never happen in tours. They know where they work, and the correct prize. They
charge you some extra money for this knowledge, but it's worth it. To conclude, I
prefer to travel with tour agencies because an important thing to me is to play safe
in my trips along with the fact that I don't like to miss any interesting spot. In

addition, tour agencies end up being cheaper
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Paragraph 3

I strongly agree with the idea that it is more important for students to understand
ideas and concepts than it is for them to learn facts since there are several reasons
for that. First, students at the elementary and high school levels need to understand
basic theories before they are in contact to the world as independent people. They
must know about logical solutions and good behavior. Although parents care for the
development of their children, schools are a fundamental part in the acquisition of
basic knowledge. Second, at the university level, students are in a continuous
process of learning because everyone wants a career. The understanding of ideas
and concepts is the most important for them in the acquisition of knowledge.
Although learning by facts is important too, students gain more knowledges from
ideas and concepts. That is the reason why there are so many universities and
schools around the world. Students must emphasize in theories rather than in
practice. They will practice later but they need to understand important points
before they enter to the working environment. Third, as graduated students, they
should practice and learn facts, but the process of learning would be longer if they
did not spend too much time before understanding ideas and concepts. It is true that
people learn a lot from experiences, but it is also true that it takes too much time for
people who do not have the basic concepts on their minds in order to apply them
into the practice. To sum up, I believe that it is more important for students to gain
their knowledge by understanding ideas and concepts. Although experience is

important, this process would be endured if students do not press attention to the

theory.

DISCOVER

You have examined the linkers below.
There are many First Second Finally | In conclusion
reasons
There are several Firstly Secondly Third To conclude
reasons
For several reasons | First of | Another Thirdly | To sum up

all reason
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Based on your analyses please answer the questions below.

1. What is their function? When/where are they used?

2. How are they used in terms of grammar?

3. How are they used in terms of punctuation?

4. Are there any other expressions you use for the same functions as in question 1?
How do you use them?

PRACTICE

Please read the paragraph below and decide where frame markers are needed.
Then, please choose appropriate frame markers and add them where you think
they are necessary.

There are many First Second Finally In conclusion

reasons

There are several Firstly Secondly Third To conclude

reasons

For several reasons | First of | Another Thirdly To sum up
all reason

Nowadays, many themes exist about studying. Some people believe that it is more
important for students to understand ideas and concepts than it is for them to learn
facts while others think that it is more important for students to learn facts than it is
for them to understand ideas and concepts. I believe that understanding ideas and
concepts are more important than learning factors. Understanding ideas and
concepts are essential for students. Even if students know the facts, if students do
not understand ideas and concepts, the facts would not mean anything. It could be
just numbers and statistics. For example, in the International Business class,
students learned why countries trade each other. Beneath the base concept of trade,
there were two ideas: comparative and absolute advantages. After students learned
that they looked at the factors and numbers. Students knew what the factors are
supposed to mean because they already knew the ideas and concepts of the facts. If
professors just showed the students factor, they never know that what these factors
and numbers are supposed to mean. understanding ideas is more important than
learning facts because students can easily find and learn the facts. Every fact is
online. By internet, students can find every fact they want to know from population
to income rate. However, in order to understand ideas and concepts students should
spend their time and concentrate on that idea students want to know. For example,
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last semester I got an assignment to fill out the blank table about country's factors
such as GDP (Gross Domestic Production) and industrialized rate. I could fill up the
table with factors because every fact that [ wanted to get was online. By clicking the
mouse, it was a piece of cake. But understanding the idea of GDP was sore.
Especially, GDP per Capita (GDP by population) was the height. To understand
that, I spent two hours. understanding ideas are more important than learning facts
because it encourages students’ independency to do. Students can get fact that
indicated by someone else such as experts and professors. Students depend on them.
By depending on others, students cannot be independent. However, students should
study and work to understand ideas and concepts. They have to figure it out what
ideas are by themselves. It needs independency for students. I believe that it is more
important for students to understand ideas and concepts than it is for them to learn
facts because the facts are only useful after understanding general ideas and
concepts. In addition, understanding the ideas need more time to do it and it
encourages students’ independency.
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ANALYZE
Please examine the bold expressions below in terms of their usage, context and
meaning.

No matter what is done to reduce car usage, such as increasing the age requirement,
or investment in other modes of transportation, I believe that people cannot give up
on cars due to the privacy and efficiency it provides.

Problems, such as environmental pollution, noise pollution and the rapid depletion
of fuel reserves are the talk of the day.

Hence, it’s always the younger generation that ends up in helping out the society.
For instance, most of the latest discoveries and inventions are made by the young
associated of scientist and professors.

Furthermore, young people get more and more responsibilities as they become
older, for instance, the ones who study have to attend classes regularly, to do
homework, to write a memoire or a these on a particular subject. Others will have to
work, to care for their children or face money problems.

The stress on the students is so high these days that they hardly get time to entertain
themselves. That is, they are always tangled with their studies and assignments they
need to complete. In such case, they dont have time for other activities like
improving their community.

This goes to show that unless an individual is confident about his capabilities, that
is, he can deal with a vast number of subjects like Da Vinci did, he should not bite
off more than he can chew.

This affects their ability to understand the problems of the communities they live in
and find a solution for them. In other words, they do not help their communities
because thay are not able to help them.

So, if a company wants to develop its profits, this one must undergo risks, in other
words, the riskier is an investment, the more lucrative it will be.

Automobile technology is one of the most progressive aspect of today 's generation.
It has become the basic need of mankind. In fact, without the use of automobiles,
life today would have been very difficult.

I disagree with the idea of a society formed by selfish young people. It 's not
completely true. It depends on their family, their friends and their social
background. Indeed, if you lived in a family where your parents think only about
themselves because they are concentrated only on their job, it would be difficult to
think helping the communities.
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DISCOVER
You have examined the linkers below.

Such as That is In fact
For example In other words | indeed

Based on your analyses please answer the questions below.

1. What is their function? When/where are they used?

2. How are they used in terms of grammar?

3. How are they used in terms of punctuation?

4. Are there any other expressions you use for the same functions as in question 1?
How do you use them?

PRACTICE

Please read the paragraph below. Then, read the sentences in box B. Where in
the paragraph do you think the sentences in Box B can be added? Please, can
add them in the paragraph by using suitable inkers in Box A.

Box A
Suchas That is Infaet
For instance In other words indeed
Box B

we can adapt them when we work and when we do some research.

it devotes the development of subjects through doing the researches based on
the concepts and theories that people have learned.

if in English classroom you just memorize some grammar to take a test, you
easily forget what you learned and memorized after taking the test.

Therefore, understanding is more useful for the more study and the other area.
I Toari rd ; o id
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Paragraph:

Many people in my country believe that learning facts for the students are more
important than understanding ideas and concepts because when students learn a lot
of facts, it seems that they look intelligent and in general, they get good grades on
their test in school. However, I do not agree with this idea for several reasons. First
of all, when we understand ideas and concepts, we can use these ideas when we
leave our schools. On the contrary, if you understand why and how this grammar is
right or not, you will not forget this theory even after taking the test. Moreover,
when you speak and write English, you can utilize the theory you have learned,
SUCH AS LANGAUGE LEARNING AND DEVELOPING IDEAS. Secondly,
understanding ideas and concepts allow us to explain and develop another concept
in the future. For example, when a graduate student wants to do some researches in
math, the student has to understand the concepts and ideas of math. And then, he
starts to do some researches to develop the concepts or ideas that he wants to prove.
IN FACT, He can discover a new theory which is useful in the world. This is thanks
to the accumulation of understanding ideas and concepts on his math area. In
conclusion, understanding ideas and concepts in some areas is much more important
than learning facts because it is helpful to use and develop it outside classroom

since it helps people to be creative.
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G: WHILE TESTS

Name — Surname:

Task Name: TM-AD-P1

Please write an argumentative paragraph of about 150-200 words on the topic
below:

Do you agree or disagree with the following statement?
“Overall, the widespread use of the internet has a mostly positive effect on life in
today’s world.”

= Please keep your cameras on while writing.

= Please DO NOT use any dictionaries or DO NOT get any help from
anyone/anything while writing.

= Please save your file as .doc and submit it through OdtuClass.

PLEASE WRITE YOUR PARAGRAPH IN THIS BOX
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Name — Surname: (please do not forget to write your names)

Task Name: TM-COM-P1
Please write an argumentative paragraph of about 150-200 words on the topic

“Some students prefer classes with frequent discussions between the professor
and the students with almost no lectures. Other students prefer classes with
many lectures and almost no discussions” Which do you prefer? (Use specific
reasons and examples to support your answer by comparing the two ideas)

below:

= Please keep your cameras on while writing.

= Please DO NOT use any dictionaries or DO NOT get any help from
anyone/anything while writing.

= Please DO NOT change the format of the word document and submit it
through OdtuClass.

PLEASE WRITE YOUR PARAGRAPH IN THIS BOX
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Name — Surname: (please do not forget to write your names)

Task Name: TM-CON-P1

Please write an argumentative paragraph of about 150-200 words on the topic

Do you agree or disagree with the following statement?
“Human activity is making the earth a worse place to live.”
Use specific reasons and their possible effects as well as examples to support
your answer.

below:

= Please keep your cameras on while writing.

= Please DO NOT use any dictionaries or DO NOT get any help from
anyone/anything while writing.

= Please DO NOT change the format of the word document and submit it
through OdtuClass.

PLEASE WRITE YOUR PARAGRAPH IN THIS BOX
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Name — Surname: (please do not forget to write your names)

Task Name: FM-P1

Please write an argumentative paragraph of about 150-200 words on the topic

Do you agree or disagree with the following statement?
“Grades encourage students to work harder at school.”
Use specific reasons as well as examples to support your opinion.

below:

= Please keep your cameras on while writing.

= Please DO NOT use any dictionaries or DO NOT get any help from
anyone/anything while writing.

= Please DO NOT change the format of the word document and submit it
through OdtuClass.

PLEASE WRITE YOUR PARAGRAPH IN THIS BOX
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Name — Surname: (please do not forget to write your names)
Task Name: CDG-P1

Please write an argumentative paragraph of about 150-200 words on the topic

“Some students prefer to study and do homework alone. Others prefer to
study and work on class assignments with a group of fellow students.”
Which do you prefer?

Use 2-3 specific reasons by comparing both options and examples to support

your choice.

below:

= Please keep your cameras on while writing.

= Please DO NOT use any dictionaries or DO NOT get any help from
anyone/anything while writing.

= Please DO NOT change the format of the word document and submit it
through OdtuClass.

PLEASE WRITE YOUR PARAGRAPH IN THIS BOX
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H: POST-TEST

Name — Surname:
Task Name: Post-Test (Argumentative Paragraph Writing)

Please write an argumentative paragraph of about 150-200 words on the topic
below:

Do you agree or disagree with the following statement?
“It is better for parents to raise their children in the countryside
than in a large city”.
Use 2-3 specific reasons by comparing both options and examples to
support vour idea.

= Please keep your cameras on while writing.

= Please DO NOT use any dictionaries or DO NOT get any help from
anyone/anything while writing.

= Please DO NOT change the format of the word document and submit it
through OdtuClass.

Please write your paragraph in the box.
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I: PROGRESS SURVEYS

PROGRESS SURVEY 1

Sevgili Ogrenciler,

Bu anket, sizlerin kullandigi iist sdylem belirleyicilerini (metadiscourse markers)
aragtirmak amaciyla yaptigim ¢alismanin bir parcasidir. Sizden elde edilen veriler
yalnizca bilimsel ¢aligsmalarda kullanilacak olup isminiz gizli tutulacaktir.

