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Kubagik dgrenme teorisinin ve siire¢ yaklagiminin bir yansimasi olarak, akran doniitii siireg
yaklagimi uygulanan yazili anlatim smiflarinda kullamlmaktadir. Ogretmenler, akran doniitii
kullanarak, Sgrenci yazarlara okuyucuyu varhigmdan haberdar olmay: gelistirmede, yazar
merkezli metinden okuyucu merkezli metne gegmede, ve taslak c¢aligma yapmaya motive
etmede, yardimc1 olmayr amaglamaktadirlar. Buna karsin, sinif deneyimleri, akran doniiti
kullanmay1 pek tesvik edici degildir ve 6gretmenlerin akran doniitiiniin etkililigi konusunda
endigeleri vardir. Bunlar, sinifi hedef alan, pek ¢ok ¢alismayi baglatmistir ve arastirmacilar,
okuyucularm akran donmiitii verme esnasinda iistlendigi roller ve akran doniitiine karsi

tutumlar gibi, akran doniitiinii etkileyen degisik faktorleri arastirmaya baglamustir.

Bu tiir ampirik ¢alismalara bagh olarak, bu caligmanmn amaci Ingilizce Yabanci Dil
ogrencilerinin stlendigi rolleri, degisik rollerdeki okuyucularin kullandig: islev ve igerik
kategorilerini, onlarin akran doniitiine kargi tutumlarmi ve en son olarak, okuyucunun

benimsedigi rol ile yazar tutumu arasindaki iliskiyi aragtirmaktir.

Bu amagla, iyi diizeyde yazma becerisine sahip Ingilizce Yabanci Dil 6grencileri segilmis ve
analiz i¢in, iki tlir veri toplanmigtir. Birinci tiir veri, 16 ¢ift 6grencinin, akran doniiti
esnasindaki etkilesimlerinden olugmaktadir ve digeri ise, deneklerin akran doniitline karst

tutumlarini 1fade ettikleri metinlerdir.

Verilerin niteliksel analizi, bu ¢caligmadaki Tiirk 6grencilerin, yazara ve metnine kargt dort
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degisik rol iistlendigini gostermistir. Saptanan roller, “otoriter,” “yorumlayici,” “arastiric,” ve
“paylagimeidir.”  Verilerin niceliksel analizi ise benimsenen rollerde kullanilan, igerik ve

islev kategorileri arasinda farkliliklar oldugu gdstermistir.
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Metinlerin incelenmesi, deneklerin, akran doniitiine kars1 tutumlar agisindan, dort farkh
gruba ayrildiklarim gostermistir. Bunlar, “pozitif,” “negatif,” “karmasik,” ve “0gretmen
doniitiinti tercih etme”dir. Denekler ayn1 zamanda, akran doniitiiniin, igerik, organizasyon ve
stil konularindaki olumlu etkilerinden bahsetmislerdir. Diger taraftan, deneklerin yorumlari,
Ogrencilerin elestirmen olarak sinirliliklan ile akran doniitii verme siirecinin diizenlenmesiyle

ilgili kasitliliklar izerinde yogunlagmastir.

Okuyucunun benimsedigi rol ile yazarn akran doniitine karsi tutumu arasmndaki iligki

incelendiginde ise, bu iki degisken arasinda belirgin bir iligki saptanamamaistir.
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ABSTRACT

As a reflection of the co-operative learning theory and the process approach, peer feedback is
used in process approach implemented writing classroom. By this, teachers aim at helping
student writers to develop a sense of audience, to move from writer-based prose to reader-
based prose, and to motivate for revision. Despite this, classroom experiences are not very
encouraging about using peer feedback, and teachers have reservations about the effectiveness
of it. These initiated several classroom oriented studies, and researchers started to investigate
different factors, such as stances readers adopt during peer feedback sessions and their

attitudes towards peer feedback, that influence peer feedback.

Based on the review of empirical studies, the purpose of this study is to investigate the stances
adopted by EFL readers, function and content categories used by readers in different stances,
their attitudes towards peer feedback and finally to investigate the relation between the

reader’s stance and writer’s attitude.

For this purpose, proficient EFL writers were selected and two sets of data were collected for
analysis. First one consisted of the peer feedback interactions of the sixteen pairs and the

other was the journals in which the subjects expressed their attitudes towards peer feedback.

The qualitative analysis of the data indicated that Turkish readers in the study adopted four
different stances towards the writer and the text. The observed stances are authoritative,
interpretive, probing, and collaborative. The quantitative analysis indicated that there were

differences between stances in terms of content and function categories used by these readers.

Analysis of the journals indicated that subjects could be divided into four categories according
to their attitudes towards peer feedback. These attitudes were positive, negative, mixed and
prefer teacher feedback. The subjects also expressed the positive effects of peer feedback on
content, and organization and style. On the other hand, their comments focused on limitations

of students as critics and limitations of peer review task.

Investigation of the relation between the reader’s stance and the writer’s attitude indicated no

significant relation between these two variables.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION
1. 1. Statement of the Topic and the Problem

The changes in approaches to teaching second and foreign language, and the needs of
the learners influence the way language learning is viewed. At the beginning it was
perceived only as the mastery of the structures of the target language. However, with
these changes, developing competency in four language skills: reading, writing,
listening and speaking--became an additional objective of the language learning.
“Writing”, therefore, became an inevitable component of the language curriculum
either as a second or as a foreign language, and class hours became dedicated for the

development of this skill.

In order to achieve the objective stated above, different approaches have been used in
writing instruction, and the traditional approach of three decades ago was replaced by
the process approach to teaching writing. In the traditional approach writing is
considered to be a linear and production based activity. On the other hand, it is viewed
as a recursive process by the proponents of the process approach. Authorities in the
field of writing agree on the working definition of process approach: “a multiple-draft
process which consists of generating ideas, writing a first draft with an emphasis on
content (to discover meaning/author’s ideas); second and third (and possibly more)

drafts to revise ideas, and the communication of those ideas™ (Keh, 1990, p. 294).

This definition is parallel to the findings of the empirical research which aims to
investigate how people write in real life (Emig, 1971; Perl, 1980). The findings of these
studies indicate some important features of writing in real life. First of all, it is realized
that nobody starts to write without a purpose. For example, in writing a short note to a
friend the purpose may be to inform that you will be late. Secondly, it is noticed that
everybody writes for a specific audience in mind. Even in diaries the target audience is
the writer her/himself. Writing, therefore, has a communication purpose. Another

important finding is that a writer has to go through several stages, such as inventing



ideas, drafting, revising and editing, before s/he completes the task. But the period of
time spent for each stage changes according to the task--writing a note differs from
writing an academic paper--and according to the person. S/he also moves back and forth

through the stages for they do not have a fixed order.

The implementation of the process approach to teaching writing not only changed how
writing is perceived, but also changed the task of the teacher. In the traditional
approach the task of the teacher was complete as soon as s/he provides feedback on the
grammatical and mechanical mistakes of the text. The writer is expected to correct the
mistakes of structure based on the feedback s/he received from the teacher. However,
with the process approach the task of the teacher becomes more complicated because
the nature and the function of the feedback has changed. The teacher is expected to
provide feedback at different stages of the process, each time focusing on a different
aspect of the text in the progress. In the early drafts, s/he is expected to give feedback
on the content and the organization of the text. The reason for this is the writer’s need
for feedback to learn whether his/her text which has a communication function, has
conveyed the message s/he intended to, or not due to this purpose, the teacher has to
comment on the message given in the text, and its organization in the revision stage.
Solving the problems related to content and organization is followed by feedback on
structure and mechanics of the texts, because the purpose of the editing stage is to polish
the text in terms of the structure and mechanics of the text. When compared to the
traditional approach, providing feedback turns into a complicated and time-consuming

activity for the teacher in the process approach-implemented writing classroom.

This process of giving feedback increases the burden of the teacher, especially in
crowded classes. According to Sommers (1984), a teacher spends approximately 20 to
40 minutes to comment on an individual student’s paper. If a class of 30 students write
8 essays throughout the term, the amount of time spent for writing comments can easily
be calculated. Consequently, these affect the quality of the feedback. Sommers (1984)
states that teachers generally can not provide text specific comments. This means that
their comments are so general that they can fit any text. Besides this, sometimes their

comments are contradictory in terms of confusing the focus as being on content or form.



In fact, the focus of the feedback provided in the early drafts should be on content and
organization, if the teachers want their students to make a distinction between the
stages; revision and editing. Otherwise, the students may not have a clear understanding
of the purpose of the different stages of the writing process. Such disadvantages

decrease the facilitative role of the teacher feedback.

Feedback from another reader also gives opportunity of learning the impression the text
creates on the reader, and by this way, the writer can make necessary modifications in
order to make the meaning s/he wants to convey clear. If the teacher is the sole reader of
the text, students do not have the opportunity of learning different readers” viewpoints,

and they are restricted with the perspective of a single audience.

Although feedback from another reader is an obligation, having a teacher as the only
source of information turns out to be an handicap. Therefore, as a reflection of
improvements in educational psychology, namely cooperative learning theory, peers are
used as a source of feedback at different stages of the writing process, from generating
ideas, to revision and editing. As a consequence, in the writing classroom peers act the
role of the reader and provide either written comments, or engage in oral feedback
sessions with the other students (Lockhart and Ng, 1995).

Although teachers use peer feedback in the writing classroom, they question the
effectiveness of it on students’ subsequent drafts. The main reason for this is their
classroom experience. As a writing teacher in a foreign language setting, the researcher
also has had reservations about peer feedback. She has been using peer feedback in the
process approach implemented in writing classroom since 1994. In addition to written
teacher feedback and teacher-student conferences. In order to increase the effectiveness
of the peer feedback before implementation, how to give feedback to a peer’s essay is
modeled by the teacher, and the students are encouraged to be supportive of each other
while giving feedback. In order to help students during the peer feedback sessions, peér

revision checklists provided in the course book Refining Composition Skills (Smalley,

and Ruetten, 1995) are used. Despite these, the observations of the researcher indicated

that peer feedback sessions are not as effective as it is reported to be in lietrature. These



observations were proven to be true by the complaints the students gave about giving
feedback to their peer’s essays and receiving feedback from their peers. Although using
peer feedback in the writing classroom is supported by cooperative learning theory,
classroom application is not very encouraging in terms of incorporating peer feedback
in this ongoing process. In order to investigate the reasons for these, literature has been
reviewed which indicated that similar reservations about the effectiveness of peer
feedback initiated several classroom centered research in writing. Most of the early
research in this area focuses on the effectiveness of peer feedback at the editing stage of
the writing process (Withbeck, 1976; McKay, 1979). Findings of these studies also

proved positive effects of peer feedback on correcting grammar mistakes.

Later, researchers started to question peer feedback at the revision stage. Since peer
feedback is a multi-dimensional phenomena, different variables about peer feedback
were investigated. A first variable related to peer feedback is the effect of peer feedback
on students’ revision. There are studies which address this question (Hedcock, &
Lefkowitz, 1992; Singh & De Sarkar, 1994, Nelson & Murphy, 1992a; Nelson &
Murphy, 1993; Connor & Asenavage, 1994). Besides this, the effect of training on
giving feedback to peers has been investigated (Stanley, 1992). Studies on the
effectiveness of peer feedback and training in providing effective feedback is not
enough to understand what happens when students are engaged in the peer feedback
process.  Therefore, researchers conducted studies which aimed to investigate the
interaction between peers (Nelson & Murphy, 1992b; Villamil, & De Guerrero, 1996).
The realization of the importance of learners’ perspectives, moreover, and their
differences (Cumming,1998) initiated studies that focused on learners. As Cumming
(1998) put forward, “These differences need to be better appreciated for how they might
influence learners’ beliefs, patterns of study, and study achievement” (p. 62). One of
the results of this shift is the study of students’ attitudes about receiving and giving
feedback (Mangelsdorf, 1992; Sengupta, 1998; Jacobs, et al., 1998). Since during peer
feedback sessions involve act of reading-stance- related to reading was also reflected
on related to peer feedback. “Stance” is the roles peer reviewers adopted besed on their
purpose while reading their peers’ essays. Thus, the stances readers adopt as they

review their peer’s essays has been a new area of research. In a review article,



Cumming (1998) states that there are only two studies which aim to investigate the roles
readers adopt during peer feedback sessions. These studies are the studies of
Mangelsdorf & Schhlumberger (1992) and Lockhart & Ng (1995) (cf. Section for the

detailed discussion of the studies mentioned above).

The review of related empirical research revealed that there are certain factors, such as
attitude towards peer feedback, stances they adopt during the peer feedback sessions
and the interaction between the reader and the writer, and training that influence the

quality of the peer feedback.

An important issue related to the empirical studies mentioned is their being conducted
in the ESL context. Only the study of Hedcock & Lefkowitz (1992) was conducted in a
foreign language context. In this study the subjects were college level learners of
French whose first language was English; therefore, the number of research related to
peer feedback, especially in the foreign language setting was not sufficient to answer the
researcher’s reservations related to implementing peer feedback in the writing
classroom. As Villamil and De Guerrero (1996) state “...this type of concern cannot be
adequately addressed unless more is known about what happens when students gather to

critique and revise their writing” (p. 52).

These findings guided the researcher to conduct a study to investigate her students’
attitudes towards peer feedback, the stances they adopt while giving feedback, and the
interaction that takes place during peer feedback sessions. It can be stated consequently,
that the need for research that aims to investigate different variables related to peer

feedback in the EFL setting with Turkish students initiated this specific research.
1. 2. Definitiens of the Terms

Content €ategories: This is a taxonomy which helps to categorize the content of the

utterances according to the topic discussed.