(Dear Students,

This survey is a part of my work to investigate the metadiscourse markers you use.
The data obtained from you will only be used in scientific studies and your name
will be kept confidential)

Bazi sorular 1-5 arasi degerleri gosteren dogrusal 6lgek kullanilarak hazirlanmistir.
Bu sorular i¢in rakamlar su ifadeleri temsil etmektedir:

1 = Cok Kolay

2 = Kolay

3 = Ne Zor Ne Kolay
4 =Zor

5= Cok Zor

(Some questions were prepared using a 5-point Likert scale. The numbers for these
questions represent the following statements:

1 = Very Easy

2 = Easy

3 = Neither Difficult nor Easy

4 = Difficult

5 = Very Difficult)

Calismanin verimli olabilmesi i¢in sorular1 diiriistliikkle cevaplamaniz 6nemlidir.
Katilimimiz i¢in tesekkiirler (For the study to be effective, it is important that you
answer the questions honestly. Thanks for your participation,).

Iletisim (Contact):

Ciler Hatipoglu
Cemre Cicek Tlimer
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Genel Bilgiler (General Information)

1. Isim-Soyisim (Name-Surname)

Boliim 1 (Section 1)

Sizlerden bu zamana kadar, bir tanesi On test olmak iizere toplamda dort adet
tartisma paragrafi yazmaniz istendi. Liitfen bu konular1 degerlendiriniz (So far, you
have been asked to write a total of four argumentative paragraphs, one of which
was the pre-test. Please rate the difficulty level of the topics of these argumentative

paragraphs).

1. “It is better for children to grow up in the countryside than in a large city”.” Bu
konuyu kolaylik-zorluk a¢isindan degerlendiriniz (Please rate the difficulty level of
the topic).

Cok kolay Cok zor
(Very easy) (Very hard)

2. “Overall, the widespread use of the internet has a mostly positive effect on life in
today’s world.” Bu konu kolaylik-zorluk ag¢isindan degerlendiriniz (Please rate the
difficulty level of the topic).

1 2 3 4 5
Cok kolay Cok zor
(Very easy) (Very hard)

3. “Some students prefer classes with frequent discussions between the professor
and the students with almost no lectures. Other students prefer classes with many
lectures and almost no discussions” Which do you prefer? Bu konuyu kolaylik-
zorluk agisindan degerlendiriniz (Please rate the difficulty level of the topic).

1 2 3 4 5
Cok kolay Cok zor
(Very easy) (Very hard)

4. “Human activity is making the earth a worse place to live.” Bu konuyu kolaylik-
zorluk agisindan degerlendiriniz (Please rate the difficulty level of the topic).

1 2 3 4 5
Cok kolay Cok zor
(Very easy) (Very hard)
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5. Bu konular ile ilgili tartismaci paragraf yazmay iist sdylem belirleyicileri
(metadiscourse markers) egitimi almadan ONCE nasil degerlendirirdiniz? (How
would you evaluate writing an argumentative paragraph on these topics BEFORE
you have received metadiscourse markers training?)

1 2 3 4 5
Cok kolay Cok zor
(Very easy) (Very hard)

6. Liitfen 5. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmenin sebeplerini agiklayiniz (Please
explain the reasons for your evaluation in question 5).

7. Bu konular ile ilgili tartismaci paragraf yazmay tist sdylem belirleyicileri
(metadiscourse markers) egitimi aldiktan SONRA nasil degerlendiriyorsunuz?
(How do you evaluate writing an argumentative paragraph on these topics AFTER
you have received metadiscourse markers training?)

1 2 3 4 5
Cok kolay Cok zor
(Very easy) (Very hard)

8. Liitfen 7. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmenin sebeplerini agiklayiniz (Please
explain the reasons for your evaluation in question 7).

Boliim 2 (Section 2)

Bu boéliimde kullanmakta giicliik ¢ektiginiz iist sdylem yapilarini (metadiscourse
markers) isaretleyiniz (In this section, mark the metadiscourse markers that you
have difficulty using.)

1. Asagidaki iist soylem yapilarindan hangilerini kullanirken zorluk ¢ekiyorsunuz?
Liitfen kullanmakta zorlandiginiz yapilarin tiimiinii isaretleyiniz (Which of the
following metadiscourse markers do you have difficulty using? Please tick all the
structures that you have difficulty using).

[l moreover
[l in addition (to)
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furthermore
besides
apart from

what is more
hicbiri

0 O B B

2. Asagidaki tist soylem yapilarindan hangilerini kullanirken zorluk ¢ekiyorsunuz?
Liitfen kullanmakta zorlandiginiz yapilarin tiimiinii isaretleyiniz. (Which of the
following metadiscourse markers do you have difficulty using? Please tick all the
structures that you have difficulty using).

however

while

still

rather than

on the other hand
although
instead of

even if

even though

yet

though

whereas
nevertheless

on the contrary
despite

in contrast to
nonetheless

in the same way
when compared to
in spite of
likewise

hicbiri

e e e I R I O

3. Asagidaki iist sdylem yapilarindan hangilerini kullanirken zorluk ¢ekiyorsunuz?
Liitfen kullanmakta zorlandiginiz yapilarin tiimiinii isaretleyiniz. (Which of the
following metadiscourse markers do you have difficulty using? Please tick all the
structures that you have difficulty using).

L[] as
[1 therefore
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since

thus

due to
lead to
hence

so that

as a result
result in
higbiri

I A B ) I O

4. Se¢mis oldugunuz yapilar1 6grenmek ve/veya kullanmakta neden
zorlantyorsunuz? (Why do you have difficulty in learning and/or using the
structures you have chosen?)

Boliim 3 (Section 3)

Ust sdylem belirleyicileriyle ilgili bir egitim aliyorsunuz. Bu egitim kapsaminda her
hafta, bagarilar1 kanitlanmig tartismaci paragraflardan alinmis ciimleler tizerinden
iist sOylem (metadiscourse) analiz ¢aligmasi yapiyor, bu yapilarin kullanimlari
tizerine tartisiyor ve bu yapilart kullanarak bir alistirma yapiyorsunuz. Liitfen bu
boliimde aliyor oldugunuz iist sdylem egitimini diisiinerek sorulara cevap veriniz
(You receive a training on metadiscourse markers. Within the scope of this training,
every week, you do metadiscourse analysis through concordance lines, discuss the
uses of these markers and do an exercise using them. Please answer the questions
considering this training you have been receiving in this section.)

1. Sizce bu egitimde basarilar1 kanitlanmig tartismaci paragraflar kullanilmasinin
sebebi nedir? (What do you think is the reason for using concordance lines in
this training?)
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2. Bu egitimin analiz kisminda kullanilan 6zgiin (authentic) climleleri zorluk-
kolaylik derecesi bakimindan degerlendiriniz (Please evaluate the authentic
sentences used in the analysis part of this training in terms of difficulty.)

1 2 3 4 5
Cok kolay Cok zor
(Very easy) (Very hard)

3. Bu egitim sayesinde iist sOylem (metadiscourse) kullanim1 konusunda
gelistiginizi/gelisiyor oldugunuzu diisiinliyor musunuz? Neden? Liitfen
aciklayiiz (Do you think you are improving/developing in the use of
metadiscourse thanks to this training? Please explain why).

4. Bu egitimi yontem ve kaynak bakimindan degerlendirdiginizde FAYDALI
buluyor musunuz? Neden? Liitfen agiklayimiz (When you evaluate this training
in terms of methods and resources, do you find it useful? Please explain why).

5. Bu egitimi yontem ve kaynak bakimindan degerlendirdiginizde YETERLI
buluyor musunuz? Neden? Liitfen agiklayimiz (When you evaluate this training
in terms of method and resources, do you find it adequate? Please explain why).

6. Bu egitim sayesinde iist soylem yapilarinin 6nemi hakkindaki diisiinceleriniz
degisti mi? Nasil? Liitfen a¢iklayiiz (Have you changed your thoughts about
the importance of metadiscourse markers thanks to this training? How? Please
explain).

224



7. Bu egitim sayesinde iist soylem yapilarini kullanirken kendinize daha ¢ok
giiveniyor musunuz? Neden? Liitfen agiklayiniz (Do you feel more confident
when using metadiscourse markers thanks to this training? Please explain why.)

8. Bu egitim sayesinde genel olarak Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizin gelistigini
diistinliyor musunuz? Liitfen aciklayiniz (Do you think that your English writing
skills have improved in general thanks to this training? Please explain.)

9. Bu tarzda egitim almaya devam etmek istiyor musunuz? Neden? (Would you
like continue receiving this training? Why?)
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PROGRESS SURVEY 2

Sevgili Ogrenciler,

Bu anket, sizlerin kullandigi iist sdylem belirleyicilerini (metadiscourse markers)
aragtirmak amaciyla yaptigim ¢alismanin bir parcasidir. Sizden elde edilen veriler
yalnizca bilimsel ¢aligsmalarda kullanilacak olup isminiz gizli tutulacaktir.

(Dear Students,

This survey is a part of my work to investigate the metadiscourse markers you use.
The data obtained from you will only be used in scientific studies and your name
will be kept confidential)

Bazi sorular 1-5 arasi degerleri gosteren dogrusal 6l¢ek kullanilarak hazirlanmistir.
Bu sorular i¢in rakamlar su ifadeleri temsil etmektedir.

1 = Cok Kolay

2 = Kolay

3 = Ne Zor Ne Kolay
4 =Zor

5 =Cok Zor

(Some questions were prepared using a 5-point Likert scale. The numbers for these
questions represent the following statements:

1 = Very Easy

2 = Easy

3 = Neither Difficult nor Easy

4 = Difficult

5 = Very Difficult)

Calismanin verimli olabilmesi i¢in sorular1 diiriistliikkle cevaplamaniz 6nemlidir.
Katilimimiz i¢in tesekkiirler (For the study to be effective, it is important that you
answer the questions honestly. Thanks for your participation,).

Iletisim (Contact):

Ciler Hatipoglu
Cemre Cicek Tlimer
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Genel Bilgiler (General Information)

1. Isim-Soyisim (Name-Surname)

Boliim 1 (Section 1)

Sizlerden egitimimizin 5. ve 6. haftalarinda iki adet tartigmaci paragraf yazmaniz
istendi. Liitfen bu konular1 zorluk-kolaylik agisindan degerlendiriniz (You were
asked to write two reflection paragraphs during the 5th and 6th weeks of our
training. Please rate these topics in terms of difficulty)

1. "Grades encourage students to work harder at school." Bu konuyu kolaylik-
zorluk agisindan degerlendiriniz (Please rate the difficulty level of the topic).

1 2 3 4 5
Cok kolay Cok zor
(Very easy) (Very hard)

2. Some students prefer to study and do homework alone. Others prefer to study
and work on class assignments with a group of fellow students. Which do you
prefer? Bu konuyu kolaylik-zorluk agisindan degerlendiriniz (Please rate the
difficulty level of the topic).

1 2 3 4 5
Cok kolay Cok zor
(Very easy) (Very hard)

3. Bu konular ile ilgili tartismaci paragraf yazmay iist sdylem belirleyicileri
(metadiscourse markers) egitimi almadan ONCE nasil degerlendirirdiniz? (How
would you evaluate writing an argumentative paragraph on these topics BEFORE
you received metadiscourse markers training?)

1 2 3 4 5
Cok kolay Cok zor
(Very easy) (Very hard)

4. Liitfen 3. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmenin sebeplerini agiklayiniz (Please
explain the reasons for your evaluation in question 3).
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5. Bu konular ile ilgili diisiince/fikir paragrafi yazmay1 iist sdylem belirleyicileri
(metadiscourse markers) egitimi aldiktan SONRA nasil degerlendiriyorsunuz?
(How do you evaluate writing an argumentative paragraph on these topics AFTER
you have received metadiscourse markers training?)

1 2 3 4 5
Cok kolay Cok zor
(Very easy) (Very hard)

6. Liitfen 5. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmenin sebeplerini agiklayiniz (Please
explain the reasons for your evaluation in question 3).

Boliim 2 (Section 2)

Bu boéliimde kullanmakta giicliik ¢ektiginiz iist sdylem yapilarini (metadiscourse
markers) isaretleyiniz (In this section, mark the metadiscourse markers that you
have difficulty using).

1. Asagidaki iist sdylem yapilarindan hangilerini kullanirken zorluk ¢ekiyorsunuz?
Liitfen kullanmakta zorlandiginiz yapilarin tiimiinii isaretleyiniz (Which of the
following metadiscourse markers do you have difficulty using? Please tick all the
structures that you have difficulty using).

first

first of all

firstly

second

secondly

another reason

finally

third

thirdly

in conlusion

to conclude

tos um up

there are many reasons
there are several reasons
for several reasons
hicbiri

0 e O
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2. Se¢mis oldugunuz yapilar1 6grenmek ve/veya kullanmakta neden
zorlamiyorsunuz? (Why do you have difficulty in learning and/or using the
structures you have chosen?)

3. Asagidaki iist sdylem yapilarindan hangilerini kullanirken zorluk ¢ekiyorsunuz?
Liitfen kullanmakta zorlandiginiz yapilarin tiimiinii isaretleyiniz (Which of the
following metadiscourse markers do you have difficulty using? Please tick all the
structures that you have difficulty using).

such as

for instance
that is

in other words
of course
especially
hicbiri

O Oo0oo0o-gogoaod

4. Se¢mis oldugunuz yapilar1 6grenmek ve/veya kullanmakta neden
zorlamiyorsunuz? (Why do you have difficulty in learning and/or using the
structures you have chosen?)

Boliim 3 (Section 3)

1. Asagidaki iist soylem yapilarindan hangilerini kullanirken zorluk ¢ekiyorsunuz?
Liitfen kullanmakta zorlandiginiz yapilarin tiimiinii isaretleyiniz (Which of the
following metadiscourse markers do you have difficulty using? Please tick all the
structures that you have difficulty using).

moreover
in addition (to)
furthermore
besides

apart from
what is more
hicbiri

0 s [ I B
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2. Se¢mis oldugunuz yapilar1 6grenmek ve/veya kullanmakta neden
zorlanyorsunuz? (Why do you have difficulty in learning and/or using the
structures you have chosen?)

3. Asagidaki iist sdylem yapilarindan hangilerini kullanirken zorluk ¢ekiyorsunuz?
Liitfen kullanmakta zorlandiginiz yapilarin tiimiinii isaretleyiniz (Which of the
following metadiscourse markers do you have difficulty using? Please tick all the
structures that you have difficulty using).

however

while

still

rather than

on the other hand
although
instead of

even if

even though

yet

though

whereas
nevertheless

on the contrary
despite

in contrast to
nonetheless

in the same way
when compared to
in spite of
likewise

hicbiri

0 e ) e e e e I O

4. Se¢mis oldugunuz yapilar1 6grenmek ve/veya kullanmakta neden
zorlanyorsunuz? (Why do you have difficulty in learning and/or using the
structures you have chosen?)
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5. Asagidaki tist sdylem yapilarindan hangilerini kullanirken zorluk ¢ekiyorsunuz?
Liitfen kullanmakta zorlandiginiz yapilarin tiimiinii isaretleyiniz (Which of the
following metadiscourse markers do you have difficulty using? Please tick all the
structures that you have difficulty using).

as
therefore
since

thus

due to
lead to
hence

so that

as a result
result in
hicbiri

OO0 o0oo0oogooogogo

6. Se¢mis oldugunuz yapilar1 6grenmek ve/veya kullanmakta neden
zorlantyorsunuz? (Why do you have difficulty in learning and/or using the
structures you have chosen?)

Boliim 4 (Section 4)

Ust sdylem belirleyicileriyle ilgili bir egitim aliyorsunuz. Bu egitim kapsaminda her
hafta, basarilar1 kanitlanmig tartismaci paragraflarda alinmis ciimleler iizerinden tist
sOylem (metadiscourse) analiz ¢aligmasi yapiyor, bu yapilarin kullanimlari iizerine
tartistyor ve bu yapilar kullanarak bir alistirma yapiyorsunuz. Liitfen bu boliimde
aliyor oldugunuz iist sdylem egitimini diisiinerek sorulara cevap veriniz. (You
receive a training on metadiscourse markers. Within the scope of this training,
every week, you do metadiscourse analysis through concordance lines, discuss the
uses of these markers and do an exercise using them. Please answer the questions
considering this training you have been receiving in this section.)
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1. Bu egitimin (5. ve 6. Haftalarda) analiz kisminda kullanilan 6zgiin (authentic)
climleleri zorluk-kolaylik derecesi bakimindan degerlendiriniz (Please evaluate
the authentic sentences used in the analysis part of this training in terms of

difficulty).

Cok kolay Cok zor
(Very easy) (Very hard)

2. Bu egitim sayesinde iist sOylem (metadiscourse) kullanimi konusunda
gelistiginizi/gelisiyor oldugunuzu diisiiniyor musunuz? Neden? Liitfen
aciklaymmiz (Do you think you are improving/developing in the use of
metadiscourse thanks to this training? Please explain why).

3. Bu egitimi yontem ve kaynak bakimindan degerlendirdiginizde FAYDALI
buluyor musunuz? Neden? Liitfen agiklayiniz (When you evaluate this training
in terms of methods and resources, do you find it useful? Please explain why).

4. Bu egitimi yontem ve kaynak bakimindan degerlendirdiginizde YETERLI
buluyor musunuz? Neden? Liitfen agiklayimiz (When you evaluate this training
in terms of method and resources, do you find it adequate? Please explain why).

5. Bu egitim sayesinde {ist soylem yapilarinin 6nemi hakkindaki diisiinceleriniz
degisti mi? Nasil? Liitfen a¢iklayimiz (Have you changed your thoughts about
the importance of metadiscourse markers thanks to this training? How? Please
explain).
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6. Bu egitim sayesinde iist soylem yapilarii kullanirken kendinize daha ¢ok
giiveniyor musunuz? Neden? Liitfen agiklayiniz (Do you feel more confident
when using metadiscourse markers thanks to this training? Please explain why).

7. Bu egitim sayesinde genel olarak Ingilizce yazma becerilerinizin gelistigini
diistinliyor musunuz? Liitfen aciklayiniz (Do you think that your English writing
skills have improved in general thanks to this training? Please explain).

8. Sizce, bu egitimin avantajlart nedir? A¢iklayiniz (What do you think are the
advantages of this training? Please explain).

9. Sizce, bu egitimin dezavantajlar1 nedir? A¢iklaymniz (What do you think are
the disadvantages of this training? Please explain).

10. Bu egitimin isleyisi, kullanilan materyaller, alistirmalar agisindan
diisiindiigiiniizde herhangi bir seyi degistirmek ister miydiniz neden? (When you
think about how the system of the training, the materials used and the exercises,
would you want to change anything? Why?)
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J: POST SURVEY

Sevgili Ogrenciler,

Bu anket, sizlerin kullandig: {ist sdylem belirleyicilerini (metadiscourse markers)
aragtirmak amaciyla yaptigim c¢alismanin bir pargasidir. Sizden elde edilen veriler
yalnizca bilimsel ¢aligsmalarda kullanilacak olup isminiz gizli tutulacaktir.

(Dear Students,

This survey is a part of my work to investigate the metadiscourse markers you use.
The data obtained from you will only be used in scientific studies and your name
will be kept confidential)

Bu ankette 3 boliim ve toplamda 75 soru bulunmaktadir. Tiim anketin 20-30 dakika
stirmesi beklenmektedir.

1. Boliim: 5 soru

2. Boliim: 10 soru

3. Boliim: 60 soru

(This survey has 3 sections and 75 questions in total. The entire survey is expected
to take 20-30 minutes.

Part 1: 5 questions

Part 2: 10 questions

Part 3: 60 questions)

Baz1 sorular 1-5 arasi degerleri gosteren dogrusal dlgek kullanilarak hazirlanmistir.
Bu tip sorular i¢inden: (Some questions were prepared using a 5-point Likert scale.

These types of questions include)

Zorluk-kolaylik igerikli sorular i¢in rakamlar su ifadeleri temsil etmektedir:

1 = Cok Kolay

2 = Kolay

3 = Ne Zor Ne Kolay
4 =Zor

5= Cok Zor

(For difficulty evaluation questions, the numbers represent the following

expressions:
1 = Very Easy
2 = Easy

3 = Neither Difficult nor Easy
4 = Difficult
5 = Very Difficult)
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Fikrinizi soran sorular i¢in rakamlar su ifadeleri temsil etmektedir:
1 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum

2 = Katilmiyorum

3 = Emin degilim

4 = Katiliyorum

5 = Kesinlikle katiliyorum

(For questions asking your opinion, the numbers represent the following
Statements:
1 = I strongly disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = I'm not sure
4 =1 agree

5 = I totally agree)

Calismanin verimli olabilmesi i¢in sorulari diiriistliikkle ve detayli bir sekilde
cevaplamaniz 6nemlidir. Katiliminiz i¢in simdiden ¢ok tesekkiir ederiz (For the
study to be effective, it is important that you answer the questions honestly and in
detail. Thank you very much in advance for your participation.)

Iletisim (Contact):

Ciler Hatipoglu
Cemre Cicek Tlimer

Genel Bilgiler (General Information)

1. Isim Soyisim (Name-Surname):

Boliim 1 (Section 1)

Bu hafta sizlerden son test olarak bir tartigmaci paragraf yazmaniz istendi. Liitfen
bu paragrafin KONUSUNU zorluk-kolaylik agisindan degerlendiriniz (This week,
you were asked to write an argumentative paragraph as a post-test. Please evaluate
the TOPIC of this paragraph in terms of difficulty).

1. Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? "It is better for parents to
raise children in the countryside than in a large city".

1 2 3 4 5
Cok kolay Cok zor
(Very easy) (Very hard)
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2. Bu konular ile ilgili tartismaci paragraf yazmayi {ist sdylem belirleyicileri
(metadiscourse markers) egitimi almadan ONCE nasil degerlendirirdiniz? (How
would you evaluate writing an argumentative paragraph on these topics BEFORE
you received metadiscourse markers training?)

1 2 3 4 5
Cok kolay Cok zor
(Very easy) (Very hard)

3. Liitfen 2. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmenin sebeplerini agiklayiniz (Please
explain the reasons for your evaluation in question 2).

4. Bu konular ile ilgili tartismaci paragraf yazmayi {ist sdylem belirleyicileri
(metadiscourse markers) egitimi aldiktan SONRA nasil degerlendiriyorsunuz?
(How do you evaluate writing an argumentative paragraph on these topics AFTER
you have received metadiscourse markers training?)

1 2 3 4 5
Cok kolay Cok zor
(Very easy) (Very hard)

5. Liitfen 4. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmenin sebeplerini agiklayiniz (Please
explain the reasons for your evaluation in question 2).

Boliim 2 (Section 2)

Bu boliimde kullanmakta giigliik ¢ektiginiz iist sdylem yapilarini (metadiscourse
markers) isaretleyiniz (In this section, mark the metadiscourse markers that you
have difficulty using).

1. Asagidaki iist soylem yapilarindan hangilerini kullanirken zorluk ¢ekiyorsunuz?
Liitfen kullanmakta zorlandiginiz yapilarin tiimiinii isaretleyiniz. (Which of the
following metadiscourse markers do you have difficulty using? Please tick all the
structures that you have difficulty using).
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2. Se¢mis oldugunuz yapilar1 6grenmek ve/veya kullanmakta neden
zorlantyorsunuz? (Why do you have difficulty in learning and/or using the
structures you have chosen?)

moreover
in addition (to)
furthermore
besides

apart from
what is more
higbiri

3. Asagidaki tist sdylem yapilarindan hangilerini kullanirken zorluk ¢ekiyorsunuz?
Liitfen kullanmakta zorlandiginiz yapilarin tiimiinii isaretleyiniz (Which of the
following metadiscourse markers do you have difficulty using? Please tick all the

structures that you have difficulty using).

0 e e e e e I O

however

while

still

rather than

on the other hand
although
instead of

even if

even though

yet

though

whereas
nevertheless

on the contrary
despite

in contrast to
nonetheless

in the same way
when compared to
in spite of
likewise

hicbiri
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4. Se¢mis oldugunuz yapilar1 6grenmek ve/veya kullanmakta neden
zorlanyorsunuz? (Why do you have difficulty in learning and/or using the
structures you have chosen?)