Structure Categories: This is a taxonomy which helps to categorize the structures used

by readers and writers to communicate their ideas.

Stance: This is a term which originated from reading, and considered to have
importance in any kind of reading, including peer feedback. Stance is explained by
Rosenblatt (1988) as a natural result of transaction with the text: “As the transaction
with the printed text stirs up the elements of the linguistic/experiential reservoir, the
reader adopts a selective attitude, bringing certain aspects into the center of attention‘
and pushing others into the fringes” (Rosenblatt, 1988, p. 5). For example, the reader in
the authoritative stance perceives peer feedback as an opportunity for focusing on the
problems in the text; so, problems are in the center of attention and positive sides are

ignored.

Revision: As a crucial stage of the writing process, revision is often confused with
editing and proof-reading. Revision is what writers do after finishing the preliminary
draft. This stage involves reading what has been communicated, deciding whether it
has communicated the message it was intended to; then confirming, changing or

developing it through many drafts (Murray, 1978; Lindemann, 1982).

Communication Units is defined as “each unit being a separate expression of thought
or a behavior” by Mangelsdorf (1992, p. 276). This definition is based on Langer and
Applebe (1987).

Yes/ Because we can learn whether our writings is good or not./ And also, I

am making peer check someone’ s paper, when saw or determine a mistake, 1
also control my paper whether I made the same mistake or not./

The extract given above exemplifies how journals are divided into communication
units. There are three communication units in this extract, one of which expresses a
positive attitude towards peer feedback, and the other two gives reasons for this

attitude.

! An extract from authentic student journal (cf. Appendix 9, Journal 25).



Idea Unit: “Each idea unit consisted of a single clause (main or subordinate, including
adverbial and relative clauses)” (Carrell, 1985, p. 737). Example of idea units are
illustrated below:

R : 1h/ samnim kadmlarin galigmasi ile ilgili/ ¢alisip caligmamast ile ilgili/ bir (. )/

W: /fevet*/ kadmmlarin cahgmasindan yana / bir argumentative yazdm/ yani o konuda
bir essay

R : kompozisyon yazdin/*

W: yazdin/ kadmlarn gahigmasmdan yanayim/?

R: Reader, W: Writer

R: thmm. I think related to women’s working you have written a composition related to
women’s working

W: // yes 1 have written an argumentative for women’s working I mean I wrote an essay
//on that topic

R: or not

W: I mean I am in favor of women’s working®

In the extract given above there are nine idea units separated by a slash (/).

1.3. Variables of the Problem

Dependent variables :
a) The stances assumed by the readers during peer response sessions (stances will
be determined according to the characteristics of each stance type)
b) Students’ attitudes toward peer revision (positive, negative, mixed)

Independent variables :

a) Writing proficiency levels of the subjects

b) Argumentative text

2 An extract from authentic peer session, (cf. Appendiz 10, PFS 3).
3 Translational equivalent of the extract given in the footnote 2.



1. 4. Research Questions

Based on the purposes given in the previous section, the following research questions

were posed to focus and guide the research.

1.What stances do readers assume toward writers and their texts during peer response in

a foreign language class?

If there are different stances:

2. Is there a relation between stance type and content categories? (See Appendix 3 for
the definitions of the content categories)

3. Is there a relation between stance type and structure categories? (See Appendix 2 for
the definitions of the structure categories)

4. What are the students’ attitudes toward peer feedback and teacher feedback?

5. Is there a relation between a student’s attitude and his/her partner’s stance type?

1.5. The Purpose of the Study

Although the studies done in a second language setting related to peer feedback have
implications for foreign language setting, students in a foreign language setting should
also be studied. Cumming (1998) also supports this need: “To develop a theoretical
understanding of second language writing that is relevant to education... requires
attention to what particular teachers and students do, think and accomplish in and
through writing in relation to the setting in which they live” (p. 62). This research, in
other words, is based on the assumption that the investigation of stances readers develop
in peer revision, and identification of their attitudes towards peer feedback in a foreign

language setting, can lead to useful insights into teaching writing in this setting.

The purpose of this study is, then, five fold:

1. to find out the stances readers assume toward writers and their texts during peer

response in a foreign language writing class.



If there are different stances,

2. to investigate the relation between stance type, content, and structure categories
identified in each transcription.

3. to identify the subjects’ attitudes towards receiving peer feedback and their
preference--teacher vs. peer.

4. to investigate whether there is any relation between stance type and the subjects’
feelings about giving and receiving peer feedback, and their preferences--teacher vs.
peer.

5. to find out specific positive and negative comments towards peer feedback.

1.6. The Scope of the Study

The scope of this study is the first year, intermediate level students of Eskigehir
Anadolu University, ELT department. These students have been selected because peer
correction is a requirement of their process approach implemented writing course. In
this writing course they learn and practice different patterns of organization. Although
they have produced essays on different genres, such as comparison/contrast analysis,
cause and effect analysis, process analysis, and have received peer feedback for each;
only the peer feedback provided for the argumentative text type is the focus of this
study.

1.7.0rganization of the Study

This study consists of five chapters. The first chapter states the topic and the
purpose of the study, as well as introduces the definitions of the terms related to the
study. The research questions posed to guide and focus the research and variables are
also stated. In the second chapter, not only is the theoretical background of this study
introduced, but also related empirical studies are discussed. The third chapter gives
information about the subjects, data collection procedures, and analytical procedures of

this specific study. The analysis of the data and findings of the study are presented in
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the fourth chapter. Finally, in the last chapter, after providing a brief summary of the
study, implications for implementing peer feedback in a foreign language context and

suggestions for further research are given.



CHAPTERII
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Teaching and learning writing is not a new field both in first and in second/foreign
language, and it is taught or learned for several reasons since it is an economic power, a
social necessity, a way of knowing, and a humanistic perspective (Lindemann, 1982).
Although these reasons do not change radically in the course of time, the way people
approach writing has changed a lot. The main reason for these changes is the findings
of related research. How native speakers of English learn writing has been investigated
intensively, and the findings of these studies have had implications for teaching writing

to native speakers of English.

The interaction with studies in teaching writing to native speakers of English has also
caused changes in teaching writing to foreign and second language learners of English.
As Kroll (1991) puts forward, studies on native speakers’ learning of writing skill has
been a source of information for learning about writing; therefore, improvements in
ESL/EFL cofnposition are parallel with teaching composition to native English speakers
(Silva, 1991).

2.1. Approaches to Teaching Writing

In writing instruction that was based on the dominant approach to teaching writing
accuracy, fluency, text, or purpose had priority over the others (Byrne, 1991). Despite
variety in focus, approaches to teaching writing can be classified into two areas: a

traditional approach, or a process approach to teaching writing.
2.1.1. Traditional Approach to Teaching Writing
In traditional approaches to teaching writing, accuracy and text have priority over

fluency and purpose. In this approach the only purpose of writing is to practice

language structures and rhetorical models; therefore, these are emphasized by the
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teachers in teaching writing (Scarcella and Oxford, 1992). In this sense, writing is
viewed as a practice or production activity that helps the internalization of structures
recently learned (Heilenman, 1991). Thus, writing has been neglected for the sake of
other language skills, and especially grammar (cf. Leki, 1990a). Methods of teaching
writing in the traditional approach can be introduced as “controlled composition” and
“current traditional rhetoric” (Silva, 1991). Based on these methods the activities mainly
used are making minor changes and substitutions in the models provided, expanding an
outline or summary, and/or producing a text through answering a set of questions.
These activities are especially selected because avoiding errors is a must in this

approach.

The features of the product-centered traditional paradigm can be summarized as
stressing expository writing, making style the most important element in writing, and
maintaining that the writing process is linear, determined by writers before they start to
write. There will not be further discussion on the traditional approach since it will not

contribute to the development of the study.

2. 1. 2. Process Approach to Teaching Writing

The traditional approaches to teaching writing did not satisfy the needs of the learners to
develop proficiency in writing in a second language or foreign language classroom.
Thus, the dominant theory of 1980s in L1 writing influenced the way practitioners
approach L2 writing. According to that theory, writing is a process which has several
stages namely planning, drafting, reviewing and editing and these stages do not occur in
any fixed order (Brannon, 1985, Dysom and Feedman 1990; Keh, 1990). Cooper
(1986), agrees on this definition and states that “..writing process is a recursive
cognitive activity involving certain universal stages” (p. 364). As it is clear from this
statement, the stages of the writing process are the same for speakers of any language.
L1 and L2 writing are also similar in the broad sense that both L1 and L2 writers are
engaged in a recursive composing process (Silva, 1993). With the implementation of

this approach, fluency and purpose gained importance over form and accuracy.
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The features of process centered paradigm can be explained briefly as focusing on
writing processes; teaching strategies for invention and discovery; considering audience,
purpose, and context of writing; emphasizing recursiveness in the writing process; and
distinguishing between aims and modes of discourse (e.g., expressive, expository,

persuasive; and description, narration, evaluation, classification).

According to the process- approach, the components of writing are “text,” “writer,” and
“reader.” Figure 2.1, given below, indicates these components of writing in a second
language context. However, keeping the universality of writing in mind, it would not be
wrong to state that these components can be applied to other writing contexts--native

language and foreign language.

CONTENT

Writer 4> Text 44— Reader

Figure 2.1 Elements of Second Language Writing (Ref. Silva, 1990, p.18)

Although people in the area of writing agree on the idea that writing is a process, there
are three competing views in writing as a process. These are “expressive view,”
“cognitive view,” and “social view” (Faigley, 1986). These views differ from each

other in terms of how they view the components of the writing.

1. The expressive view: This view focuses on defining the qualities of good writing as
“integrity,” “spontaneity,” and “originality.” In this view the writer is in isolation and
revision is only “shaping of unformed material” (Faigley, 1986, p. 531). Since writing
is viewed as an individual act, the reader is mentally perceived by the writer who is
engaged in the writing process. Proponents of this view base their instruction on writing

fluency and guide their students to gain power over the writing act (Johns, 1991).
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2. The cognitive view: This view focuses on the mental processes of the writer (Johns,
1991). Similar to the expressionist view, the ideal writer of the cognitive view is
isolated from the social world (Cooper, 1986). Proponents of this view are concerned
with how a writer creates the reader in mind (Johns, 1991); therefore, the reader in this
view is also created by the writer who is in isolation. Writing instruction is based on
developing strategic competence of the students by teaching different strategies for

invention, drafting and editing.

3. The social view: According to this view, the writer is a constituent of a culture and
writing has a social role (Faigley,1986). Cooper (1986), also, discuss this role of

writing as follows:

... language and texts are not simply the means by which the individuals discover and
communicate information, but essentially social activities, dependent on social structures,
and processes not only in their interpretive, but also in their constructive processes. (p.
366)

In this view the writer is not in isolation, because the imaginary reader of the cognitive

view becomes the real reader (Cooper, 1986). She explains this situation in this way:

By focusing our attention on the real social context of writing, it enables us to see that
writers not only analyse or invent audiences, they more significantly, communicate with
and know their audiences. They learn to employ the devices of audience-adopted writing
by handing their texts to colleagues to read and respond to, by revising articles or memos
or reports guided by comments from editors or superiors, by reading others’ summaries or
critiques of their own writing. (p. 371)

As 1s clearly stated with the words of Cooper (1986), in the social view the reader is
incorporated in the writing process as an active participant; therefore, the writer has an

opportunity for negotiating ideas with the reader.

As a way of communication, any text is produced by a writer for a specific reader, for

group of readers; therefore, conveying the intended message is very important for the
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text to be successful. To achieve this goal, the reader and the writer must exchange
ideas. With the social view this becomes possible. In order to understand the
importance of this change brought by the social view, the differences between an

isolated writer and writer in contact with a reader or readers must be discussed in detail.

As has been indicated from the modification of the writer in the first group, s/he is in
isolation throughout the process of writing. S/he plans what s/he will do, and during
these plans, s/he relies heavily on past experiences related to the topic. There is also a
continuous inner speech which guides the progression of the text. After completing the
writing, in order to check the meaning conveyed in the text, s’he acts out the reader role,
and tries to find the missing points. In this stage both the reactions and the feedback of
the reader are imaginary and are created by the writer. The decisions, consequently,
related to modifications are based on these imaginary reactions and feedback. Thought
and inner speech also have an effect on any modifications made in the sequential drafts.
Finally, a writer in isolation is more anxious about the writing process. When
discussing the causes of writing anxiety, Tsui (1996) introduces the writing
environment as one of the causes, and adds that since writing is indicated as a lonely

activity, it increases the anxiety level of the students.

When compared to an isolated writer, writer in contact with readers has advantages. In
every stage of the process the writer is in negotiation with the readers. For example,
after planning s/he explains her/his plans to the reader. Due to the questions posed by
the reader at this stage, s/he has to review and re-see her/his plans. Also, s’he needs to
explain how past experiences are related to her/his plans. S/he not only reads her/his
own text, but also acts as the reader of other texts. This gives an opportunity for reading
more models. Different from being an isolated writer, both the reactions and the
feedback are real. In addition to these, there is an occasion of receiving information
related to the missing points from the reader. Thus, talking about the ideas stated in the
text gives an opportunity for re-seeing the ideas from a different perspective. Besides
this, group work provides immediate awareness of the audience. Finally, providing

support from peers decreases the anxiety level of the students (Tsui, 1996). Thomas and
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Thomas (1989) summarize the differences an between isolated writer and a writer in-

group.