5. Asagidaki tist sdylem yapilarindan hangilerini kullanirken zorluk ¢ekiyorsunuz?
Liitfen kullanmakta zorlandiginiz yapilarin tiimiinii isaretleyiniz (Which of the
following metadiscourse markers do you have difficulty using? Please tick all the
structures that you have difficulty using).

as
therefore
since

thus

due to
lead to
hence

so that

as a result
result in
hicbiri

I e s e A B I O

6. Se¢mis oldugunuz yapilar1 6grenmek ve/veya kullanmakta neden
zorlanyorsunuz? (Why do you have difficulty in learning and/or using the
structures you have chosen?)

7. Asagidaki tist sdylem yapilarindan hangilerini kullanirken zorluk ¢ekiyorsunuz?
Liitfen kullanmakta zorlandiginiz yapilarin tiimiinii isaretleyiniz (Which of the
following metadiscourse markers do you have difficulty using? Please tick all the
structures that you have difficulty using).

first

first of all
firstly
second

0 I [ B B

secondly
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another reason

finally

third

thirdly

in conclusion

to conclude

to sum up

there are many reasons
there are several reasons

for several reasons
hicbiri

0 s A I O

8. Se¢mis oldugunuz yapilar1 6grenmek ve/veya kullanmakta neden
zorlamyorsunuz? (Why do you have difficulty in learning and/or using the
structures you have chosen?)

9. Asagidaki tist sdylem yapilarindan hangilerini kullanirken zorluk ¢ekiyorsunuz?
Liitfen kullanmakta zorlandiginiz yapilarin tiimiinii isaretleyiniz (Which of the
following metadiscourse markers do you have difficulty using? Please tick all the
structures that you have difficulty using).

such as

for instance
that is

in other words
of course
especially
hicbiri

0 [ O I B

10. Se¢mis oldugunuz yapilar1 6grenmek ve/veya kullanmakta neden
zorlamiyorsunuz? (Why do you have difficulty in learning and/or using the
structures you have chosen?)
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Boliim 3 (Section 3)

Etkilesimli tist soylem belirleyicileriyle ilgili 5 haftalik bir egitim aldiniz. Bu egitim
kapsaminda her hafta farkli bir grup etkilesimli iist sOylem aracini (interactive
metadiscourse markers), gegmis TOEFL smavlarindan yiiksek not alan tartismaci
paragraflardan alinmig ciimleler iizerinden analiz ettiniz, bu araglarin kullanimlari
lizerine tartistiniz, bu yapilar1 kullanarak bir alistirma yaptiniz ve son olarak her
hafta farkli bir konuda tartismaci paragraf yazip, ayni hafta i¢inde paragraflariniza
geridoniit (feedback) aldiniz.

(You received a 5-week training on interactive metadiscourse markers. Within the
scope of this training, you analyzed a different group of interactive metadiscourse
markers each week through concordance lines, discussed the use of these devices,
did exercises using these structures. Finally, each week, you wrote an
argumentative paragraph on a different topic and received feedback on your
paragraphs within the same week)

Ayrica, son iki hafta, gegmis TOEFL smavlarindan yiiksek not alan tartigmaci
paragraflardan segilmis toplamda 6 ornek paragraf, incelemeniz ve kullanmakta
zorlandiginiz iist soylem araglarini tekrar etmeniz i¢in sizinle paylasildi.

(In addition, a total of 6 sample paragraphs selected from the argumentative
paragraphs from the TOEFL-11 corpus have been shared with you for your
analysis and review of the metadiscourse devices that you have difficulty using in
the last two weeks)

Son olarak, egitimlerin bitimini takip eden hafta, sizinle bir tekrar dersi 'revision

session' yapildi (Finally, following the end of the trainings, a review session was
held with you.)

Bu boliimdeki sorularin amaci, sizlerin, almis oldugunuz etkilesimli iist sdylem
yapilar1 egitimi hakkindaki detayli goriislerini 6grenmektir. Liitfen, bu bdliimdeki
sorulara almis oldugunuz bu {ist sdylem egitimini diistinerek cevap veriniz.

(The purpose of the questions in this section is to learn your detailed views on the
interactive metadiscourse markers training you have received. Please answer the
questions in this section by considering this metadiscourse training you have
received)

Part 1 Analyze

5 haftalik etkilesimli iist soylem belirleyicileri egitimlerimiz, her hafta "Analyze"
kismiyla baglamisti ve bu bolimde sizden o haftanin konusu olan bir grup
etkilesimli iist sOylem belirleyicisini, ge¢gmis TOEFL smavlarindan yiiksek not
almig tartismaci paragraflardan secilmis ciimleler/paragraflar iizerinden, analiz
etmeniz istenmisti.

(Our 5-week interactive metadiscourse markers training started with the "Analyze"
section each week, and in this section, you were asked to analyze a group of
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interactive metadiscourse markers, which were the subject of that week, through
selected sentences/paragraphs argumentative in the TOEFL-11 corpus)

1-5. sorular, sizlerin egitimin 'analyze' kismi1 hakkindaki goriislerinizi 6grenmeyi
amaglamaktadir (The questions 1-5 aim to get your views on the 'analyze' part of the
training.)

1. "Analyze" kisminda kullanilan ve gegmis TOEFL sinavlarindan yiiksek not almis
tartismact  paragraflardan  secilmis  climleleri/paragraflart  zorluk-kolaylik
bakimindan degerlendiriniz (Evaluate the sentences/paragraphs selected from the
argumentative paragraphs, which were used in the "Analyze" section and received
high marks from past TOEFL exams, in terms of difficulty)

1 2 3 4 5
Cok kolay Cok zor
(Very easy) (Very hard)

2. Liitfen, 1. soruda yapmis oldugunuz degerlendirmeyi agiklayimiz (Please explain
your evaluation in question 1)

3. Sizce "analyze" kisminin amaci neydi? (What do you think was the purpose of the
"Analyze" part?)

4. Sizce "analyze" kisminin avantajlart nelerdi? Liitfen agiklayimiz (What do you
think were the advantages of the "analyze" part? Please explain).

5. Sizce "analyze" kisminin dezavantajlart nelerdi? Liitfen agiklayimiz (What do you
think were the disadvantages of the "analyze" part? Please explain).
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Part 2: Discover

5 haftalik etkilesimli {ist soylem belirleyicileri egitimlerimizin ikinci kismi
"Discover" kismiyla devam etmisti. Bu boliimde sizden yapmis oldugunuz analizler
1s181nda belirli sorular1 yanitlamaniz istenmisti.

(The second part of our 5-week interactive metadiscourse markers training
continued with the "Discover"” part. In this part, you were asked to answer certain
questions in the light of the analyzes you have made)

6-10. sorular, sizlerin "discover" kismi hakkindaki goriislerinizi 6grenmeyi
amaglamaktadir (Questions 6-10 aim to get your views on the "discover” part.)

Bu boéliimdeki bazi sorular 1-5 arasi degerleri gosteren dogrusal dlgek kullanilarak
hazirlanmistir. Bu sorular i¢in rakamlar su ifadeleri temsil etmektedir:

1 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum
2 = Katilmiyorum

3 = Emin degilim

4 = Katiliyorum

5 = Kesinlikle katiliyorum

(Some questions in this section were prepared using 5-point Likert scale. The
numbers for these questions represent the following statements:

1 = I strongly disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = I'm not sure
4 =1 agree

5 = I totally agree)

6. “Discover" kisminda sorulan sorular agik ve amacina uygundu (The questions
asked in the “Discover” part were clear and relevant.)

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
(Totally (Totally
disagree) agree)

7. Liitfen, 6. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmeyi agiklayimiz (Please explain your
evaluation in question 6)
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8. Sizce "discover" kismin amaci neydi? (What do you think was the purpose of the
"discover" part?)

9. Sizce, "discover" kisminin avantajlar1 nelerdi? Liitfen aciklayiniz (What do you
think were the advantages of the "discover" part? Please explain).

10. Sizce, "discover" kisminin dezavantajlari nelerdi? Liitfen agiklayiniz (What do
you think were the disadvantages of the "discover"” part? Please explain).

Part 3: Practice

5 haftalik etkilesimli {ist s6ylem belirleyicileri egitimlerimizin {igiincii kismi
"practice" kismiyla devam etmisti ve bu boliimde sizden o haftanin konusu olan st
sOylem araglarini kullanip, bosluk doldurma ya da cloze test gibi alistirmalarla
pratik yapmaniz istenmisti.

(The third part of our 5-week interactive metadiscourse markers training continued
with the "practice"” part, where you were asked to practice using metadiscourse
devices, which were the focus of the week, with exercises such as fill in the blanks
or close test)

11-15. sorular, sizlerin "practice" kism1 hakkindaki goriislerinizi 6grenmeyi
amaglamaktadir (Questions 11-15 aim to get your views on the "practice"” part)

Bazi sorular 1-5 aras1 degerleri gosteren dogrusal 6lgek kullanilarak hazirlanmigtir.
Zorluk-kolaylik igerikli sorular i¢in rakamlar su ifadeleri temsil etmektedir:

1 = Cok Kolay

2 = Kolay

3 = Ne Zor Ne Kolay
4 =Zor

5= Cok Zor

(Some questions were prepared using 5-point Likert scale. For task difficulty
questions, the numbers represent the following expressions:
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1 = Very Easy

2 = Easy

3 = Neither Difficult nor Easy
4 = Difficult

5 = Very Difficult)

11. "practice" kismindaki aligtirmalar1 zorluk-kolaylik agisindan degerlendiriniz
(Please evaluate the exercises on “practice” part in terms of task difficulty)

1 2 3 4 5
Cok kolay Cok zor
(Very easy) (Very hard)

12. Litfen, 11. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmeyi agiklayiniz (Please explain
your evaluation in question 11).

13. Sizce "practice" kisminin amaci neydi? (What do you think was the purpose of
the "practice"” part?)

14. Sizce "practice" kismin avantajlari nelerdi? Liitfen agiklaymiz? (What do you
think were the advantages of the "practice" part? Please explain).

15. Sizce "practice" kismin dezavantajlari nelerdi? Liitfen aciklayimz? (What do
you think were the disadvantages of the "practice" part? Please explain).

Part 4: Write

5 haftalik etkilesimli list s6ylem belirleyicileri egitimlerimizin son kisminda, sizden
her hafta farkli konularda tartismaci paragraflar yazmaniz istendi (In the last part of
our 5-week interactive metadiscourse markers training, you were asked to write
argumentative paragraphs on different topics each week).
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16-20. sorular, sizlerin "write" kism1 hakkindaki goriislerinizi 6grenmeyi
amaglamaktadir (Questions 16-20 aim to get your views on the "Write" part).

Bu boéliimdeki bazi sorular 1-5 arasi degerleri gosteren dogrusal 6l¢ek kullanilarak
hazirlanmistir.

Bu sorular i¢in rakamlar su ifadeleri temsil etmektedir:
1 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum

2 = Katilmiyorum

3 = Emin degilim

4 = Katiliyorum

5 = Kesinlikle katiliyorum

(Some questions in this section were prepared using 5-point Likert scale. The
numbers for these questions represent the following statements:

1 = [ strongly disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = I'm not sure
4 =1 agree

5 = I totally agree)

16. Yazdigim tartigmact paragraflar1 yazarken konusu yiiziinden zorluk ¢ekmedim
(While I was writing the argumentative paragraphs, I did not have any difficulties
because of the topic).

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
(Totally (Totally
disagree) agree)

17. Liitfen, 16. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmeyi agiklayiniz (Please explain your
evaluation in question 16).

18. Sizce "write" kismin amaci neydi? (What do you think was the purpose of the
"write" part?).

19. Sizce, her hafta tartismaci paragraf yazmanin avantajlari nelerdi? (What do you
think were the advantages of writing an argumentative paragraph every week?)
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20. Sizce, her hafta tartigmaci paragraf yazmanin avantajlari nelerdi? (What do you
think were the disadvantages of writing an argumentative paragraph every week?)

Feedback

5 haftalik etkilesimli list sdylem belirleyicileri egitimlerimiz kapsaminda yazdiginiz
tartismaci paragraflar i¢in her hafta geridoniit aldiniz (You received feedback every
week for the argumentative paragraphs you wrote within the scope of our 5-week
interactive metadiscourse markers training).

21-25. sorular, sizlerin aldiginiz feedback hakkindaki goriislerinizi 6grenmeyi
amaglamaktadir (Questions 21-25 aim to get your views on the "Feedback" part).

Bu boéliimdeki bazi sorular 1-5 arasi degerleri gosteren dogrusal dlgek kullanilarak
hazirlanmistir. Bu sorular i¢in rakamlar su ifadeleri temsil etmektedir:

1 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum
2 = Katilmiyorum

3 = Emin degilim

4 = Katiliyorum

5 = Kesinlikle katiliyorum

(Some questions in this section were prepared using 5-point Likert scale. The
numbers for these questions represent the following statements:

1 = I strongly disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = I'm not sure
4 =1 agree

5 = I totally agree)

21. Yazdigim tartigmaci paragraflara aldigim "feedback" agik ve netti (The
"feedback" I got to the argumentative paragraphs I wrote was clear and concise).

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
(Totally (Totally
disagree) agree)
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22. Liitfen, 21. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmeyi aciklayimiz (Please explain your
evaluation in question 21).

23. Yazdigim tartigmaci paragraflara feedback almak faydaliydi (It was helpful to
get feedback on the argumentative paragraphs I wrote).

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
(Totally (Totally
disagree) agree)

24. Sizce, aldiginiz "feedback"lerin avantajlar1 nelerdi? Aciklaymiz (In your
opinion, what were the advantages of the feedback you received? Please explain).

25. Sizce, aldiginiz "feedback"lerin dezavantajlari nelerdi? Aciklayiniz (In your
opinion, what were the disadvantages of the feedback you received? Please
explain).

Sample Paragraphs

5 haftalik etkilesimli iist soylem belirleyicileri egitimlerimizin son iki haftasinda
sizlerle son iki hafta, gegmis TOEFL sinavlarindan yiiksek not alan tartigmact
paragraflardan segilmis toplamda 6 Ornek paragraf, incelemeniz ve kullanmakta
zorlandiginiz iist soylem araglarini tekrar etmeniz i¢in sizinle paylasildi.

(In the last two weeks of our 5-week interactive metadiscourse markers training, a
total of 6 sample paragraphs, selected from the argumentative paragraphs that
received high marks from the past TOEFL exams, were shared with you for you to
review and repeat the metadiscourse tools you had difficulty using)

27-31. sorular, sizlerin bu 6rnek paragraflar hakkindaki goriislerinizi 6grenmeyi
amaglamaktadir (Questions 27-31 aim to get your views on these sample

paragraphs.)
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26. soru 1-5 aras1 degerleri gosteren dogrusal 6l¢ek kullanilarak hazirlanmistir. Bu
sorular i¢in rakamlar su ifadeleri temsil etmektedir.

1 = Cok Kolay

2 = Kolay

3 = Ne Zor Ne Kolay
4 =Zor

5 = Cok Zor

(Question 26 was prepared using 5-point Likert scale. The numbers for these
questions represent the following statements.

1 = Very Easy

2 = Easy

3 = Neither Hard nor Easy
4 = Difficult

5 = Very Difficult)

28. soru 1-5 arasi1 degerleri gosteren dogrusal 6lgek kullanilarak hazirlanmistir. Bu
sorular i¢in rakamlar su ifadeleri temsil etmektedir:

1 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum
2 = Katilmiyorum

3 = Emin degilim

4 = Katiliyorum

5 = Kesinlikle katiliyorum

(Question 26 was prepared using 5-point Likert scale. The numbers for these
questions represent the following statements.

1 = I strongly disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = I'm not sure
4 =1 agree

5 = I totally agree)

26. Liitfen, ornek paragraflari zorluk-kolaylik bakimindan degerlendiriniz (Please
evaluate the example paragraphs in terms of difficulty).

1 2 3 4 5
Cok kolay Cok zor
(Very easy) (Very hard)

27. Liitfen, 26. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmeyi agiklayinz (Please explain your
evaluation on question 26).
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28. Bence, O0rnek paragraf paylasimi faydaliydi (7 think, providing us with sample
paragraphs was useful).

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
(Totally (Totally
disagree) agree)

29. Liitfen, 28. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmeyi agiklayinz (Please explain your
evaluation on question 29).

30. Sizce, 6rnek paragraf paylasiminin avantajlart nelerdi? A¢iklaymiz (In your
opinion, what were the advantages of providing sample paragraphs? Please
explain).

31. Sizce, 6rnek paragraf paylasiminin dezavantajlar1 nelerdi? A¢iklaymiz (In your
opinion, what were the advantages of providing sample paragraphs? Please
explain).

Revision Session

5 haftalik etkilesimli iist sdylem belirleyicileri egitimlerimizin bitiminde, sizlerle
tekrar amagli ve muhtemel sorularinizi sorabilmeniz i¢in "revision session" yapildi
(At the end of our 5-week interactive metadiscourse markers training, a "revision
session" was held so that you could ask your questions).

32.-35. sorular, sizlerin revision session hakkindaki goriislerinizi 6grenmeyi
amaglamaktadir (Questions 27-31 aim to get your views on these sample

paragraphs).

Bu boéliimdeki bazi sorular 1-5 arasi degerleri gosteren dogrusal dlgek kullanilarak
hazirlanmigtir. Bu sorular i¢in rakamlar su ifadeleri temsil etmektedir:

1 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum
2 = Katilmiyorum
3 = Emin degilim
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4 = Katiliyorum
5 = Kesinlikle katiliyorum

(Some questions in this part were prepared using a 5-point Likert scale The
numbers for these questions represent the following statements:

1 = I strongly disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = I'm not sure
4 =1 agree

5 = I totally agree)

32. Bence "revision session" faydaliydi (1 think revision session was useful).

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
(Totally (Totally
disagree) agree)

33. Liitfen, 32. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmeyi agiklayiniz (Please explain your
evaluation on question 29).

34. Sizce "revision session"in avantajlar1 nelerdi? A¢iklaymiz (In your opinion,
what were the advantages revision session? Please explain).

35. Sizce "revision session"in dezavantajlari nelerdi? A¢iklayiniz (In your opinion,
what were the advantages revision session? Please explain).

Derlem Kullanim ve Etkilesimli Ust Séylem Yapilar1 Egitimi (Corpus Use and
Interactive Metadiscourse Marker Training)

Derlem (corpus), bilgisayar ortaminda depolanan ve dilin nasil kullanildigin
bulmak i¢in kullanilan yazili veya so6zlii materyal koleksiyonu demektir (4 corpus is
a collection of written or spoken material that is stored in a computer environment
and used to find out how language is used).
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Tim egitimlerimiz boyunca sizlerle paylasilan tim climle ve paragraflar ve
ornekler, ge¢gmis TOEFL smavlarinin yazma kisimlarindan yiiksek not almis
tartismact paragraflardan olusan bir derlem (corpus) iginden secilmistir (A4/l
sentences, paragraphs and examples shared with you throughout all our trainings
have been selected from a corpus of argumentative paragraphs that have received
high marks from the writing parts of past TOEFL exams).

36-44. sorular writing becerisi gelisimi ve etkilesimli {ist soylem belirleyicileri
egitimde derlem (corpus) kullanimi hakkindaki diisiincelerinizi 0grenmek igin
hazirlanmistir.

Bu boéliimdeki bazi sorular 1-5 arasi degerleri gosteren dogrusal dlgek kullanilarak
hazirlanmistir.

Bu sorular i¢in rakamlar su ifadeleri temsil etmektedir:
1 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum

2 = Katilmiyorum

3 = Emin degilim

4 = Katiliyorum

5 = Kesinlikle katiliyorum

(Questions 36-44 are prepared to learn your thoughts about writing skill
development and interactive metadiscourse markers training using corpus. Some
questions in this section were prepared using a 5-point Likert scale.

The numbers for these questions represent the following statements:

1 = I strongly disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = I'm not sure
4 =1 agree

5 = I totally agree)

36. Sizce bu egitimlerde derlem (corpus) kullaniminin amaci neydi? (What do
you think was the purpose of using corpus in these trainings?)

37. Derlem (corpus) kullanimu, etkilesimli iist sdylem araglarini 6grenmemi sagladi
(Using corpus enabled me to learn interactive metadiscourse markers).

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
(Totally (Totally
disagree) agree)
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38. Liitfen, 37. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmeyi agiklayimiz (Please explain your
evaluation on question 37).

39. Derlem (corpus) kullanimi, genel olarak Ingilizce tartismaci paragraf yazma
becerilerimi gelistirmemi sagladi (Using corpus helped me improve my writing an
argumentative paragraph skill in English).

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
(Totally (Totally
disagree) agree)

40. Liitfen, 39. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmeyi agiklayimiz (Please explain your
evaluation on question 39).

41. Bence, etkilesimli iist soylem araclarini derlem (corpus) iizerinden 6grenmek
basaril1 bir yontemdir (In my opinion, learning interactive metadiscourse markers
through corpus is a successful method).

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
(Totally (Totally
disagree) agree)

42. Liitfen, 41. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmeyi agiklayinz (Please explain your
evaluation on question 41).
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43. Bence genel olarak derlem (corpus), ingilizce yazma becerileri gelisimi igin
faydali bir kaynaktir (1 think the corpus is a useful resource for English writing
skills development in general).

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
(Totally (Totally
disagree) agree)

44. Liitfen, 43. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmeyi aciklayimiz (Please explain your
evaluation on question 43).

Etkilesimli Ust Séylem Yapilar1 Egitimi Hakkindaki Genel Diisiinceler
(General Thoughts on Interactive Metadiscourse Markers Training)

Bu boliimdeki sorular (45-53. sorular), 5 haftalik etkilesimli {ist sOylem aracglari
egitimi hakkindaki genel diisiincelerinizi 6grenmeyi amaclamaktadir (The questions
in this part (questions 45-53) aim to learn your general thoughts on the 5-week
interactive metadiscourse tools training).

Bu boliimdeki bazi sorular 1-5 arasi degerleri gosteren dogrusal dlgek kullanilarak
hazirlanmistir (Some questions in this section were prepared using 5-point Likert
scale)

Bu sorular i¢in rakamlar su ifadeleri temsil etmektedir:
1 = Kesinlikle katilmiyorum

2 = Katilmiyorum

3 = Emin degilim

4 = Katiliyorum

5 = Kesinlikle katiliyorum

(The numbers for these questions represent the following statements:

1 = I strongly disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = I'm not sure
4 =1 agree

5 = I totally agree)
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45. Bu egitim sayesinde etkilesimli iistsdylem (interactive metadiscourse) kullanimi
konusunda gelistigimi diistiniiyorum (7hanks to this training, I think [ have
improved in the use of interactive metadiscourse markers).

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
(Totally (Totally
disagree) agree)

46. Liitfen, 45. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmeyi agiklayinz (Please explain your
evaluation on question 45).

47. Bu egitim sayesinde genel olarak Ingilizce yazma becerilerimin gelistigini
diisiiniiyorum (Thanks to this training, I think that my English writing skills have
improved in general).

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
(Totally (Totally
disagree) agree)

48. Liitfen, 47. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmeyi aciklayimiz (Please explain your
evaluation on question 47).

49. Bu egitim sayesinde iist sOylem yapilarini kullanirken kendime daha ¢ok
giiveniyorum (Thanks to this training, I feel more confident when using
metadiscourse markers)

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
(Totally (Totally
disagree) agree)
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50. Liitfen, 49. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmeyi agiklayiniz (Please explain your
evaluation on question 49).

51. Bu egitim sayesinde iist sOylem yapilarinin 6nemi hakkindaki diigiinceleriniz
degisti mi? Nasil? Liitfen a¢iklayiniz (Have you changed your thoughts about the
importance of metadiscourse markers thanks to this training? How? Please
explain).