Isolated Writer Writer In Group

Plans Plans and explains plans

Uses past experiences Uses and explains past experiences

Carries on dialogue with self Carries on dialogue group

Functions as reader of own text Functions as reader and listener to other readers
Projects reactions Receives real reactions

Images feedback - ‘1'Receives real feedback

Gives information Gives and receives information

Expands text through thought/inner speech Expands text verbally

Figure 2.2 Differences between isolated writer and writer in-group (Thomas and
Thomas, 1989, p. 118)

The advantages stated for writer in group shows clearly the new perspective brought
about by the social view to the process approach. In fact, it is impossible to ignore the
contributions of cognitive view to teaching writing. Social view is reflected to writing
instruction as teaching strategies for different stages of the process. On the other hand,

social view is reflected as an incorporation of teachers and peer feedback on the content.
2. 2. Teaching Writing in Process Approach Implemented Classroom

Process approach refers to a teaching approach that centers on the process a writer goes
through when producing meaning. According to this approach, writing has a series of
overlapping activities. White (1988) lists these activities as inventing, preparing,
drafting, refining and rethinking, connecting and revising, and editing. Other
researchers, like Leki (1990a), Silva (1990), and Johns (1991), agree on these stages.

Although named differently by different people, the stages researchers in the field of
writing agree upon are prewriting, which includes inventing and preparing; writing,
which is also referred as drafting; rewriting, which also includes refining, rethinking,

connecting and revising, and editing.
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The first stage of the process is prewriting, which includes preparation for writing,

Lindemann (1982) explains the activities any writer is engaged in:

Prewriting helps us to examine what we know; we recall ideas, relate old and new
information, assess what the reader expects of us, and generally explore the problem from
many angles...our mind is consciously at work developing strategies for expressing
something to somebody. (p. 24)

Prewriting is the invention stage of the process in which the writer gets ready for the act
of writing. At this stage the writer may also do paper and pencil activities, or may use
some strategies. Leki (1991) states some of these strategies as free-writing, listing,
semantic mapping, looping, and cubing. For example, in free-writing the writer starts to
write with a topic in mind and writes without stopping. In this activity the purpose is to
invent what is stored in the long term memory related to the specific topic. The writer
is warned not to worry about grammar and mechanics. S/he is also free to code-switch
or code-mix during free writing. Listing, on the other hand, is another way of
brainstorming. The writer makes a list of the concepts associated with the topic in
mind; then s’he may be encouraged to group the concepts under certain headings
according to the list. The other pre-writing strategy, semantic mapping or mind-
mapping, is more organized compared to free-writing and listing. The writer starts with
a key concept like “university students” in the center, and then decides about the related
sub-headings. For example, if the key concept is “university students,” sub-headings

2 ¢

may be “features,” “responsibilities,” “dressing style,” etc. After that the writer makes
free association and writes them under relevant sub-headings. After completing
association, s’/he may choose one sub-heading as the theme of her/his essay.  All of
these strategies, explained and exemplified, helps the writer to brainstorm before s/he

moves to the actual act of writing.

The other stage of the process is writing. In this stage the physical act of writing, which
“...principally involves expressing the message in words” (Lindemann, 1982, p. 27)
starts. Although generally frustrating for many writers, they are not required to pay
attention to language and mechanics. The main purpose of this stage is to express the

ideas generated in the prewriting stage in text form.
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The following stage of the writing process, revision, is often confused with editing. In
order to prevent this confusion, Murray (1978) classifies revision into two forms:
“internal” and “external” revision. According to his definition, internal revision is “..
everything the writer does to discover and develop what they have to say ...they read to
discover where their content, form, language, and voice have led them” (p. 77). On the
other hand, external revision is “editing and proof-reading” (p. 77). In the internal-
revision stage, therefore, the task of the writer is to re-see, re-think and re-shape their
work. It is also to determine “a tension between what we intended to say and what the
discourse actually says” (Lindemann, 1982, p. 27). Thus, the writer is free to add, to
delete, to substitute, or to move ideas in the text. The focus of the writer here is the
content and the organization of the text. In the recursive nature of the process, the
writer may revise her/his text till s/he feels the match between what s/he aims to say and

what the text actually says.

Since the purpose is to feel the match between what is said and what is aimed to be said,
the revision stage is the most difficult stage of the process (Murray, 1978). Another
reason of this difficulty is the need of special skills (Murray, 1986). Taylor (1984) lists
these skills as “judging validity, accuracy, strength of argumentation” (p. 8). Besides
critical reading skill, the lack of native-like intuitions about vocabulary, syntax, tone,
style, formality, and organization patterns are identified as another reason for this
difficulty (Taylor, 1984). Thus, students often cannot identify problems in their own

writing.

As a result, for this stage of the process, the student-writer should be armed with
strategies that will help for self-revision. For example, Connor and Farmer (1990)
suggest “topical structure analysis” as a revision strategy. This was originally
developed by Lautamatti (1978) “for the purpose of describing coherence in texts
focuses on the semantic relationships that exist between sentence topics and discourse
topic” (Connor and Farmer, 1991, p. 127). This specific strategy is based on given-new
information and writer is introduced with three types of progression which are “parallel

¥ LC

progression”, “sequential progression,” and “extended parallel progression.” Although
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the effectiveness of this has been tested by a small-- scaled study by the researcher,
whose results indicated that it helped poor writers especially in developing a more
informed and developed text, due to the debate on given new information (Kopple,
1997), its usage is questioned. Another way of self-revision is gaining the reader’s
perspective. This requires detachment from the text. “Writers must detach themselves
from their own pages, so that they can apply both their caring and their craft to their
own work. Such detachment is not easy.” (Murray, 1986, p. 435). Murray (1986) also
states that this detachment is not easy. Another way of effective revision is receiving
feedback from another reader, which is introduced with social view in the process
approach. The role of feedback from another reader will be discussed in detail in

section 2.5.

Although all of the stages of the writing process are important for producing a
prominent final draft, revision has a crucial role in producing a text that fulfills a
communication function. Taylor (1984), for example, expresses the importance of
revision: “Revision, however, is that crucial point in the process when discovery and
organization come together, when writers refine and recast what they have written and
shape it into a coherent written statement.” He adds, “writing...relies heavily on the
power of revision...” (p. 4). The success of the writer in revision, therefore, contributes

to the success of the writer in producing a prominent text.

After the revision stage is complete, the last stage of the process is editing. This is the
last stage of the process that has as its purpose is to check the language and the
mechanics of the text. In order to highlight the role of this stage, the writer is informed
about the role of accurate structure and accurate punctuation in conveying the intended
meaning with various examples. For this stage, the writer is suggested to start reading
from the end of the text in order to decontextualize the text. In addition to self-revision,

the writer may have another person proof-read her/his text.
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2.3. Feedback in Revision Stage of the Process

Students experience different problems while writing a text. One way of solving these
problems is by practice. Leki (1991) states writing can be learned by writing. In
addition to practice, the input from another reader has a crucial role in pushing the
writer to a prominent final draft. Brannon (1985) supports both of these ideas and states,
“Writers develop when they are afforded opportunities to write, to read their work to
trusted readers, to hear responses, and to revise their work to make their meaning clear
”(p. 17). In this way, feedbaék from another reader helps to improve the text. Students,
also, indicate their need for feedback after writing their first draft by saying, “I don’t
know whether my first draft is any good or not; so, how can I improve it?”
(Lindemann, 1982, p. 29 ). This indicates the difficulty writers experience while

identifying the problems of their own texts.

S/he needs feedback from another reader to solve the problems s/he comes across
during the revision stage. Then, in order to avoid confusion, feedback should be defined
based on the context in which it is used. There are different definitions for feedback.
For example, Ellis (1994) defines feedback in the area of error treatment as “..the
information provided by listeners on the reception or comprehension of messages”
(p.583-584). For this study, however, feedback is defined in the writing context as
“input from a reader to a writer with the effect of providing information to the writer for
revision” (Keh, 1990, p.294), and provided by the reader between drafts. Seliger also
(1983) defines feedback as a kind of input. Studies on the composing process and
skilled writers indicate the crucial role of feedback from another reader on revision
(Dreham, 1995).

Since the need for feedback from another reader in the revision process is undebatable;
its advantages must be discussed in detail. To begin with, it helps to close the gap
between the writer and the reader by developing a sense of audience (Flower,1984). The
development of sense of audience also helps in “anticipating and considering view

points other than their own” (Boughey 1997, p.127). Learning the responses of the
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readers frequently helps the writers to gain practice in predicting reactions and feedback

of the reader, when s/he is in isolation.

Another advantage of learning readers” expectations is to be able to orient them more
successfully in the following drafts. Findings of the study carried by Scarcella (1984)
also indicate this need specifically for non-native writers who experience greater
difficulty in orienting their readers. Although the findings of this study are limited to the
introduction paragraphs of expository texts, it is a proof of need for interaction with a
member of the audience in order to learn the expectations of the readers, and ways of

orienting them.

An additional advantage of feedback from another reader is the way it causes change in
the following drafts. As Sommers (1984) puts forward, due to the lack of feedback from
another reader, students’ revisions will be “consistently narrow, and predictable” (p.
161). Since they will think that they have communicated their intended meaning, they
will feel no need for changes. During feedback sessions, however, “points that are not
clear and ideas that are inadequately supported can be pointed out, thought out again
and revised” (Taylor, 1984, p. 8).

Furthermore, student writers’ motivation for reviewing their preliminary draft can be
increased by providing comments (Sommers, 1984). Especially for the students whose
experience related to writing is limited to traditional approach, developing a sense of
revision and understanding the purpose of this stage is very difficult. Since they can not
understand this stage, they have a tendency to correct structure and mechanics. In order
to increase their understanding of the purpose of this stage and their motivation for this,

they must be supported with feedback.

Besides providing these advantages, feedback facilitates the production of autonomous
texts-- a text that expresses meaning without context, gestures, and audible effect
(Flower, 1984)-- which teachers expect their students to create. The texts, however,

lack this autonomy. As a reflection of writer based prose, “the meaning is still to an
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important degree in the writer’s head” (Flower, 1984, p. 26). For a shift from writer-

based prose to reader-based prose, writers need to have a reader other then themselves.

The importance of feedback on writing generally, and on revision specifically, can be
summarized by the words of Boughey (1997): “In order for this process of writing,
revising, and rewriting to be developmental: however, some form of constructive

feedback to the successive pieces of writing is necessary” (p.127-28).

2. 4. Peer Feedback And Co-operative Learning Theory

The only source of feedback that has an important role for the production of a well-
developed text should not solely be the teacher. Taylor (1984) introduces the readers as
being teachers and other students. Seliger (1983) states that learners can also provide

feedback to each other.

Peer feedback in the writing classroom is a reflection of the co-operative learning (CL)
theory to a writing class. This theory is addressed by other names such as collaborative
learning and peer teaching (Damon and Phelps, 1989) This learning theory is defined as

follows:

Co-operative learning is a group learning activity organised so that learning is dependent
on the socially structured exchange of information between leamners in group and in
which each learner is held accountable for his or her own learning and is motivated to
increase the learning of others (Olsen and Kagan, 1992, p. 8).

The key elements of this theory are listed as positive interdependence, individual
accountability, promotive interaction, social skills, and group processing (Simsek,
1993). Positive interdependence means that “efforts and actions of each member have
direct consequences on the group performance” (Simgek, 1993. p. 41); therefore, they
all succeed or fail at the end. The other key concept, individual accountability, is
avoiding some students reducing their effort toward the group goal. Thus, “individual
accountability is key to ensure that all members share the responsibilities and contribute

toward the group success” (Simsek,1993, p. 42). The next concept is promotive
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interaction, which means that during the interaction students “invest more efforts to
generate better cognitive and affective outcomes for their group” (Simsek, 1993, p. 42).
Social skills are important for beneficial peer work; therefore, students must be trained
on effective social skills. The last key concept is group processing which “exists when
members discuss how well they are achieving the common goals and maintaining
effective working relationships” (p. 43). Group members, therefore, are expected to
discuss the weaknesses of their group work and ways of improving them: Co-operative
learning is different from grouping students randomly used in the language classroom,
but it is to guide them to learn how to work together so that all members of the group

will have gained from this interactive process (Kessler, 1992).

Damon and Phelps (1989), who approach co-operative learning as “peer learning”

2 <C

classify it into three areas as “peer tutoring,” “co-operative learning,” and “peer

collaboration.” According to their classification, the place of peer feedback is in “peer
collaboration.” The authors describe the process of “peer collaboration™ “a pair of
novices work together to solve tasks that neither could do previously”. The comparison
of peer collaboration with peer tutoring indicates that in peer collaboration “the children
begin roughly at the same level of competence” (p. 142), whereas in peer tutoring one
child is an expert who teaches the other child. The comparison of peer collaboration
with co-operative learning indicated that in co-operative learning children work on
separate components of the problem; however, in peer collaboration children work
jointly on the same problem. When these points are taken into consideration, it can
easily be recognized that peer feedback falls into the category of peer collaboration, in

the view of Damon and Phelps (1989).

Whatever the name is --co-operative learning theory or peer collaboration-- it has
reflections for language classroom in general, and the writing classroom specifically.
Mathusashi, et al. (1989), also support the idea that peer teaching is a reflection of co-
operative learning theory and adds that this model creates “a context in which learning

takes place because of the interaction between peers” (p.300).
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of the balance their texts must strike between their own intentions and their readers’

expectations.

Experiencing peer review also causes changes in the way students view revision.
Students whose sole reader is the instructor view revision as a matter of editing and
tidying up texts. On the other hand, students whose readers are peers view revision “as a
matter of reconceptualisation” (Nystrand & Brandt, 1989, p. 212). Not only the way
that they view revision, but also the ways that they view their readers change.
Respectively, the first group views their readers as judges, the other views their readers
as “collaborators in a communicative process.” The second group also views their text
not as something to be judged, but as an opportunity for “balancing their own purposes
as writers with expectations of their readers”(Nystrand & Brandt, 1989, p. 212). In
addition to changes in the attitude towards revision, their attitude towards writing

changes positively.