52. Bu egitimi, yontem bakimindan faydali buluyorum (7 find this training useful in
terms of its methodology).

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmryorum katiliyorum
(Totally (Totally
disagree) agree)

53. Liitfen, 52. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmeyi agiklayimiz (Please explain your
evaluation on question 52).

54. Bu egitimi, kaynak bakimindan faydali buluyorum (7 find this training useful in
terms of its resources).

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
(Totally (Totally
disagree) agree)
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55. Liitfen, 54. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmeyi agiklayiniz (Please explain your
evaluation on question 54).

56. Bu egitimde kullanilan kaynaklar amacina uygundur (The resources used in this
training are fit for purpose).

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
(Totally (Totally
disagree) agree)

57. Liitfen, 56. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmeyi agiklayimiz (Please explain your
evaluation on question 56).

58. Bu egitimi kaynak bakimindan yeterli buluyorum (7 find this training sufficient
in terms of its resources).

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
(Totally (Totally
disagree) agree)

59. Liitfen, 58. soruda yaptiginiz degerlendirmeyi agiklayimiz (Please explain your
evaluation on question 58).

60. Bu egitimin isleyisi, kullanilan materyaller, alistirmalar agisindan
diisiindiigiiniizde herhangi bir seyi degistirmek ister miydiniz? Neden? (When you
think about the system of this training, the materials used and the exercises would
you like to change anything? Why/Why not?)
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K: TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

VERI YONETIMLI OGRENME VE BIRINCI SINIF INGILiZCE
OGRETMENLIGI BOLUMU OGRENCILERI TARAFINDAN YAZILAN
TARTISMACI PARAGRAFLARDA ETKILESIMLI UST SOYLEM
YAPILARININ (BAGLAYICILAR, CERCEVE BELIRLEYICILER VE KOD
COZUMLEYICILER) KULLANIMI

Prommas ve Sinwongsuwat (2011)’ a gore yazma sadece dilbilgisi kurallarina
uygun ciimleleri pes pese yazmayi icermez. Bu sebeple, bir paragrafi olusturan
cimlelerin uyum icinde ve mantikli olmas: da yazarin yazili sdylem kabiliyetini
ortaya koymakta olduk¢a 6nemlidir. Bu kabiliyet, ayn1 zamanda yazinin tiiriine
uygun yazma, dili geregine uygun bir sekilde kullanma ve konuyla alakali ve

gecerli fikirler ortaya atmay1 da kapsamaktadir.

Yazili soylem kabiliyeti denilince, kullanilan dilin sosyokiiltiirel degerleri ve
beklentileri de oOnem arz etmektedir. Bu baglamda Kaplan (1966), yazma
becerisinin nasil algilandig1r ve diizenlendiginin dilden dile ve kiiltiirden kiiltiire
farklilik gosterdigi savini ortaya atmistir. Bu sav géz onilinde bulunduruldugunda,
yabanci dil olarak Ingilizce 6grenen bireylerin, Ingilizce bir yazi yazarken kendi
anadillerinin ve kiiltiirlerinin gerektirdigi normlar1 kullanmalari, onlarmn Ingilizce
olarak yazdiklar1 yazilarin yetersiz olarak algilanmasina sebep olabilir (Uysal,
2008). Bu yiizden, Hatipoglu ve Algi (2017), kisinin yabanci dilde yazarken o dilin
normlarina uygun bir sekilde fikirlerini organize etmesi gerekliligine ve o dilin
yazili sdylem stratejilerine hakim olmasi gerekliligine dikkat ¢ekmistir. Fakat, bu
alandaki alan yazin incelendiginde yabanci dil olarak Ingilizce 6grenen bireyler igin
bu kabiliyetin olduk¢a zor oldugu goriilmiistiir. (Field ve Yip, 1992; Granger ve
Tyson, 1996; Lorenz, 1999; Gilquin ve Paquot, 2008).

Hyland (1998, s. 438) iist sOylemi “sdylemin organizasyonuna veya yazarin

icerigine veya okuyucusuna karsi durusuna agikg¢a atifta bulunan dilsel ve
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kisileraras1 araglar” olarak tanimlar. Yani, iist sdylem yazarin kastettigi mesaji
okuyucusuna tagimasi ve fikirlerin bir yazida nasil baglandigin1 ortaya koymasiyla
yazar ve okuyucu arasindaki koprii konumundadir (Vande Kopple, 1985; Crismore,
Markkanen ve Steffensen,1993). Lakin, iist soylemi kavramak her zaman kolay
olmayabilir ¢linkii {ist soylem yapilar1 ¢ok cesitli dilbilimsel yapilardan olusur

(Hyland ve Tse, 2004).

Bunun yani sira, iist sdylem de tipki yazili sdylem becerisi gibi kiiltiirleraras:
farkliliklardan etkilenmedir ve bu sebeple yabanci dil olarak 6grenilen bir dilde iist
sOylem yapilarini kullanmak ¢ok daha karmasik bir hal almaktadir (Bogdanovic ve
Mirovic, 2018; Hatipoglu ve Algi, 2018). Neredeyse yarim ylizyildir bilim insanlari,
metinlerini diizenlemek i¢in uygun araclar kullanmanin ve okuyuculariyla bir iliski
kurmanin ikinci/yabanci dil 6grenenler i¢in zorlu bir fenomen oldugunu bildirmistir
(Hyland ve Milton, 1997; Chan ve Tan, 2010; Algi, 2012; Ho ve Li, 2018; Yuksel
ve Kavanoz, 2018; Qin ve Uccelli, 2019; Ulucay, 2014). Buna ragmen, list sdylem
araglart kullanimi ile ilgili ¢alismalar ayrintili olarak incelendiginde, oldukga az
sayida calismanin belirli iist sOylem araglar1 Ogretimine ve bu egitimin
katilmcilarin =~ st  sdylem yapilarmi  kullanimina  etkilerine  odaklandigi
goriilmektedir (6rn., Dastjerdi ve Shirzad, 2010; Yaghoubi ve Ardestani, 2014;
Kaya ve Sofu, 2020) Bu durum yabanci dil egitiminde spesifik bir iist sdylem
egitiminin ihtiyacim1 ortaya koymaktadir (Algi, 2012; Ulugay, 2014; Daskin ve
Hatipoglu, 2019; Sancak, 2019).

Sancak (2019)’a gore, “sOylem organizasyonunu gdsteren ve dnermesel baglantilar
ve anlami netlestiren” Hyland (2005, s.93) etkilesimli {ist sdylem belirleyicilerini
kavramak ve kullanmak yabanci dil olarak Ingilizce dgrenen Tiirk 6grenciler icin
olduk¢a zordur. Yine de bu alanda sadece etkilesimli iist sdylem yapilarina
odaklanip, bu yapilar1 6greten bir ¢alisma bulmak oldukca giictiir (6rn., Sancak,

2019).

Veri yonetimli 6grenme teknigi Ingiliz dili egitimi alaninda giincel bir yontemdir.
Bu yontem ile 6grenciler bir derlem yardimiyla 6grendikleri dili arastirir ve dili

kesfederek Ogrenirler. Bu yontem ile yapilan calismalar gostermektedir ki, veri
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yonetimli 6grenme teknigi etkilidir (Boulton & Cobb, 2017; Lee, Warschauer, ve
Lee, 2019) ve Ogrenciler tarafindan olumlu karsilanmaktadir (Bernardini, 2004;
Crosthwaite, 2017; Geluso ve Yamaguchi, 2014; Kennedy ve Miceli, 2001;
Thurstun ve Candlin, 1998).

Bu ¢alisma birinci sinif Ingilizce 6gretmenligi boliimii dgrencilerinin Ingilizce
olarak yazdiklar1 tartigmaci paragraflarda kullandiklar1 etkilesimli {ist sdylem
araglarmin (baglayicilar, gerceve belirleyiciler ve kod ¢oziimleyiciler) cesitlerini,
sikliklarin1 ve islevlerini tanimlayarak onlarin bu araglarin kullanimi konusundaki
ihtiyaclarimi belirleyip 0grenciye o6zel derlem tabanli 6grenme materyalleri
kullanarak veri yonetimli 6grenme metodunun bu araglarin kullanimma kisa ve
uzun vadeli etkilerini arastirmaktadir. Ayrica, ¢alisma katilimecilarin bu araglarin
kullanim1 ve/veya kullanmadan ¢ekinmelerinin altinda yatan sebepleri ortaya
cikarmay1 amaglamaktadir. Bu amaglar dogrultusunda, bu ¢alismanin yanitlamaya

calistig1 arastirma sorular1 asagidadir:

1. Birinci sinif Ingilizce dgretmenligi béliimii dgrencileri 6n test olarak Ingilizce
yazdiklar1 disiince/fikir paragraflarinda baglayici, g¢erceve belirleyici ve kod

cozlimleyicileri ne siklikla ne seviyede ve dogruluk oraninda kullanmaktadirlar?

2. Birinci sinif Ingilizce dgretmenligi boliimii dgrencileri 6n test olarak Ingilizce
yazdiklar1 tartismaci paragraflarinda baglayici, c¢ergeve belirleyici ve kod

coziimleyiciler agisindan ne tiir problemlerle karsilagilmigtir?

3.a. Veri yonetimli 6grenme teknigiyle birinci simf Ingilizce dgretmenligi boliimii
ogrencilerinin ihtiyaglar1 dogrultusunda hazirlanmus egitimlerin, Ingilizce yazdiklart
tartismac1 paragraflarindaki baglayici, cergeve belirleyici ve kod c¢oziimleyici

kullanimina anlik etkisi nedir?

3.b. Veri yonetimli 6grenme teknigiyle birinci simif Ingilizce gretmenligi boliimii
ogrencilerinin ihtiyaglar1 dogrultusunda hazirlanmus egitimlerin, Ingilizce yazdiklart
tartismac1 paragraflarindaki baglayici, cergeve belirleyici ve kod c¢oziimleyici

kullanimina uzun siureli etkisi nedir?
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Bu sorular1 yanitlamak i¢in 7 katilimcidan bes arag ile veri toplanmistir: (1) gegmis
anketi, (2) egitim 6ncesinde, egitim boyunca ve egitimden sonra yazilan Ingilizce
tartigmact paragraflar, (3) egitim boyunca ve sonrasinda Ogrencilere verilen
anketler, (4) Ogrenci giinliikleri ve (5) uyarilmis hatirlatma seanslar1 ve yari

yapilandirilmis takip gorligmeleri.

Bu calismada, veri yonetimli 6grenme metoduyla ve 6grencilerin ihtiyaglarina 6zel
olarak hazirlanan egitimin, birinci smif Ingilizce &gretmenligi  boliimii
Ogrencilerinin baglayicilari, c¢erceve belirleyicileri ve kod ¢oziimleyicileri
kullanimlarina kisa ve uzun vadeli etkisini 6grenmek amaciyla arastirma deseni
olarak Creswell’in (2009) eszamanli veri g¢esitlendirme yaklagimi benimsenmistir.
Bu baglamda, oncelikle katilimcilardan egitim oOncesinde Ogrenci 0zgecmisi
anketini doldurmalar1 istendi. Sonrasinda, ii¢ adet ¢ikmis TOEFL yazma sinavi
konusu i¢inden kendilerinin oy birligi ile sectikleri konu (Cocuklar i¢in kirsal
alanda biiyiimek sehirde biiylimekten daha iyidir) tlizerine bir tartismaci paragraf
yazmalar1 istendi. Anket sonuglar1 ve On-test paragraflarin incelenmesinin ardindan
birinci sinif Ingilizce &gretmenligi béliimii dgrencilerin etkilesimli {ist sdylem

araglarini kullanima dair ihtiyaglari belirlendi.