Peer feedback also brings social and psychological advantages. Mathusashi, et al.
(1989) supports this argument: “For many students the peer relationship is, quite
simply, less intimidating than the instructor student one, allowing freer communication,
and ideally a new sense of possibilities on the part of the reader,” and they add that the
only source of feedback is not the teacher; learners also provide input to each other” (p.
302).

Another advantage of peer feedback is introduced as an opportunity for learning what
her/his reader thinks about the text written in L2 (Silva, 1993). Boughey (1997) also
states that peer feedback is an opportunity for providing an immediate audience to help or
prompt writers to make links between propositions which the students often fail to make

for themselves. Mathusashi, et al. (1989) summarize the advantages of peer feedback:

Peer tutoring will result in growth in linguistic, cognitive and contextual terms.
Knowledge of written language and verbal interaction, acquire new strategies for
comprehending and evaluating writing tasks, increase awareness of the importance of
context and develop an appreciation for social, linguistic and cultural differences. Also
growth in writing, critical reading, interpersonal communication, general problem solving
strategies .... (p. 302).
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A final advantage of peer feedback is to prevent teachers’ being schizophrenic. In the
process approach implemented classroom the writing teacher has two roles during the
process: evaluator and collaborator (Leki, 1991). The writing teacher of the process
approach implemented writing classroom grades the composition she collaborated at
different stages. The teacher experiences the contradiction of whether to intervene or
not in the development of the text. This is also true within the experience of the
researcher who is also a writing teacher, therefore, peer feedback avoids this

schizophrenic split experienced the teacher.

2. 6. Types of Feedback

In terms of source it has been stated that both the writing teacher and a peer in the
classroom may provide feedback in order to push the writer to a prominent final draft.

Both of these feedback sources can provide feedback either written or orally.

2. 6. 1, Written Feedback

The first type of feedback provided by readers is the written feedback. This type of
feedback aims to inform the writers about the effect the text creates on the reader, and to
help in revision. This feedback is preferred by teachers (Ferris, 1997) because it is more
practical when compared to oral feedback, the other type of feedback. The teacher is free
to arrange the most suitable time for reading the text since there is no need to have any

interaction with the writer.

Sommers (1984) classifies written teacher feedback as “marginal comment” and “end
comment.” Since it is intensively used written feedback of the teacher has been the
focus of empirical studies. A recent study aiming to investigate teacher feedback was
conducted by Ferris (1997). The findings of the study indicated that 92% of marginal
comments were short or average, whereas 87% of the end comments were average or
long. Another finding of this study was that most of the end comments were general
which is identified as a problem related to written feedback by Sommer (1984). Since it

is a time consuming activity, most teachers provide short and general comments which
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are usually unclear for writers. Students also provide written comments to each other.
During this process they are generally guided with peer revision checklists. Written
feedback of the students are also too short and general. For example, for this study, the
written feedback sheets of the subjects were collected, and the analysis of these sheets
indicated that almost 85% of the subjects had written short answers to the questions
given in the peer-revision checklist. Or their answers were really general. The
impression given from this is that they had completed the sheet because it was a task

they had to do. Its being done superficially minimizes the value of written feedback.
2. 6. 2. Oral Feedback

Although not used frequently due to practical reasons, oral feedback sessions which are
also called as teacher-student or student-student conferences, are gradually being
exploited by the writing teachers. In the oral feedback sessions the writer and reader(s)
come together and negotiate. According to the framework developed by Nystrand and
Brandt (1989), writer-reader interactions are viewed as a constant reciprocal negotiation
among the following three levels of text functioning: “what kind of text is this (genre-
level)? What is this text about (topic-level)? What’ s being said (commentary-level)?”
(p. 215). Although complex in nature, these conferences have advantages over written
feedback.

For example, Thomas and Thomas (1989) states that “In discussions, one’ s concerns as
a writer and a critical reader can be clarified by being articulated, and fear (anxiety) can
be freely expressed. This sort of involvement leads to motivation...an aim of the writing
course, and also the first obstacle that many writers must overcome” (p.116). In the _
conferences the reader also becomes an active participant of the writing process. These
conferences give the reader opportunity of not only asking for clarification, but also
clarifying the comments that are unclear for the writer. In these conferences, therefore,
both the reader and the writer have an opportunity for negotiating ideas. As an active
participant of the writing process, the reader may also help the writer in problem solving

and decision making. Keh (1990) states these advantages for teacher-student
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conferences; however, it can be applied to a student reader because they are engaged in

a similar task.

In addition to increasing motivation, oral interaction is an advantage for predicting the
needs of the audience. Another advantage of an oral-feedback sessions conference is

indicated as follows:

... conversation about writing stimulates and productively expands the internal dialogue
that occurs when a writer plans, composes, reviews and revises. During the writing
conference, the peer tutor may function as a translator or interpreter. Offering his or her
own responses as a reader and articulating the expectations of various writing
communities within the academy (Mathusashi, et al., 1989, p. 298).

A additional advantage of student-student conferences is that students talk the same
language. Webb (1980) expresses this point: “Receiving student generated explanations
may be particularly effective for learning, because students tend to use language that
other students understand, and tend to understand each others’ non-verbal cues about

whether they understand the material.” (p. 642)

As a summary it can be stated that writers talking about the writing process is important
for two reasons. Firstly, when the writer talks, she or he can create text, plan and judge
what has been written. Secondly, whoever the writer is talking to can provide

immediate feedback.

The second advantage of conferences brings up a question: What sort of feedback is
best for revision? First of all, feedback that sounds like an evaluation is not useful. If
the feedback of the reader is like an evaluation, then the writer will be defensive of
her/his points. On the contrary, simply asking questions may lead the student to a
further examination of the ideas stated in the text in progress. However, if the receiver

only asks questions, the answers get shorter.

Nystrand & Brandt (1989) state, therefore, the kinds of feedback which are significantly

important in the process of learning to write and revising the following drafts. They list
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the features of a good response “Specific responses provide writers with specific
directions for revising and ongoing feedback allows them to connect textual choices
with the effects of those choices on readers” (p. 226). Another feature of a qualified
feedback is introduced by Mathusashi, et al. (1989). Citing Brannon and Knoblauch
(1982), they state that “...response should allow...to think about the match or mismatch
between the student’s intent and the text’s effect...then negotiate appropriate options for
revision” (p. 166).

Indeed, it can be stated that not only providing oral feedback, but also paying attention
to the quality of the feedback, is important if the reader wants this feedback session to

contribute to the development of the writer.

Despite the advantages of peer feedback discussed so far, there are opposing views on
using peer feedback as a type of feedback in the writing classroom. For example, based
on Flynn’s (1982) finding, Stanley (1992) puts forward one reason for the insufficiency
of peer feedback. According to her, students who are accustomed to professional
writing generally close the gap in meaning and coherence by using their skill in
inferring. Their familiarity with the genre of student writing should, therefore, be
increased. Another handicap of peer feedback is introduced by Boughey (1997) as being
students limited knowledge on the features of the text and the topic. Besides these,
especially in multi-cultural groups, peer feedback is not suggested because of the
differences in the rhetorical patterns of different languages. These differences influence
the notion of good writing, and this affects the feedback provided by the student; thus,
misleading the student (Leki, 1991) in the wrong direction in the following drafts.

In order to apply peer feedback successfully, both its strengths and weaknesses should

be studied empirically in different contexts.
2. 7. Review of Empirical Studies on Peer Feedback

Both teacher and peer feedback have been investigated by researchers. The focus of

early studies on peer feedback has been on the feedback peers provide at the external
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revision stage that is the editing stage of the writing process. The findings of these
studies indicated positive effects of peer feedback (Withbeck, 1976, McKay, 1979) on
the edited copies of subjects’ papers.

With the implementation of the process approach to teaching writing, however, both the
focus and the nature of peer feedback changed, and peers started to respond on the
content and the organization of the texts. Thus, the focus of researchers in the field of

writing became the feedback provided by the peers at the revision stage of the process.

2.7.1. Research On Attitudes Towards Peer Feedback

Since personal and cultural features influence students’ expectations about language
learning and teaching, one of the questions to address is the attitude of the students

towards peer feedback.

The first study to mention is the one conducted by Mangelsdorf (1992) aiming to
investigate the attitudes of the students from different national backgrounds, because
using peer feedback with students with multi-national background is considered to be a
problem (Leki, 1990a). The answers of the subjects were guided with four questions

which ask different features regarding peer feedback.

The results of this study indicated that 55% of the subjects have a positive attitude, 30%
have a mixed attitude, and 15% have a negative attitude towards peer feedback. When
the distribution of the subjects in each category was analyzed in terms of language
background, no significant difference was found. Further analysis indicated that 69% of
the communication units expressed positive thoughts about peer feedback, whereas 31%
expressed negative thoughts. The findings of this study do not give a pessimistic
picture about students’ attitudes towards peer feedback. Feedback on content dominates
the positive attitudes; especially on clarifying, developing, generating and comparing
ideas. Negative views are classified into two areas: limitations of the students as peer
reviewers, and the limitations of the task. The majority of the subjects mention

“student” s inability or lack of desire to complete the task” (Mangelsdorf, 1992, p. 277).
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The findings of a small-scaled study, however, conducted in a secondary school in
Hong Kong, by Sengupta (1998), have contradictory findings. She concludes that
subjects of the study do not accept and value peer evaluation. They also stated that the
only reason for completing peer correction sheets was to please the teacher. According
to these subjects, to evaluate the papers is the sole duty of the teacher who is going to
give the grade. As being members of a grade oriented system due to the production
based education system, the grade they receive has a crucial importance to them. Since
they believe in the authority of the teacher, they consider that their neighbour’ s
knowledge is not adequate to give feedback. The subjects have an idealised reader in
their mind and it is conceptualized with language proficiency. What they understand
from feedback is feedback oﬁ language. They only do what their teacher asks them to
do, and they do not believe that they can learn from their peers. “The possibility of
learning from their peers by looking at a potential reader’s suggestions, or asking for
genuine reader impressions did not occur to these learners as ‘their lack of knowledge’

prevented such a possibility within the accuracy-oriented context” (Sengupta, 1998,
p.25).

Indicating that the main problem in studies that aim to investigate students’ attitude
towards peer feedback is introducing peer feedback as the only feedback type in the
writing process, Jacobs, Curtis, Braine, and Huang (1998) changed the question asked to
the students. The question they focused on in their study is whether second language

learners prefer peer feedback as one type of feedback in the process.

The analysis of the data collected via an anonymous questionnaire indicated that 93% of
the subjects preferred peer feedback as a kind of feedback in the process. The purpose
of this study was to find a way of incorporating peer feedback in the second language
writing instruction. The results indicate that students who are familiar with the teacher,
the peer and self directed feedback value peer feedback; therefore, Jacobs, et al. suggest
using peer feedback in the middle path. In a paper, which aims to share experiences

with colleagues, Keh (1990) also states that each type of feedback has its own uses and
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advantages, therefore, both Keh (1990) and Jacobs, et al. (1998) suggest integrating

these feedback types in the writing instruction.
2.7.2. Research on Incorporation of Feedback

Another group of empirical studies aims to investigate to what extent students
incorporate the feedback they receive from their peers. One of the studies that
addresses this question is designed by Nelson and Murphy (1993b) by video-taping
feedback sessions of a four-person group for six consecutive weeks in which 22

compositions were discussed.

The mean score of incorporation of feedback was 3.2, which means that subjects made
changes in the following drafts based on the feedback they received from their peers.
Subjects, however, were not consistent in the degree they incorporated the feedback
they had received from their peers. An additional aspect addressed in this study was the
factors that affected the incorporation of the feedback. The investigation of the data to
answer this question indicated that when there was an interactive situation in which the
reader has a collaborative manner, the writer’s tendency to incorporate the feedback

was greater.

The other study which aimed to find out the amount of impact of peer feedback on
subsequent revisions was designed by Connor and Asenavage (1994). Each of the three
collaborative sessions for two groups were audio-taped and transcribed for analysis.

Besides these, the copies of the drafts were also collected.

The analysis of the effect of peer feedback on revisions indicated that only 4% of the
revisions made by the first group were based on the suggestions of the peers, and only
12% of the changes were resulting from peer feedback. The other question posed to
focus the research on was the relative impact of peer responses as compared to
responses from teachers and others. In the next draft the first group made 122 changes
and the second group made 232 changes. In group one, 57% of the changes resulted
from self/other, 37% resulted from teacher, and only 6% of the changes resulted from
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the suggestions of the peers. The results of the second group are not different from the
results of group one. These findings indicated that students have a tendency to orient

their revisions based on their opinion as the writer of the text.

Another study that compares the impact of teacher vs. peer feedback was designed by
Hedcock and Lefkowitz (1992) in a foreign language setting. In this study there were
two groups, one control, and one experimental. In the control group only the teacher
provided feedback, but in the experimental group subjects were divided into small

groups and they provided feedback to each other.

The results indicated that the experimental group received significantly higher scores
on content, organization, and vocabulary components of ESL Composition Profile.
These findings indicated the positive impact of peer feedback on the following drafis of

the writers.

2.7.3. Research on the Relation Between Language Proficiency and Peer Feedback

The relation between providing peer feedback and language proficiency is also another
variable questioned related to peer feedback. It is often considered that students with
lower proficiency level are not capable of providing peer feedback; therefore, this

question was also addressed in empirical studies.