Daha 6nce belirtildigi iizere, katilimcilarin ihtiyaglar1 dogrultusunda verilecek olan
etkilesimli iist sOylem egitimi i¢in derlem destekli materyaller hazirlandi. Bunun
icin de TOEFL11 derlemi kullanildi. TOEFL11 derlemi 11 farkli anadilli,
Ingilizceyi yabancvikinci dil olarak konusan bireylerin TOEFL sinavi igin
yazdiklar1 diigiik, orta ve yiliksek seviyede puanlanmis tartigmaci denemelerden
olusmaktadir. Fakat, bu c¢aligma icin sadece yiiksek puan almis denemeleri
kullanmak, 6grencilerin etkilesimli iist sdylem yapilarini 6grenmesinde biiylik 6nem
tasidig1 i¢in, sadece yliksek puan alan denemeler arastirmaci tarafindan secildi ve
bunlarla TOEFL-High isimli bir alt derlem olusturuldu. Yani, egitimlerde kullanilan
biitiin materyal ve alistirmalar TOEFL-High derlemiden hazirlandi.

Bes hafta boyunca siiren veri yonetimli egitimler Covid-19 tedbirleri kapsaminda
cevrim ici olarak yapildi. Bu egitimler dort boliimden olustu. Oncelikle

ogrencilerden &gretilmesi hedeflenen etkilesimli iist sdylem araglarindan olusan
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yardimiyla o&grencilerden bu araclarin anlamlart ve kullanimlarint kesfetmeleri
istendi. Sonrasinda yine veri destekli bosluk doldurma, ciimle tamamlama testi gibi
alistirmalar ile 0gretilmesi hedeflenen araglarin kullanimi pekistirildi. Son olarak,
katilimcilardan egitim boyunca her hafta farkli konularda olmak iizere bes ayri
tartigmact paragraf yazmalar1 istendi. Bu paragraflar i¢in secilen konular yine
¢ikmis TOEFL yazma smavi konulartydi ve o6grencilerin bilgi sahibi olduklar
konular arasindan segildiler. Ayrica, hi¢bir 6grenci konusunun zorlugu yliziinden
paragraf yazamadigimi ifade etmedi. Ogrencilerin bu paragraflari kendilerinin
yazdiklarindan emin olmak i¢in kendilerinden “Zoom” programina goriintii ve
sesleri agik bir sekilde baglanmalar1 istendi ve herhangi bir sozlik veyahut
kaynaktan faydalanmamalar1 gerektigi hususunda uyarildilar. Ogrenciler, Microsoft
Word programini kullanarak paragraflarini yazdilar. Bu paragraflar hem egitimin
kisa-vadeli etkisini 6lgmek icin analiz edildi hem de bu paragraflara Microsoft
Word programinin “gézden gecir” ozelligi ile geri doniit verilerek, dgrencilerin
yaptiklar1 hatalarin farkina varmalar1 saglandi. Ayni1 zamanda, bulgulari daha
derinlemesine yorumlayabilmek adina egitimler boyunca katilimcilardan her hafta
ogrenmelerini yansitan bir giinliik tutmalar1 istendi. Bu giinliik i¢in 6grenciler 5 adet
soru cevapladilar. Son olarak, bu arastirma uzun siireli oldugundan, egitimler
boyunca o6grencilerin egitim hakkindaki algilarimi gérmek ve 6grenme siiregleri
hakkinda bilgi edinebilmek adina 6grencilerden iki adet gelisim anketi yapmalari
istendi. Bu anketler sayesinde katilimcilarin egitimden sonra bile onlara zor gelen
etkilesimli {ist sOylem araclar1 hakkinda bilgi edinildi ve iicer paragraftan olusan iki
ornek paragraf seti Ogrencileri bu yapilara daha ¢ok maruz birakmak adina

paylasildi.

Egitimlerin sonunda, 6grenciler i¢in bir tekrar dersi diizenlendi. Bu tekrar dersinin
amact Ogrencilerin gelisim anketlerinde bildirdikleri zorlu yapilarin {stiinden
gecmek ve varsa sorular1 yanitlamakti. Iki hafta sonra ise 6grenciler son-test olarak
yine c¢evrim i¢i ortamda paragraflarim1 yazdilar ve egitim sonu anketlerini
doldurdular. Son-test paragraflari i¢in belirlenen konu on-testin konusuna ¢ok
benzer bir konudan segildi (Aileler i¢in ¢ocuklarini kirsal alanda biiyiitmek sehirde

biiylitmekten daha iyidir). Bunun sebebi 6grencilerin farkli konular ytiziinden farkli
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yapilar kullanma ihtimalini yok etmekti (Swales, 2004; Hinkel, 2009; Ulugay ve
Hatipoglu, 2017). Egitim sonu anketi 6grencilerin etkilesimli iist soylem araglarinin
onemi, kendilerine 06zel hazirlanan egitim ve veri yOnetimli egitim metodu
konularindaki goriislerini 6grenmek ve hala zorluk ¢ektikleri yapilar1 sebepleri ile

birlikte 6grenmekti.

Son olarak, son-test ve egitim sonu anketlerinden bir hafta sonra her bir katilimer ile
uyarilmig hatirlatma seanslar1 ve yar1 yapilandirilmis takip goriigmeleri yapildi.
Burada amag, Ogrencilere on testten son teste kadar yazdiklari 7 paragrafi
gostermek ve yazilarindaki hatalarin farkinda olup olmadiklarini, farkindalarsa
hatalarin1 diizeltebilip diizeltemediklerini ve bu hatalarin sebepleri hakkinda bilgi
vermelerini saglamakti. Ayn1 zamanda takip gorlismeleri ile anketlerde oldugu gibi
ogrencilerin gelisimleri ve egitimin kalitesi hakkinda daha derin bilgiler edinmek

amagclandi.

Bu ¢aligmada toplanan veriler nicel ya da nitel ydntemler ile analiz edildi. Oncelikle
TOEFL-High derlemi #LancsBox 4.5 (Brezina, Timperley and McEnery, 2018)

derlem araci1 kullanilarak ii¢ asamada analiz edilmistir:

1. Sadece TOEFLI11 derleminden yiiksek puan almis denemeler bulundu ve
TOEFL-High derlemi olusturuldu.

2. Arastirmaci, hangi etkilesimli {ist sdylem araglarimi egitimde kullanmasi
gerektigini bulmak icin alan yazinda bu araglarin tartigmaci tiir yazilardaki
sikliklarmi buldu ve referans listesi olusturdu.

3. Referans listesindeki yapilar ile Ogrencilerin problem yasadiklar1 yapilar da
karsilastirilarak final liste #Lancsbox 4.5 (Brezina, Timperley and McEnery, 2018)
tizerinden KWIC analizleri yapilarak olusturuldu. Son olarak uygun tanikli dizinler

secilerek ders materyali hazirlandi.

Ogrencilerin yazdiklar1 paragraflar ise dért asamada ve Hyland’in (2005) iist

s0ylem modelindeki etkilesimsel boyut siniflandirmasi ile analiz edildi (Tablo 1):
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1. Ogrencilerin “.doc” formatinda yazdiklar: tiim tartismaci paragraflar etkilesimli
ist sOylem araclarmin yazimi hari¢ herhangi bir diizenleme yapilmaksizin
MAXQDA nitel veri analizi programina aktarildi.

2. Paragraflarda gecen etkilesimli iist soylem yapilar1 belirlendi ve siniflandirildi.

3. Smuflandirilan {ist sdylem yapilar1 dogru kullanim, dilbilgisi acisindan ve
baglamsal agidan yanlis kullanim, fazla ve eksik kullanim olmak iizere 4 kategoriye
ayrimstir.

4. Ogrencilerin paragraflarinda gecen ekilesimli iist sylem yapilarindaki sikligin
artmasi ya da azalmasinda istatistiksel bir anlamlilik olup olmadiginmi gérmek icin

SPSS kullanilarak Wilcoxon eslestirilmis diziler testleri yapilmistir.

Tablo 1. Hyland (2005)’ 1 Ust Sdylem Modeli (Etkilesimsel Boyut)

Boyut islev Ornekler

Etkilesimsel Ust Séylem Okuru metin icerisinde
yonlendirir

Baglayicilar Ciimleler arasindaki iliskiyi Ayrica, fakat, bu ylizden
belirler

Cerceve Belirleyicileri Séylem eylemlerine, Oncelikle, son olarak, amacim
dizinlerine ve agamalarini
belirtir

Kod Coziimleyiciler Argiimanlar1 daha agik hale Yani, 6rnegin, agiklamak
getirir gerekirse

Metin i¢i Belirleyiciler Metnin bagka boliimlerinde Bakiniz, 6nceden de
bulunan ifadelere gonderimde  belirtildigi iizere
bulunur

Tanitlayicilar Diger metinlerdeki X’e gore , Z... seklinde
kaynaklara génderim yapar aciklar

Gelisim anketleri, takip gorlismeleri 6grenci giinliikleri ve egitim sonu anketleri de
MAXQDA aracilifiyla kodlanarak analiz edilmistir. Besli Likert 6l¢egi igceren

sorular ise Microsoft Excel’ aktarilmis ve formiiller ile analiz edilmistir.

Toplanan verilerinin analizinden elde edilen sonuglar su sekildedir:
1. Birinci smif Ingilizce 6gretmenligi bolimii 6grencilerinin yazdiklar1 yedi
tartigmact paragrafinin tamamindaki etkilesimli list soylem araclarinin sayisinin inip

ciktig1 gozlemlendi. (On Test: %5,31, TM-AD-P1: %5,4, TM-COM-P1: %5,8, TM-
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CON-P1: %6, FM-P1: %6,3, CDG-P1: %5,9 ve Son Test: %4,94); ancak
istatistiksel olarak herhangi bir anlaml1 bir artis veya azalma bulunmadi.

2. Egitim oncesi tartismaci paragraflarinda, birinci simf Ingilizce dgretmenligi
boliimii &grencileri en sik baglayicilart (%79) ve ardindan sirasiyla kod
coziimleyicilerini (%11.11) ve cergeve belirleyicilerini (%9,87) kullandilar. Ayrica
baglayicilar igerisinden en ¢ok sebep-sonug iligkisi gosteren baglayicilart (%38,27),
ek yapan baglayicilart (%22,22) ve karsilastirmali baglayicilart  (%18,51)
kullandilar.

3. Egitim Oncesi tartismaci paragraflarini etkilesimli tist sdylem araglar1 kullanimi
acisindan analiz ettikten sonra, birinci simif Ingilizce &gretmenligi boliimii
ogrencilerinin asagidaki alanlarda yardima ihtiyaglar1 oldugu kesfedildi:

a. Baglayicilar agisindan birinci  siuf Ingilizce 6gretmenligi  boliimii
ogrencilerinin bu araglart siklikla kullanmada sorun yasamadiklari tespit
edildi. Ancak, TOEFL-High derlemi ile karsilastirildiginda en sik kullanilan
formlar ‘and’ (%21,87), 'but’ (%10,93) ve 'because’ (%9,36) oldugundan
daha c¢esitli baglayicilar kullanmalar1  gerektigine kanaat getirildi.
Ogrencilere bu durumun nedenleri soruldugunda, ¢ogunlukla baska yapilara
asina olmadiklarini veya bunlar1 kullanma konusunda yeterli deneyime sahip
olmadiklarmi belirttiler. Bunun yani sira, Ogrencilerin eksik kullanim,
dilbilgisi ve baglam agisindan yanlis kullanim ve asir1 kullanim sorunlarinin
iistesinden gelmek i¢in de yardima ihtiyaclari vardi.

b. Katilimcilarin yarisindan fazlasinin gergeve belirleyicilerini kullanilmadig:
kesfedildi. Bu nedenle, birinci smf Ingilizce &gretmenligi boliimii
ogrencilerinin farkindalik kazanmalar1 ve paragraflarinda bu belirteclerin
sikligin1 artirmalar1 i¢in bu araglarin islevleri ve Onemi acisindan
yetistirilmeleri gerektigine karar verildi. Ayrica, yine bu belirteclerin de en
stk kullanilan  bigimlerinin  tanitilmast ve dogru kullanimlarinin
edinilmesinin gerekligi fark edildi.

c. Iki katihmcinin hi¢ kod ¢oziimleyici kullanmadigi goriildii. Bu sebeple,
tartigmact paragraflarda bunlarin 6énemi konusunda farkindalik yaratmak ve
birinci sinif Ingilizce 6gretmenligi boliimii 6grencilerini bu yapilar1 daha

fazla kullanmaya tesvik etmek gerekti. Ayrica form cesitliliginin artirtlmasi
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ve bu yapilarin dogru kullaniminin artirilmasina yonelik egitimler de
onemliydi.
4. Katilmeilarin etkilesimli {ist sdylem araclar1 agisindan karsilagtiklar1 sorunlar
belirlenerek, derlem destekli materyaller araciligiyla ihtiyaglarina 6zel olarak
tasarlanmig bir egitim modeli olusturuldu. Veri yonetimli bu egitim 5 hafta siirdii ve
kisa vadeli etkisi, katilimcilarin egitim sirasinda yazdiklar tartismaci paragraflar
aracilifiyla analiz edildi.

a. Ik hafta ek yapan baglayicilara odaklandi. Birinci smf Ingilizce
ogretmenligi bolimii 6grencilerinin aldiklari egitim sonrasinda bu yapilari
daha sik kullanmaya basladiklar: tespit edildi. Ogrenciler ayn1 zamanda bu
kategoride daha cesitli yapilar kullandilar. Ayrica, bu belirtegleri dogru
kullanim ag¢isindan da daha uygun kullandiklar1 goriildii.

b. Ikinci hafta karsilastirmali baglayicilar hedeflendi. ilk haftaya benzer
sekilde, katilimcilar bu kategorideki yapilari da daha sik ve daha cesitli
olarak kullandilar. Nitekim, yakin zamanda edinilen bazi yapilar1 yanls
kullanma egiliminde olduklar1 gézlemlendi.

c. Ugiincii hafta, sebep-sonug belirten baglayicilar iizerine calisildi. Ilk iki
haftadan farkli olarak, birinci simif Ingilizce Ogretmenligi boliimii
ogrencileri, egitim Oncesi tartismaci paragraflarina kiyasla bu belirtegleri
daha az kullandilar. Ancak bu azalma istatistiksel olarak anlamli degildi.
Buna ragmen, egitimden sonra daha cesitli yapilar kullandiklar1 goriildii.
Ayrica, bu yapilar1 daha dogru kullandiklar1 da gézlemlendi.

d. Ik gelisim anketi, egitim ortasinda egitimin etkili olup olmadigin1 gérmek
sorunlu yapilar hakkinda zamaninda harekete gegmek icin yapildi. Birinci
siif Ingilizce dgretmenligi boliimii dgrencileri egitimlerin metodolojisi ve
iceriginden memnun olduklarmi belirttiler. Bununla birlikte, baz1
baglayicilarin hala sorunlu oldugu tespit edildi. Bu sebeple, TOEFL-High
derleminden bu sorunlu yapilari iceren ii¢ 6rnek paragraf seti, telafi egitimi
icin katilimcilara sunuldu.

e. Egitimlerin dordiincii haftasinda c¢ergeve belirleyiciler hedeflendi.
Egitimlerden hemen sonra 6grencilerin bu yapilar1 ¢cok daha sik ve ¢ok daha
fazla cesitte kullandiklar1 tespit edildi. Ayrica, bir adet eksik kullanim

sorunu disinda tiim ¢ergeve belirleyiciler dogru bir sekilde kullanildi.
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f. Egitimin son haftasinda kod ¢06ziimleyicilere odaklanildi. Sonuglar
ogrencilerin egitimden sonra bu yapilar1 daha sik kullandiklarini ortaya
koydu. Ayrica, bu yapilarin dogru kullanimindaki gelismelerin yani sira
formlarinda da daha fazla ¢esitlilik oldugu goriildii.

g. lkinci ilerleme anketi, yine sorunlu yapilarin olup olmadigini bulmak ve
katilimcilarin egitime ve etkilesimli {ist sdylem araglarina yonelik tutumunu
belirlemek i¢in yapildi. Sonuclar, 6grencilerin bu yapilar konusunda
farkindalik  olusturduklarini  ve genel olarak egitimlerden memnun
kaldiklarimi gosterdi. Bununla birlikte, bazi yapilar hala sorunlu oldugundan,
bir bagka {li¢ 6rnek paragraf seti 6grencilerin erisimine sunuldu. Buna ek
olarak katilimecilar, sorunlu yapilarin agikliga kavusturuldugu bir revizyon
oturumuna davet edildi.

5. Ogrenciye 6zel derlem destekli etkilesimli {ist séylem araglar1 egitimlerinin

uzun vadeli etkisini test etmek i¢in, egitim bittikten ii¢ hafta sonra katilimcilar

egitim sonrasi tartigmaci paragraflarin1 yazdilar. Analiz su bulgular1 ortaya
koydu:

a. Birinci sinif Ingilizce 6gretmenligi boliimii dgrencilerinin egitim sonrasi
tartigmact paragraflarinda etkilesimli iist sdylem araglarini egitim dncesi
tartismaci paragraflarindan (%5.31) daha az kullandilar (%4,94). Ancak
bu azalma istatistiksel olarak anlamsizdi.

b. Ogrenciler, egitim sonrasi tartismaci paragraflarinda yine en sik olarak
baglayicilar1 kullandilar (%65,81). Ancak, egitim Oncesi tartigmaci
paragraflarindan farkli olarak, cerceve belirleyicilerini (%21,51) kod
coziimleyicilerden (%12,68) daha sik kullandilar. Bu noktada egitim
oncesi tartigmact paragraflarindaki baglayicilarin yiiksek sikliginin daha
fazla cergceve belirleyici ve kod c¢oziimleyici kullanimi sayesinde
azaldigin1 belirmek Onemlidir. Bu bulgunun 1s1ginda egitimlerin bu
yapilarin kullanimi konusunda katilimeilart bilinglendirme agisindan ise
yaradigi soylenebilir. Ayrica, On-testten farkli olarak Ogrenciler
baglayicilar kategorisinde ¢ogunlukla ek yapan baglayicilar (%26,58),
ardindan sebep sonug iligkisi gosteren baglayicilar (%20,25) ve
karsilagtirmali  baglayicilar  (%18,98)  kullandilar. Bu  durum,

katilmcilarin yazma stratejilerini de degistirdiklerini gosterdi. Yani,
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egitimlerden sonra argiimanlarinin nedenlerini ve sonuglarini agiklamak
yerine, tezlerini desteklemek icin daha fazla argliman eklemeyi tercih
ettiler. Ayrica karsilagtirmali baglayicilarin en az tercih edilen
baglayicilar kategorisi olmasi, katilimcilarin tiire 6zgii {ist soylem
belirteclerinin kullanimina iliskin farkindaliklarini gésterdi (Adel, 2006).
Cesitlilik agisindan, birinci smif Ingilizce 6gretmenligi  boliimii
ogrencileri, egitim sonrast yazdiklar1 tartismaci paragraflarinda on
testlerine gore daha ¢esitli baglayici, gerceve belirleyicileri ve kod
cozlimleyicileri kullandiklarindan, egitimlerin uzun vadede etkili oldugu
tespit edildi. Ancak egitim siiresinde yazilan paragraflar da dikkate
alindiginda egitimin daha ¢esitli formlarda etkilesimli iist sdylem
yapilarint  kullanma konusunda kisa vadede daha etkili oldugu
sOylenebilir.

Dogru kullanim agisindan, birinci smif Ingilizce dgretmenligi boliimii
ogrencileri egitim sonrasi tartismaci paragraflarinda egitim Oncesi
paragraflarina gore daha az dilbilgisi ve igerik hatasi yaptiklar igin
egitimlerin uzun vadede basarili oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bununla birlikte,
asir1 kullanim konusu ayni kalirken, egitim sonrasi paragraflarinda
etkilesimli iist soylem yapilarin1 daha fazla ekisk kullanma egiliminde
olduklar kesfedildi. Fakat, uyarilmis hatirlama seanslar1 ve sonrasinda
yapilan goriismeler sonucunda her iki sorunun da aslinda katilimcilarin
bilgi veya farkindalik eksikliginden kaynaklanmadigi anlasildi. Bu
durumun asil sebebi Ogrencilerin paragraflarini teslim etmeden once
gozden gegirmemeleriydi.

Egitim sonrast yapilan anket, egitimlerin etkinligini ve katilimcilarin
egitime ve etkilesimli iist sdylem yapilarina yonelik algilar1 iizerine
derinlemesine bilgi elde etmek i¢in yapildi. Bulgular, egitimlerde yer
alan her bir unsurun amacina uygun ve etkili oldugunu gdosterdi. Ayrica
kendilerine uygun ve faydali oldugunu bildirdi. Ayrica geri bildirim
alma, derlem kullanma ve egitimin kendi ihtiyaglarina 6zel olmasinin bu
egitimin en 6nemli ii¢ avantaji oldugunu belirttiler. Son olarak, 6rnek

paragraflar ve revizyon oturumu sayesinde ilerleme anketlerinde
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kendileri i¢in sorunlu bulduklar1 bazi belirteclere artik asina olduklar1 da

gorilmiistiir.

Aragtirmanin bulgular 1s13inda birkag ¢ikarim ve oneri yapilabilir. ilk
olarak, bu arastirma etkilesimli iist sdylem yapilar1 egitiminin bu yapilarin
kullanim1 konusunda farkindalik yaratma, daha gesitli yapilar kullanma ve
bu yapilar1 daha dogru bir sekilde kullanma konularinda etkili oldugunu
ortaya koymustur. Bu sebeple, bu tarz bir egitimin miifredata girmesi
onemlidir. Fakat, genel bir egitimden ziyade egitimin dgrencilerin amag ve
ihtiyaglar1 dogrultusunda sekillendirilmesi 6nem arz etmektedir. Ayrica,
ogrencileri 6zgiin 6rneklere maruz birakmak ve bu yapilar1 yazi iginde goriip
nasil kullanildiklar1 kesfedebilmeleri adina bu egitimin derlem destekli
olmasi tavsiye edilebilir. Bu baglamda, kullanilan derlemin uygunlugu ¢ok
onemli oldugundan hem hizmet Oncesi hem de hizmet i¢i egitimlerle,

Ingilizce gretmenleri derlem kullanimi konusunda bilgilendirilmelilerdir.

Ikinci olarak, bu c¢aligmanin katilimcilari cesitli etkilesimli iist sdylem
yapilarint  kullanma konusunda problem yasamaktalardi. Bu durum
ogrencilerin yazdiklar1 yazilarin tekdiize olmasina sebep olabildigi i¢in,
ogretmenler bu konu iizerinde egitim yaparken 6grencilerinin ¢esitli yapilara
maruz kaldiklarindan ve Ogrencilerine i¢in yeterli pratik yapma firsatini
verdiklerinden emin olmaldirlar. Ugiincii olarak bu calisma &grencilerin
yazi yazmanin bir siire¢ oldugunu bilmeme ve yazilarinin istiinden
gecmeden teslim etme durumunu ortaya koydu. Dolayisiyla yazdiklar
tartismac1 paragraflarda aslinda bildikleri konularda hata yaptilar. Bu
baglamda, revize etme ve diizeltme asamalar1 konularinda 6grencilere
farkindalik egitimleri verilmelidir. Ayni zamanda geri doniit almak da
ogrencilerin bu yapilar1 dilbilgisi ve baglam ac¢isindan daha dogru
kullanmaya ittigi icin, 0gretmenlerin Ogrencilerine etkili bir sekilde geri
doniit vermeleri olduk¢a dnemlidir. Son olarak, bu ¢calismada uygulanan veri
cesitlemesi yontemi sayesinde 6grencilerin etkilesimli iist sdylem yapilarini
kullanimlarinin veya kullanmaktan c¢ekinmelerinin altinda yatan sebepleri

bulma ve hatalar iizerine konusma firsati yakalanmistir. Bir baska deyisle
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nicel veri nitel veriyi ¢ok daha anlamli kilmistir. Bu sebeple, ilerde bu

alanda yapilacak calismalar i¢in de bu yontem tavsiye edilebilir.
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