In a study aiming to investigate the ability of low-intermediate students in identifying
and discussing areas in need of the revision in other students writing, Nelson and
Murphy (1993a) found that in 91% of the compositions subjects could identify one
major problem identified by the trained rater. Although raters and students indicated
similarity in identifying organization as a major problem, they indicated difference in
the assessment of problems related to cohesion and topic sentence. When the
differences in the identification of coherence as a problem area were analyzed deeply, it
was concluded that the student could identify and comment on the issues within their
knowledge. They could identify and comment on the problems related to transition

words such as first, second, also, and however; but they could not identify and comment
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on the cohesive devices such as repetition of key words and use of parallel structure.
The findings of this study falsify the belief about the capacity of lower intermediate

students in providing feedback.

2. 7. 4. Research on Peer Revision Checklists and Training

‘In the discussions of the studies mentioned above, the researchers discussed the
importance of peer revision checklists and training in increasing the efficiency of peer
feedback. They suggest to start with a structured checklist and move to less structured

checklists, and then later no checklists.

In a study Singh and Sarkar (1994) test the effectiveness of a peer revision checklist
named questionnaire-Cum-checklist, and introduce this as a new approach named as an
interactional process approach to teaching writing. The main objective of this approach

was introduced as to link writer, reader and text.

An important finding of this study was that a checklist helps in developing the
awareness in the readers in terms of their performance. They learn about their learning
while organizing their comments about their partner’s text. Peer feedback sessions are
guided via questionnaire-cum-checklist. After peer feedback 85% of the students had
an improvement in their final drafts. This study proved the importance of a checklist in
guiding students to provide feedback to each other.

Another factor discussed by the researchers was the importance of training in increasing
the effectiveness of peer feedback. In a study aiming to investigate the effect of
training on the quality of the feedback, Stanley (1992) divided the subjects into two as
coached and uncoached groups. The coached group had a long training period, which
included role-playing, analyzing evaluation sessions, discovering rules for effective
communication and studying of genre of student writing. The uncoached group, on the
other hand, was prepared for peer feedback with the demonstration of peer evaluation
sesston and discussion of it in a shorter time. The subsequent peer evaluation sessions

were analyzed to test the effectiveness of peer evaluation.
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The comparison of the peer feedback sessions indicated that the coached group
“demonstrate a greater level of student engagement in the task of evaluation, more
productive communication about writing, and clearer guidelines for the revision of
drafts” (Stanley, 1992, p. 217). Although findings of this study revealed important
findings for the implementation of peer feedback in the writing classroom, the
categories used for the analysis of the transcripts were limited and not enough to

account for the utterances of the readers and writers.

2.7.5. Research on Peer Interaction

Learning students’ attitudes towards peer feedback, investigating the impact of peer
feedback in the consecutive drafts of the subjects, and comparing the impact of teacher
vs. peer feedback are not enough to understand the complex nature of the peer feedback
process. Teachers should also know what happens when students come together to
discuss a student-writer’s text. Villamil and DeGuerrero (1996) state this need as:
“Knowing what actually occurs when students get together to talk about a writing piece
may provide important clues to why peer revision is or is not successful and ultimately
may help practitioners make informed decisions as to its classroom use”, (p. 52). In
order to learn the things that actually occur during the peer feedback sessions, studies

have been conducted.

The first study to mention is the study of Nelson and Murphy (1992). This was a case
study which aimed to investigate task and social dimensions of L2 writing groups. The
comparison of the 4-person writing group’s success in task dimension and social
dimension indicated that they were more successful in task dimension. The social
dimension, however, had an important effect on task dimension. The author bases this
claim on an observation in which one member of the group criticized the other student’s
paper “not because she thinks it merits criticism but in response to his critical comments
about her paper....” (p. 187). There is a casual chain in writing groups as social relations

and comments affect each other.
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In order to prevent unpleasant situations, due to critical comments of the students,
Nelson and Murphy (1992) suggest an active role for the teacher. In this way the teacher
will be role model for the group members by encouraging helpful positive responses.
Another suggestion of the researchers is changing group members periodically. This
will give the opportunity for different reader perspectives. Besides these, they advise
training in establishing trust and commitment, in developing collaborative skills, and in
learning reading and listening skills. The findings of the study conducted by Stanley
(1992) support this suggestion.

Another study aiming to investigate the interaction between peers was designed by
Villamil and De Guerrero (1996). This study was guided by three research questions:
the kind of revision activities the students are engaged in, the strategies peers employ to
facilitate the peer revision process, and the significant aspect of social behavior in
dyadic peer revision. The data was collected from 54 intermediate college level

students, and 40 recordings were transcribed for analysis.

The researchers come up with the following categories for each question:

REVISION ACTIVITIES STRATEGIES SOCIAL BEHAVIOUR

Reading Employing symbols and Management of authorial
Assessing external sources control

Dealing with troublesources Using the L1 Collaboration

Composing Providing scaffolding
Writing comments Resorting to interlanguage Affectivity

Copying knowledge Adopting reader/writer roles

Discussing task procedures Vocalising private speech

Figure 2.3. Categories of Revision Activities, Strategies, and Social Behavior (Villamil
and De Guerrero, 1996)

The results indicated that most pairs established joint responsibility for completing the
task. The reason for this is given as Puerto Ricans’ positive attitude towards
collaboration and joint work. This finding indicates the importance of culture on the

way learners approach teamwork.
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2. 7. 6. Research on Reader Stances

The findings of the studies related to the interaction of peers initiated another trend of
studies on peer feedback. Findings of the limited study conducted by Nelson and
Murphy (1993a) indicate that “nature of the writer’s interaction with the group™ (p.
141) has an important role in to what extent the writer incorporates feedback s/he
receives. Matsuashi, et al. (1989) also indicates the importance of the thinking response
“in terms of the role or strategies engaged by the respondent” (p. 296). This initiated
studies that aimed to investigate the roles readers adopt during feedback sessions. The
earliest study that addressed this question was conducted by Purves in 1984. First of all,
he identified the reasons for reading a text, and listed them as to respond, to judge, to
analyse, and to improve the writer, not the text. He also claims that these purposes are
.the causes of the roles adopted by readers and came up with eight major roles. Based on
the findings, he claims that there should be a consciousness raising in terms of existence
of different roles adopted by readers in student writers. In this way they will learn not
to assume a “fabricated audience” (p. 265) who will always have a common role. After
discussing the findings of this study, Matsuashi, et al. (1989) indicated the need for
further studies which investigate “the function of response in other contexts and by
other agents” ( p. 296). To study roles adopted by other agents in other contexts,
therefore, became a new focus for researchers. This initiated studies that aimed to
investigate stances peers adopt during peer feedback sessions, either written or oral. In a
review article, Cumming (1998) states roles adopted by readers during the peer review
process as a new field of study. Review of pertinent literature indicated only two
studies (Mangelsdorf, & Schlumberger, 1992; Lockhart & Ng, 1995) that investigated

the roles adopted by peers during peer feedback sessions.

“Stance” is a term adopted from reading research, and it means “...the manner in which
readers approach texts” (Many & Cox, 1992, p.1-2). Rosenblatt (1988) states that “a
stance reflects the reader’s purpose” (p. 5) in reading a text. She states that “(t)he
reading event must fall somewhere in a continuum, determined by whether the reader
adopts what I term ‘the predominantly aesthetic’ stance or ‘the predominantly efferent’

stance” (p. 5). It is impossible, however, to characterize any reading as purely efferent
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or as purely aesthetic (Cox, 1992). The readers generally fell somewhere near the
middle of the efferent-aesthetic continuum. Many and Cox (1992) say that whatever
stance the reader adopts, every reading experience contributes to the information system
of the reader. The main reason for this is the tasks the readers are engaged in while
reading any text. Rosenblatt (1988) expresses these in this way: “we make meaning, we
make sense of a new situation or trénsaction, by applying, re-organizing, revising or
extending elements drawn from, selected from, our personal linguistic-experiential
reservoir” (p. 3). Not only the text read, but also “the physical and emotional state of
the individual, e.g. “...fatigue or stress” will affect the interaction between the text and
the reader. Furthermore, “attention may be controlled or wandering, intense or

superficial” (Rosenblatt, 1988, p. 4).

As a term from reading, “stance” is used to the roles adopted by peer reviewers in the
peer feedback sessions, because peers are engaged in a kind of reading and each one
reads with a different purpose in mind. Stances peers adopt, therefore, should be studied

in detail to understand the purpose of peers during the feedback sessions.

In the study conducted by Mangelsdorf & Schlumberger (1992) 60 ESL Freshman
Composition students were asked to comment on a student essay written by an ESL
student the previous semester. After writing their comments, they were asked to inform

the writer about their comments through a letter.

Researchers, then, analyzed these letters in order to identify the stances readers adopt
while giving feedback. The analysis of the data indicated that students adopted three
different stances during this process; interpretive, prescriptive, and collaborative stance.
The students in the interpretive stance have a tendency to impose their ideas onto the
text, whereas students in the prescriptive stance think that a text should have certain
features, and having these features is more important than fulfilling a communicative
function. Of the 60 readers, 27 fell in the prescriptive category, 19 in the collaborative
category, and 14 in the interpretive category. Specific discourse features were also
analyzed. Readers in interpretive and collaborative stances were found to focus heavily

on content. Many prescriptive readers review thesis, organization and diction because
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they have a tendency to use “generic and formulaic responses rather than text specific
comments” (Mangelsdorf & Schlumberger, 1992, p. 243). Different from interpretive
and prescriptive stance, students in the collaborative stance try to see the text from the
writers” perspective and help the writer in problem solving and completing the task.
Since the authors believe that a collaborative stance will result in better revisions, they
suggest training students to adopt a collaborative stance by modeling the features of this

stance.

Lockhart and Ng (1995) conducted the other study which aimed to investigate the roles
adopted by readers during an oral feedback session. Besides identifying the stances,
they aimed to investigate the function and content categories which occur in each
stance. Transcripts of 27 response groups were analyzed, and the analysis of the data
indicated that readers in this group adopt four different stances: authoritative,
interpretive, probing and collaborative. These stances are divided into two modes:
evaluative and discovery modes. The defining features of these stances are summarized

in Figure 2. 4.
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READER STANCES

Evaluative Mode

Discovery Mode

Authoritative Stance

Interpretive Stance

Probing Stance

Collaborative Stance

1. Perceive purpose of
peer  response as
transmission of opinions
and evaluations

1. Perceives purpose of
peer response as
describing reactions to
text

1. Seeks writer’s
clarification of meanings

1. Works with writer to
build ideas

2. Concerned with
“problems” in the text;
acts as trouble-shooter.

2. Concemed with
evaluating the text based
on personal preferences.

2. Concerned with
writer’s meaning, rather
than imposing own.

2. Concerned  with
writer’s purpose and
intended audience.

3. Structures interaction

3. Structures talk around

3. Structures talk around

3. Engages writer in

based on guiding | topics s/he finds | parts of the text s/he]reflection and negotiation

questions & “problems” | interesting, finds confusing, of ideas.

in text.

4. Sees text as end|4  Sees text as|4. Sees purpose of peerj4. Sees text as “ideas in

product to be critiqued. | springboard for | response as puzzling out | formation™,
presenting ideas. meaning.

5. Dominates the talk. 5.Controls talk but|S5. Gives writer an equal | 5. Allows wrier
allows some chance to | opportunity to talk opportunity to review
respond. intentions and express

what and how to revise.

1. Views peer response as transmission of
knowledge and opinion.
2. Supplies snbjective or preconceived ideas to the

ot

Focuses on writer’s intention.

2. Allows writer the chance to express ideas of
interest to both writer and reader.

text. 3. Iavites reflective attitude on the part of the
3. Focuses on weakness in the text. writer.
4. Reader dominant. 4. More balanced interaction between reader and
5. Restrictive. writer.
5. Exploratory.

Figure 2. 4 Characteristics of Reader Stances (Lockhart and Ng ,1995, p.633)

By the end of the analysis, it was found that nine readers had an authoritative stance, six

readers displayed an interpretive stance, nine had a probing stance and three had a

collaborative stance. Thus, fifieen of the readers are in the evaluative mode, whereas

twelve of the readers were in the discovery mode.

Further analysis of the data was made in the distribution of content and function

categories across the stances.

For this, two readers to represent each stance were

selected for detailed analysis of seventeen content categories and twenty-two function

categories. Analysis indicated that there were differences in five function categories

(summarize essay, express intention, give suggestion, give opinion, and give

information), and in three content categories (writing process, ideas, audience and
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purpose). A further difference was in the control of the talk. Readers in the
authoritative stance dominated the talk, whereas the communication was more balanced
between reader and writer in the conversations with readers in the probing and

collaborative stance.

The conclusion of the researchers was in agreement with the conclusion of Mangelsdorf
and Schlumberger (1992) who accepted the collaborative stance to be more effective in
resulting in better revisions. Lockhart and Ng (1995) state that since interactive peer
response is beneficial because “the writer is encouraged to articulate the intended
meaning of the text, thereby clarifying, expanding, and shaping meaning” (p. 606),
collaborative stance is more effective. It can be stated, consequently, that writers whose

readers are in the discovery mode have a fuller understanding of the writing process.

2. 8. Conclusion

As a reflection of co-operative learning theory and social view of process approach to
teaching writing, peer feedback is implemented in the writing classroom either in
second or foreign language. Review of pertinent literature on theoretical background
indicated the importance of oral peer feedback on subsequent drafts of the student
writers. Despite its importance, and despite positive effects, the classroom application of
peer feedback indicated some problems. These problems initiated several classroom
oriented research which not only aimed to investigate the reasons for these problems,
but also tested possible solutions. It is obvious that these studies most of which were
conducted in an ESL setting have implications for increasing the effectiveness of peer
feedback both in second and foreign language. The differences, however, between the
nature of the students in these two contexts indicates a need for research that

specifically addresses a foreign language context.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Based on the review of pertinent literature, and the purpose of the researcher, this study
is conducted as a replication of both Lockhart and Ng (1995)’s and Mangelsdorf
(1992)’s studies. The former study addresses the issue of stances developed by the
readers during the peer feedback sessions and analysis of content and function
categories used by readers in each stance. The other study aims to investigate the
students’ attitude towards peer feedback, and categorize their positive and negative

attitudes towards peer feedback.

3. 1. Subjects And Setting

This study was conducted at Anadolu University, ELT Department, and started with
one-hundred first year students. These students were selected because they have the
language proficiency level, that is intermediate, required for this study. Beside this, as
students of language teaching majors, they have an undergraduate writing course. These
courses consisted of three contact hours per week over a 14 week-term. The writing
course of three sections was carried out by two different instructors who hold MA in
ELT. These two instructors followed the same syllabus. This writing course was based
on a process approach which included the following types of tasks: invention, drafting,
revision, and editing activities, analysis and discussion of both student and professional
writing, self analysis of their own writing, and peer response sessions. The objective of
this process approach implemented course was for students to produce focused coherent
paragraphs and essays of different patterns of development incorporating evidence to

support the thesis.

The writing proficiency levels of the subjects were determined on the basis of the scores
they received from a writing mid-term exam. These scores were given by the
instructors of the groups holistically using ESL Composition Profile (Jacobs. et, al,,
1984) (cf. Appendix 4). Holistic scoring was preferred to frequency count marking
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(Cooper, 1977) because in frequency-count marking, scorers focus on certain things
like T-units, misspelled words, misplaced commas, or sentence errors. However,
holistic scoring evaluation is based on the general impression the scorers on the whole
have of the composition. Since the focus of this study was not any of the specific
features mentioned above, holistic scoring was preferred. Another point introduced by
Cooper (1977) in order to increase reliability in scoring is to agree on the standards or
criteria for evaluation. For this reason, this Composition Profile was selected as the
criteria for evaluation. Another factor that increases inter-rater reliability is the raters’
sharing the same background; therefore, two writing teachers, both of whom are native

speakers of Turkish, were selected as raters.

For the calculation of inter-rater reliability 10 essays from each rater’s pool were
selected randomly for being scored by the other instructor. In order to test inter-rater
reliability Pearson Product Moment Correlation was run, and the correlation coefficient
was found to be 0.6919, which can be rounded to 0.7. Since there is a rather satisfactory
inter-rater reliability between the two raters, mid-term scores were used as basis for the

selection of the subjects.

Based on the scores of the mid-term exam, a homogenous group which consisted of
only skilled writers was selected as subjects mainly for two reasons. Firstly, the review
of pertinent literature indicated that, in research related to writing either skilled or
unskilled writers are studied, or a comparison of them is given. Examples of this can be
given as Perl (1980), Scarcella (1984), and Hull (1987). The other reason was
considering that the study of skilled writers may have implications for the training of

unskilled writers.

Analysis of the mid-term scores of the subjects indicated that some of the subjects with
high scores were repeat students. These students were also not included considering the
difference in the amount of exposure to language instruction in general, and instruction
in writing specifically. Except these students, the students whose scores ranged from 90

to 70 were selected as subjects for this study. Total number of these students was 40
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and the average of their scores was calculated to be 79.1. (See Appendix 1 for the mid-

term scores of the subjects)

Although all of these students were invited to participate in the study, two of them did
not participate in any phase of the study. Among these 40 students the oral feedback
sessions of 38 students were recorded; however, the recordings of 6 students were
discarded because large pieces of the interaction had been erased or were inaudible.
Due to this, they were not included in the study. The total number of the subjects,
therefore, was decreased to 32 at the end of the study. These 32 subjects formed 16

pairs.

3. 2. Training on Giving Peer Feedback

The subjects were introduced to peer feedback at the beginning of the 1997-1998 fall
term, and the purpose and the advantages of peer feedback were discussed during the
course. The instructors encouraged students to be supportive of each other, and to focus
on how meaning is conveyed. Students then were engaged in training sessions on how
to provide feedback to another student. In these training sessions, the teacher
demonstrated giving feedback on a sample student text using the peer review checklist

provided in the course book: Refining Composition Skills (Smalley, and Ruetten, 1995),

and then discussed the process of giving feedback with students. This specific peer
revision checklist, which has few modifications for different patterns, helped students to

focus on audience, purpose, organization, content, and language use.
3. 3. Input on Argumentative Text
In order to understand the subjects responses about the argumentative essay of their

peer, the way argumentative essay was discussed in the class must be clearly stated. In

this specific course book, Refining Composition Skills (Smalley, and Ruetten, 1995),

firstly the situation of argument is explained as a state which “ensues when two parties
disagree about something,” and the purpose of argumentative essay is given as “to
convince or persuade”(p. 324). Secondly, the topic selection for the argumentative

essay was handled, and preference, belief or faith, and fact were introduced as kinds of
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topics that cannot be effectively and logically dealt with in the formal argumentative
essay. The authors suggest topics that were based on opinion as the kind of argument
that can be argued logically. The importance of logic for argumentative text type, also,
was stated: “All formal arguments are based on logic.” (p. 328). Not only topic
selection and importance of logic, but also the role of support is discussed; and “facts”
are introduced as the best type of support. The features of the thesis statement of an
argumentative essay are, also, clarified and stated ‘“The argumentative thesis takes a

side of an issue; frequently, too, it proposes a course of action.” (p. 325).

In addition to these, the role of the reader in the argumentative essay was also
highlighted and the student writers were wamed about the role of the reader: “The most
important thing to consider about the members of your audience is why they hold their
opinion... Trying to identify and understand your opponent’s point of view is important.
If you do not understand your opponent’ s reason, and just argue your own reasons, you
are not likely to convince the reader at all.” (p. 326) It is also mentioned that the writer
needs to know why her/his opponent holds her or his opinion so that s/he can deal with
those reasons--in other words, so that s/he can prove that s/he is right and the opponent

is wrong.

Another feature that is discussed is the pattern of development for argumentative essay.
“There is no one particular pattern of organization for an argumentative paragraph.
Since the purpose is to convince or persuade, you can use whatever type of
organization and support that is suggested by the reason you give” (p. 336). Cause
analysis, effect analysis, providing examples, process analysis were suggested as

possible underlying patterns of development.

Besides the features mentioned above, main characteristics of an argumentative essay

are given as:

1. The argumentative essay should introduce and explain the issue or case.

2. The essay should offer reasons and support for these reasons.
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3. The essay should refute opposing arguments... not only must you prove your case,
but you should also prove that the opponent is wrong, or at least your points are
more valid or significant. To refute means to prove wrong by argument or to show
that something is erroneous.

4. I an opponent does have a valid point, concede that point.

5. The conclusion should logically follow from the argument.

Finally, organization of an argumentative essay is focused on, and the function of each

paragraph is identified.

Briefly, it can be stated that mainly topic selection, logic, support, thesis statement,
audience, characteristics and functions of each paragraph in the argumentative text type
are dealt with in the chapter that focuses on argumentative text type in the course book
Refining Composition Skills (Smalley, and Ruetten, 1995). In the course, all of these
features were discussed in detail, and examples from both professional writers and

student writers were analyzed in terms that reflected these features.

3. 4. Data Collection Procedures

Two sets of data were collected:
1. Recordings of the paired feedback sessions of the argumentative essays.
2. Journals in which subjects express their attitudes about peer feedback and their

preferences--teacher vs. peer feedback.

Students wrote the first drafts of their argumentative essays on a free topic because the
content of their essays was as important as following the conventions of argumentative
text. Silva (1994) also points to the role of free topic on the quality of the content of
students’ essays, and states if ESL students are permitted to choose their topic, their
productions are “more informed, skillfully crafted, very persuasive, and incredibly
moving” (p. 361).
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The preliminary drafts were written at home. Each student, then, paired with one of the
38 subjects of their choice. The pairs exchanged their essays and made written notes on
the other member’s essay using the peer revision checklist developed for argumentative

text type before they got together (See Appendix 5).

Each pair was then assigned a time to discuss their comments on each other’s essays.
The written responses they had made before were allowed to be used as a basis for the
oral feedback session. Thomas and Thomas (1989) also suggest using the written notes
as basis for the oral interaction. In order to increase the quality of the recordings, oral
feedback sessions were tape-recorded in a separate room. Each pair was left alone in
order to create a natural atmosphere. The subjects were also allowed to choose the
language for interaction in order to prevent the problems that may be caused by

language.

After paired discussions, subjects were asked to revise their drafts based on the
feedback they had received from their peers. They were free, however, to choose the
feedback they would like to incorporate in their revised drafts. They handed in both the

first and second drafts of their essays for analysis.

Subjects were also asked to write a journal in which they wrote their ideas about how
s’he feels towards receiving peer feedback and which style s/he prefers, teacher vs. peer
feedback. Considering that they may have had a limited set of concepts for talking about
language teaching and learning (Christison and Krahnke, 1986) they were guided with
questions. Thus, for the journals, the following instructions adopted from Mangelsdorf
(1992) was used:

Freewrite for at least fifteen minutes on the following questions: Do you find it useful to
have your peer read your papers and give suggestions for revision? What kind of
suggestions do you often receive from your peers? What kinds of suggestions are more
helpful for you? In general do you find peer review process valuable? Would you prefer
teacher feedback?
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Since the purpose of having subjects write a journal was to learn their thoughts about
peer feedback and their preference and not to test their English proficiency level, they
were allowed to write either in Turkish or in English. The ones that were written in

English were not evaluated in terms of accuracy.

3. 5. Overview of the Analytical Procedures

3. 5. 1. Content Analysis

The collection and analysis of verbal report as data in the study of writing has been the
focus of debate since the beginning of the studies on process writing which have aimed
to investigate writers during this process (Smagorinsky, 1994). Not only verbal reports,
but also analysis which are based on inferences drawn by researchers from the data has
been questioned. For instance, Zamel’s well-known study (1985) on teacher responses
to student writing is criticised by Silva (1988) in terms of not being interpreted with
consistent analysis. Interpretation is inevitable, in fact, for both qualitative and
quantitative studies. This claim is based on Hillock (1994) who states, “Even the
simple act of categorizing objects requires at least two interpretive decisions. We must
decide whether the similarities are strong enough and the dissimilarities are weak
enough that the two objects may be considered members of the same category.” (p. 189)
He also introduces the factors that influence our interpretation of data as our “personal,”
“social,” and “cultural experiences” combined with “perceptual capacity”; therefore,
there was a need for a research technique that would minimize the effect of these

factors, and increase the reliability of the interpretations.

Content analysis as a research technique, therefore, was accepted since the analysis of
the data study was based on inferences drawn from data. Krippendorf (1980) defines
this research technique as a way of “making replicable and valid inferences from data to
their context” (p.21). The context of the data should be defined beforehand due to the
advantages as obtaining “some structural unity, some natural way of dividing the
context into what is relevant and what is not” (Krippendorf, 1980, p. 26). Considering

this, the context of this study was defined as peer feedback sessions related to an
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argumentative text of intermediate level students of Education Faculty ELT Department
of Anadolu University.

Based on the definition of content analysis, “content analyst is likely to differ radically
from ordinary communicators, who may assign meanings routinely, unconsciously, and
without empirical justification” (Krippendorf, 1980, p.23).  In order to achieve this,
the goal of the interpretation, firstly, should be explicitly stated. For this specific study,
the goal of interpretation was to assign readers to stances, and to categorize the

interactions according to function and content categories.

After identifying the goal of the interpretation, the content analyst must have a theory to
increase the reliability of the inferences. For this, Krippendorf (1980) states that there

is a need for an analytical construct.

To accomplish or justify these inferences, a content analyst must have available or
construct an operational theory of the relatively stable data-context relationships
including the contributing or mediating factors. A theory of these relationships that is
formulated so that the data appear as its independent variables, and the target appears in
its dependent variables is called an analytical construct. Thus, an analytical construct

provides rules of inference (Krippendorf, 1980, p. 27).

Although it is possible to develop an analytical construct by using constant comparative
method (Glasser and Strausse, 1967), using an analytical construct which is used
repeatedly, allows confirmation to take place (Krippendorf, 1980).  Therefore, an
analytical construct developed by Lockhart and Ng (1995) was used for both stances,
and function and content categories. They have developed these analytical constructs,
and used them in their study conducted in 1995. They not only provide the defining
features of readers in each stance, but also provide example extracts that reflect these
features. These extracts make understanding what that defining feature means easy.
As an illustration, the defining features of readers in an authoritative stance are given

below:
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Authoritative Stance

Perceives purpose of peer response as transmission of opinions and evaluations.
Concerned with “problems” in the texts; and acts as trouble-shooter.

Structures interaction based on guiding questions and “problems” in the text.
Sees text as an end product to be critiqued.

5. Dominates the talk.

(Lockhart, and Ng, 1995, p. 633)

Ll A

Defining features of readers in the other stances (interpretive, probing, and collaborative

are provided in literature review (cf. Section 2.7.6.).

The other analytical construct used in this study is the definitions of the content and
function categories. Lochart and Ng (1985) defined both content and function
categories in their article. One example from content and one example from function

category are provided below.

Content Category
Location: Speaker refers to a particular location in the essay, by referring to

particular pages, paragraphs, sentences, “this part,” or by reading phrases or
sentences. (p.654) (cf. Appendix 3 for the definitions of other content categories)

Function Category
Structure: The speaker structures the movement of the conversation, or announces a

new topic (e.g., “Let’s talk about X”, “I want to tell you about X). (p. 652) (cf.
Appendix 2 for the definitions of other function categories)

3. 5. 2. Analytical Procedures

The data of this study is composed of transcriptions of paired discussions, and their
journals that aim to investigate the attitudes of the subjects toward peer vs. teacher
feedback.

Firstly, the paired discussions, in which each person acts both as a reader and as a

writer, were transcribed using the transcription conventions developed by Jefferson (see
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Hatch, 1992). Since the analysis of this transcribed data was based on inferences drawn
from the utterances of the readers, an analytical construct (See Appendix 3) developed
by Lockhart and Ng (1995) was used to increase the objectivity and the reliability of the
analysis. After studying the provided samples of each stance and the analytical
construct in which defining features of each stance were given, two raters coded the
overall stance of all of the readers by negotiation. After that, the raters reviewed and
discussed the transcripts of the readers to reach a final decision. In this review and
discussion, not only the instances of one category were compared with the previous
instances that were coded in the same category, but also instances of one category were
contrasted with previous instances that were coded in different categories. In this way,

the stances of the readers were determined.

In order to investigate if there are differences in terms of content and function
categories, the transcripts of both readers and writers were divided into “idea units.”
There are different approaches for identification of idea units. For example, Stanley
(1992) names the unit of analysis as “T-unit” and defines it as “an independent clause
and whatever dependent clauses are attached to it” (p.226). On the other hand, based
on the definition of Kroll (1977), Johns and Paz (1997) name the smallest component
of discourse as “idea unit,” and accept a main clause, a full relative and adverbial
clauses, sentence initial position phrases followed by a comma, reduced clauses, post-
nominal--ing phrases used as modifiers, and other types of elements as an idea unit.
Carrell (1985) also identifies minimum unit of analysis as an “idea unit” and according
to this categorization “...each idea unit consisted of a single clause (main or subordinate
including adverbial and relative clauses.” (p. 737). Based on these, for this study, clause

was accepted as a unit of analysis.

The clauses were then categorized in terms of content and function using the definitions
developed by Lockhart and Ng (See Appendix 2 and 3 for the definitions) by two raters,
one of whom was the researcher. The other rater was also a native speaker of Turkish,
and an experienced writing teacher with an MA in ELT. She was selected as rater
because raters having similar background in terms of language, culture, and knowledge

of writing, increases the inter-rater reliability because these are the factors which
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influence inferences (Krippendorf, 1980). After categorising the transcripts according
to function and content categories, inter-rater reliability was also calculated by running
the Pearson Product Moment Correlation (PPMC).

Finally, the journals were analyzed to determine the subjects’ preferences--teacher vs.
peer feedback-- and their attitude about receiving peer feedback. To achieve this,
journals were analyzed using “communication units” method. This method was
developed by Mangelsdorf (1992), and it was based on Langer and Applebee (1987) (cf.
Mangelsdorf 1992). In this method “communication unit” is defined as “each unit being
a separate expression about a thought or behavior” (p. 276). In order to clarify the
division of journals into “communication units” an extract from a reader’s journal is

given below:

It is very helpful for us making peer correction and getting some suggestions from
reviewer. / While the reviewer read our essay, s/he can see our mistakes and
deficiencies easily. Sometimes we do not aware of our mistakes or deficiencies, or we
think that they are true, however they can not be like that forever.*

There are four communication units in the extract given above. The first communication
unit expresses a positive attitude towards peer feedback. The second communication
unit indicate that “peer feedback helps to see our mistakes.” For the analysis of the
journals, therefore, communication units which express similar thought towards peer
feedback are categorized under the same heading. For this analysis, the number of the
communication units that address the same thought was not important; however,

mentioning a thought toward peer feedback was important.

In this analysis, subjects were firstly classified into four categories, according to their
thoughts: positive, negative, mixed, and prefer teacher feedback. Although the analysis
started with the first three categories adopted from Mangelsdorf (1992), there was a
need for the last category during the analysis. The subjects in the first group were the
ones who indicated only positive comments on peer feedback. The subjects in the

negative attitude group were the ones who indicated only negative comments towards

* An extract from authentic student journal, (cf. Appendix 6, Journal 5)
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peer feedback. The subjects assigned to the mixed attitude group were the ones who
expressed both negative and positive comments towards peer feedback. None of the
subjects in these three groups explicitly stated their preference; however, the last group
named as prefer teacher feedback consisted of subjects who explicitly stated their
preference as teacher feedback. Some of the subjects in this category indicated only
positive thoughts, some others indicated only negative thoughts, and the rest of the
subjects indicated mixed attitudes towards feedback; therefore, they could not be

included under any of the other categories.

After this classification, the subjects’ positive and negative thoughts towards peer
feedback were identified. The process of identification of positive and negative
thoughts started with the categories used in the study that aims to the investigate
students’ perspective towards peer reviews in the ESL composition classroom by
Mangelsdorf (1992). There were mainly two categories in this study; “positive” and
“negative.” Positive attitudes were analyzed under three headings as “content,”
“organization and style,” and “others.” On the other hand, negative attitudes were
classified under two subheadings as “limitations of students as critics” and “limitations
of peer review task.” Although started with these categories, the analysis of the data
caused modifications in the subcategories of the categories of the positive and negative
thought groups (cf. 4.5.2).



CHAPTER IV

DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

4.1. Introduction

The primary purpose of this empirical study was to investigate the stances readers
assume towards the text and the writer during peer feedback sessions. For this, the oral
peer feedback interactions of the intermediate level subjects were audio-taped and
transcribed. They were engaged in a process approach implemented writing course and
were considered to be proficient writers according to their mid-term scores given by
two writing teachers. These writing teachers scored students’ essays holistically using
the ESL Composition Profile (Jacobs et al., 1984) (cf. Appendix 4). The total of the
scores given on five components of the profile ranged from 70 to 90, which may be
accepted as indicators of proficient writers. The data analysis indicated that Turkish
readers of this study adopted different stances during the peer feedback sessions. These
stances were authoritative, interpretive, probing, and collaborative. The defining
features were dominantly observed in each stance, and the distribution of the subjects

to four stances will be discussed in the following section of this chapter.

An additional focus of analysis related to stances was to analyse the content discussed
during the peer feedback interaction. For this, each reader’s idea units were categorised
according to the content categories established by Lochart and Ng (1995). It was found
that during the peer feedback interactions readers addressed 15 different topics. The
names and examples selected from the interactions will be presented later in this
chapter. Furthermore, in order to investigate the distribution of content categories
across different stances, the content discussed by readers in each stance was calculated.

The results were compared in terms of percentages.

Besides these, functions used by readers throughout the interaction was analyzed. It
was concluded that readers used 24 different function categories. The distribution of

these function categories across different stances was then analyzed. The representative
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samples of each function category will be presented in this chapter. This presentation
will be followed by an analysis of the distribution of these categories across the

readers.

The other set of data used in this study was the journals of the subjects in which they
reflect their attitude towards peer feedback. Analysis of the journals indicated that the
subjects can be classified into four according to their attitude as positive, negative,
mixed, and prefer teacher feedback. After that, their positive and negative attitudes
towards peer feedback were classified. It was found that they stated that peer feedback
helped them in terms of content, organization and style. On the other hand, they stated
their complaints in terms of limitations of their peers and the peer review task. These

will be discussed in detail in the following sections of this chapter.

Then if there is a relation between attitude towards peer feedback and the readers’
stance was investigated. To do this, the breakdown of readers from different stances

according to the writers’ attitude towards peer feedback was analyzed.

In all phases of the data analysis two raters were employed, and the inter-rater reliability
for categorization of idea units was calculated by running the Pearson Product Moment
Correlation (PPMC), and correlation coefficient for function categories was found to be
0.9989, and correlation coefficient for content categories were found to be 0.9998. Both
of these coefficients indicated, a high inter-rater reliability between the two raters. The
PPMC was not run for identification of stances, the identification of stances, and the
subjects’ attitudes towards peer feedback because these were determined through
negotiation by the two raters after individual studies on the stances and the attitudes

towards peer feedback.

4.2. Language Preference of the Subjects in Peer Feedback Sessions and in

Journals

Both for the interaction during the peer feedback sessions and for the journals in which

students wrote their preference and attitude towards peer feedback, the subjects were
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allowed to choose which language they wanted for medium of interaction. This
decision was based on the fact that English is the language they are trying to learn, and
sometimes the difficulties related to language may cause difficulty in completing the

task, which was considered more important according to the purpose of this study.

The analysis of the transcripts of the peer feedback sessions indicated that only 4 of the
32 subjects used English dominantly during the peer feedback sessions, which is equal
to 12.5% of the total subject number (cf. Appendix 10). And these four subjects
intensively code switched throughout the interaction. Since the nature and the reasons
for these switches in code was not one of the questions posed for this study, it was not
investigated. The rest of the subjects, which is equal to 87.5% of the subjects, used
Turkish as a verbal matrix of the interaction. English was used mainly to refer to
specific parts of the text, or during reading, or to refer to technical terms related to
writing such as “argumentative,” “thesis statement.” The extract given below indicates

the situation clearly:

R: 1h. Samrim kadinlarm gahigmas: ile ilgili cahisip cahsmamast ile ilgili bir () //

W: /fevet kadinlann ¢aligmasmdan yana bir argumentative yazdim yani o konuda bir essay//
yazchm*

R: /fkompozisyon yazdin*

W: yani kadinlarm ¢ahsmasmdan yanayim

R: calismasindan yanasin

W: evet

R: Konun giizel ve tartismaya acik bir konu eec kars fikirler olabilir ece (.3) supportiarin
giizel’

Extract 1

R: thmm. I think related to women'’s working you have written a composition related to
women’s working

W: // yes I have written an argumentative for women’s working I mean I wrote an essay
//on that topic

R: or not

W: I mean I am in favor of women’s working

R: you are for women’s working

W: yes

3 An extract from authentic peer feedback session, (cf. Appendix 10, PFS 3).
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R: Your topic is good and open to debate thm their may be opponent views (3) your

supports are good
The analysis of journals in terms of language preference indicated that 13 of the 32
subjects used Turkish, whereas 19 of the subjects used English to express their attitude
towards peer feedback and their preference-teacher vs. peer (cf. Appendix ). In other
words, 40.625% of the subjects preferred Turkish and 59.375% of the subjects preferred
English.

It can be concluded that there was a tendency to choose Turkish as verbal matrix of
interaction in oral mode, and English in written mode. English is the language they are
trying to learn, and they may have felt that they could not express themselves when they
use English. On the other hand, in journals they had an opportunity to monitor what
they had expressed, so they used English more confidently. It is likely that they revised
their written work several times in order to be sure of the ideas they expressed in the
journals. Another factor that may have had an effect on choosing English dominantly in

the written mode is knowing that they won’t be evaluated in terms of accuracy.
4.3. Defining Features of the Stances

In this study, four stances --authoritative, interpretive, probing and collaborative--
which were classified into .two modes as evaluative and discovery were used to
categorize the readers. Assigning the readers to these four stances was based on the
defining features of the stances developed by Lockhart and Ng (1995). The summary of
these defining features was provided as a figure in literature review (p. 38); however,
extracts which reflect the features observed in the interactions would give a clear picture
of these features. These extracts will be presented as they took place in the peer
feedback interactions. And each extract will be followed by its translational equivalents

written in italics.
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4.3.1. Authoritative Stance

The first stance in the evaluative mode is the authoritative stance. Readers in the
authoritative stance consider the purpose of peer feedback sessions as a transmission of
opinions to the writer who is seldom invited to respond. Since s/he starts to read with
preconceived ideas about the content and the form of the text, s’/he imposes the ideas

s’he considers to be missing in the text.

R: ...topic olarak aile egitimini segmigsin// fakat bunu thesis statementta dogru

W: //evet

R: olarak vurgulamanugsm ¢iinkii thesis statementta diyorsun ki aile bir disiplin
yontemi segmeli demigsin //fakat bu essayin argumentative olmasi icin

W: /levet

R: bunun birde opponent fikri olmak zorunda ve/aile her aile

W: /levet

R: bir disiplin yontemi segmek zorundadir cocugu icin her aile bunu savunur...bu thesis
statemum s6yle bir sekilde degistirebilirsin mesela gocuga disiplin ailede verilmelidir ve
chsanda//verilmelidir gibi iki farkl: goriiste savumulabilir yani bu

W: /il

R: essayin argnmentative olabilmesi icin senin fikrin ve senin kargit goriisiinde olan bir
fikrin olmas:1 gerekiyor //refutation béliimiinde gayet giizel agiklammgsin. ...

W: ama bu kisim argumentative formating uymanus

R: evet girig paragrafin yani introduction kisminda kullandigin thesis argumentative
paragrafa uymarnus®

Extract 2

R: You have chosen family education as a topic // but you haven’t emphasized this
correctly // in your thesis statement

W: //yes

R: because your thesis statement you say family should choose a discipline method //
however for this essay to be argumentative

W: // yes

R: there have to be an opposing view and family each family //

W: // yes

R: has to choose a discipline method for their child each family defends this ... you may
change this thesis statement as for example child must be trained at home or not two
different opinions can be supported I mean //

W: /i

R: for this essay to be argumentative besides your opinion there has to be an opponent
view // you have explained it quite well in the refutation part

W: // but this part is not appropriate for argumentative pattern

S An extract from authentic peer feedback session, (cf. Appendix 10, PFS 16).
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R: yes the thesis statement you have used in the introduction is appropriate for
argumentative essay

As is clear from the extract given above, the reader dominates the talk, and the writer
uses phatic expressions like “evet” and “ih1” to indicate that she is listening to the
reader. Besides dominating the talk, the reader indicates that she has preconceived ideas
about the features of an argumentative text, and evaluates the text based on these ideas.
According to this reader, an argumentative text should include both the writer’s and the

opponent’s point of view.

essayin argumentative olabilmesi icin senin fikrin ve senin karsit goriigimde olan bir
fikrin olmasi gerekiyor

evet giris paragrafin yani introduction kisminda kullandigin thesis argumentative
paragrafa uymamig’

extract 3

Jor this essay to be argumentative there have to be your opinion and an opposing view
to your opininon

yes the thesis statement you have used in the introduction is appropriate for
argumentative essay

Also she explicitly evaluates the text as she considers the purpose of peer feedback

session transmission of opinions and evaluations.

refutation bolimiinde gayet giizel agiklamugsin ... 2
extract 4

you have explained it quite well in the refutation part ...

<y

Expressions reflecting evaluations such as “giizel agiklamigsin,” “iyi olmus,

2% €¢

coherent
giizel,” and “iyi desteklemigsin” were intensively used in the interactions of readers in

the authoritative stance.

Another feature frequently observed in readers with the authoritative stance is that they

have a tendency to focus on the problems in the text; therefore, they act as “trouble-

7 An extract from authentic peer feedback session, (cf. Appendix 10, PFS 16).
¥ An extract from authentic peer feedback session, (cf. Appendix 10, PFS 16).
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shooter”. ‘The audience’, ‘the writer’s intention’ and ‘purpose’ have little or no

importance for these readers.

R: senin yine bir eksik noktam: soyliycem hayir yani normalde giizel oldugunu
soylemek normal bigsey de ben eksik taraflarm sgylemek istiyorum sen vani senin
diizeltmen icin yani sey sende bir paragraftan bir paragrafa bir konudan bir bagka
konuya gegis sey gibi yani fazla belli olmuyor gibi...

Extract 3

R: again I will talk about a missing point in your essay I mean it is quite normal to say
that it is good but I want to talk about the missing points you I mean for you to make
the necessary corrections in your essay moving from one paragraph to the other from
one fopic to the other is not very clear

The reader expresses how she views her role clearly in the extract given above. She
focuses on the problems as “yine bir eksik noktan” implies that she has already talked
about other problems related to the text. The reader also claimed that this would help

the writer to solve the problems during the revision stage of the process.

The next feature to be discussed about readers in the authoritative stance is their
following guiding questions in a linear fashion. Since completing the task is more
important than letting the writer express her/his intention and providing support for the
revision stage, they generally give superficial answers to the guiding questions in the

revision checklist.

R: birinci soruda what is the topic of the essay topidini sormus ... arkadagim police shouldn’t enter
university olarak cevaplammg ikinci soruda is the topic argumentative does it have to valid
arguable sides olarak soruyasa .... daha sonraki soruda ise is the problem or the issue sufficiently
explanied ..."°

Extract 6

R: in the first question it is asked what the topic of the essay is... my friend replied this
as police should not enter university in the second question it asks if the lopic is
argumentative .... in the next question if the problem or the issue is sufficiently
explained...

® An extract from authentic peer feedback session, (cf. Appendix 10, PFS 5).
19 An extract from authentic peer feedback session, (cf. Appendix 10, PFS 14).
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The reader’s style is a good example of following guiding questions and answering
these questions superficially. This reader never invited the writer to the conversation
and did not skip any of the questions given in the peer revision checklist throughout the

interaction.

Final feature of readers in authoritative stance can be stated as their tendency to start
their words with a positive comment about the text. These comments were generally
used to initiate the talk about the problems identified in the text. This was followed by

suggestions related to these problems.

R: ... konusu imiversite smavlarmn olmamas: ile ilgili tabi bir dgrenci olarak bigok
agidan yaklasmus olaya bigok supporting detail var yalmz ben essayi oknduktan sonra su
dikkatimi gekti okurken daha dogrusu biraz yani buldugum tek kusur deyim biraz hep
aym laflan gevelemek olmus yani surada mesela tamam gocuklar strese giriyoruz bi
saatte gelecegimiz belirleniyo baya uzun bir essay olmus ya bikag ciimleleri birbirine
kombine edip kombine edersen eger onlan daha akici olacak akici biraz''

Extract 7

R: ...its topic is about not having university entrance exams of course as a student she
has approached the topic from different perspectives but after reading the essay I mean
while reading the essay the only failure is the repeating the same idea for example in
this part OK the students are in stress our future is determined in an hour it is quite
long essay if you combine a few sentences there will be a smooth flow your essay will
flow smoothly.

The reader in the extract given above started with complimenting about the good
features of the essay “bigok agidan yaklagmig olaya bigok supporting detail var.” She,
however, continued with a problem she identified in the text. The words “buldugum
tek kusur” implies that she read the text to find problems. This supports the idea that
readers in the authoritative stance view peer feedback sessions as an opportunity for
addressing problems of the text. After identifying the problem, she states her

suggestions for the solution of the problem.
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4.3.2. Interpretive Stance

The other stance in the evaluative mode is the interpretive stance. Readers in the
interpretive stance perceive peer feedback sessions as an opportunity for presenting

their personal reactions to the writer’s text.

R: gercekien giizel bir konm segmisgsin ben seninle aym fikirdeyim bu konuda ciinkii
milletvekilleri bu dokunulmazhigmm altina sigmarak haklari olmayan ve gok yanlis
seyler yapiyorlar ve // bunlarin dolkunulmazh var diye hi¢ kimse bisey diyemiyo

W: /] evet

R: yargilanamiyo=

W: = yani boyle bisey yapsalar bile gok az zarar gorii=

R: = ingallah senin bu essayini birileri okurda bu konuda adim atarlar.'?

Extract 8

R: you have selected really a good topic I agree with you on this topic because
parliamenters do many things they don’t have right for because of immunity and they
do many wrong things nobody can say something because they have immunity

W: yes

R: they can not be taken to the court anyway

W: even if they do something like this they can’t be charged

R: I hope somebody reads your essay and does something about it

As the interaction clearly indicates, instead of giving feedback to help the writer
develop the text in the subsequent drafts, the reader speculates on the topic of the essay,

and expresses his wishes related to the topic.

In addition to this these, readers in the interpretive stance use their personal reactions as
criteria for evaluations and suggestions. Their suggestions are, then, often related to

expanding the points based on personal preferences.

R: ... ama boyle drneklerle falan bunu geligtirebilirdin

W: biraz 6mek galiba eksik

R: ornekler vada daha ¢ok agabilirdin bunu mesela financial independence iste kadin
bosandiginda ne olur gocuklara kim mesela bakabilir yada kendi haya//tum

' An extract from authentic peer feedback session, (cf. Appendix 10, PFS 11).
12 An extract from authentic peer feedback session, (cf. Appendix 10, PFS 3).
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W: //orda belirttim ama galiba biraz zayif kaloms

R: 11 daha genis olabilirdi e::: ondan sonra thm belki refutation da da daha ¢ok karsi
tarafin goriislerine yer verebilirdin'®

Extract 9

R: ...but you may improve it with examples

W: I think examples are not enough

R: examples or you may elaborate it more for example financial independence what
happens when a woman divorces for example who may look afier the children or her
li/jfe

W: // as I have explained there it is not well developed

R: tht it might be broader 1hm::: for example you may give opponents views more
detailed in the refutation part

The reader in Extract 9 expressed her preferences related to a text written on that
specific topic. Although it does not exist in the extract given above, ‘bence’ is

frequently used by readers in this stance to express their preference.

4.3.3. Probing Stance

One of the stances of the discovery mode is the probing stance. Readers of this stance
considers peer revision sessions as an opportunity for puzzling out meaning, and asking
for clarification. They, therefore, focus on the points they found confusing and elicit

further explanation from the writer.

R: ..yalmz benim surda samimm thm (.3) developmental paragrafta anlamadigim bir
boliim var simdi burda demissin ki iste immortalitiden yada violanttan baska thm insan
haklarinm ih yani nasil diyim=

W: =insan haklan ihlali

R: 1h insan haklar ihlali ile ilgili yayinlar yapiliyo ve bu da state zarar veriyo demissin
yalmiz burda daha sonra most of the people could be ex nasil okunuyo bu

W: externalised

R : by his neighbour as guilty by the TV channel demigsin bunu anlayamadim ben yani
bunun bi 6rnek mi yoksa bi support falan m

W: 0000 support yani destekleyen bir 6rnek orada yani soyle bir 6rnek oraya yazsam da
olur baz1 insanlarin yani masum olduklart halde suclu gibi gosterilebiliyo// kanunda su
vardwr bir insan mahkum suglu oldufu mahkeme karan ile belgelenemedikten sonra
mahkum edilemez gésterilemez hicbir kimse

13 An extract from authentic peer feedback session, (cf. Appendix 10, PFS 10).
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R /i

W: kisi veya kurulug tarafindan yani bu bazi kanallar tarafindan ihlal ediliyor dyle bir
yayn yaptyor ki kigi masum dahi olsa olayla hicbir ilgisi alakas1 dahi olmasa // suglu
gosteriliyor ve bu insanlar izerinde

R: //suclu gosteriliyo

W: ¢ok bityiik etki yapiyo arkadaglan tarafindan diglamyor o insan

R: tamam anladim'*

Extract 10

R: ...but here I suppose 1hmm (.3} in the developmental paragraph there is a part I
could not understand here you have said immortality and violence thmm human rights
how can I say =

W: = violation of human rights

R: there are broadcasts on violation of human rights and this gives harm to state you
have said but here gfter that most of the people could be ex how can I pronounce this

W: externalized

R: by his neighbor as guilty by the TV channels I could not understand this is this an
example or a support

W: that is support it is an example which supports I can also write an example like this
some people although they are innocent they are announced as if they are guilty // in
law it is stated that unless one person is proved to be guilty through court decision he
cannot be announced to be criminal

R: OK

W: by any person or establishment some private channels violate this they make such a
broadcast that even if the person is innocent has no relation with a crime // he is
announced to be guilly and this influences

R: /7 he is announced fo be guilty

W: people deeply and that person is externalized

R: OK. I understood

The probing readers care about the meaning the writer wants to convey in the text; thus,
they give writers opportunity for expressing their intentions. Both the writer and the

reader contribute equally.

4.3.4. Collaborative Stance

The other stance of the discovery mode is the collaborative stance. The reader of this
stance also cares about the intention of the writer, and negotiates with the writer to
discover the writer’s intention and build meanings. Since s/he views the text as ideas in

formation, s’he perceives the reader as the facilitator of the writer’s work in revision.

14 An extract from authentic peer feedback session, (cf. Appendix 10, PFS 15).
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The reader and writer then brainstorm to decide about the ideas to be included in the
following drafts.

R: yani ashinda genel olarak essay giizel yani kompozisyon giizel iyi organize edilmig
eee fakat baz: yerlerde sey 6rnek verebilirsin birkag yer// de*

W: //mesela alabilir miyim nerede 6mek//istiyorsun

R: //ozel 6mekler verebilirsin=

W: =yani biraz daha specific yapmamm istiyorsun

R: 1 yani o destekledigin konuyn mesela ckonomik olarak kadumn etkisini belirli
kisilerden ornekler vererek=

W: =yani s6yle mi demek istiyorsun ¢ahsan bir kadimnigte aileye nasil bir n=

R: = basarili olmug yani // bir kadim

W: //baganh olmus bir kacim gosterebilirim

R: gosterebilirsin 6rnek olarak

W: peki sen bana yardime olur musun bir drnek vererek

R: ne var

W: yani sosyal olarak toplumsal yonden her ikisine de 6rnek vermemi istiyorsun yani
sbyle mi divelim (.2) c¢ahsan kacdinlar hem ¢ahsarak ta kendilerine katkida
bulunabildikleri gibi topluma da katkida bulunurlar mesela (.2) toplum igin yonetici //
kadinlar

R: // toplum icin 1ha y6netici kadinlar var tekstil mesela tekstil alamnda ¢ok bagsarih olan
kadmlar var yoneticiler var

W: tamam

R: veya pek cok dernek kuran kadinlar var onlarin // bagkan*hZim yapan kadinlar var
W: /lyani

W: sbyle demek istiyorsun erkekler kadar aktif iglerde calisan kadwlar var // bunlan
ornek verebilir*sin

R://evet hatta daha da

R: erkeklerin yapamayacagi birgok isi ve beyin giiciinii degisik goriiglere sahip olan bir
siirii kadm var ve bunlarm evde oturup ta biitiin giiclerinin enerjilerinin boga gitmesi
hem iilke yaranna kétii bir sey hem de kadimin kendini kétii hissetmesi bakumindan kétit
bir sey yani

W: tesekkiir ederim bu onerilerin i¢in yani mesela su thm aslinda bak su anda akhma
geldi bizim okulun boliinin 6zellikle 6gretim elemanlannm yiizde 901/ bayan demek
ki bayanlar istedikleri zaman

R: // evet gogu bayan

W: veya caligtklan zaman daha dogrusu/

R: /fevet
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W: iist seviyelere gelebilir //iki tane profesor var ikisi de bayan
R: //demek ki

R: evet bdliim bagkam bayan

W: evet bunu yazmam gerekiyor

Extract 11

R: I mean in general the essay is good the composition is good well-organized 1hm you
may give examples in some // sections

W: // For example may I learn where you want // examples

R: /7 you may give special examples =

W: = I think you want me to make it more specific

R: yes the topic you support for example you can exemplify the effect of women
economically by giving some names

W: do you mean how a working women provide support to the family

R: for example a successful woman

W: you may give an example of a successful woman

R: you may give as an example

W: can you help me by giving an example

R: what can we say

W: I think you want me to exemplify the success of women socially can we say (2)
working women contribute to their family but also to society for example (2) for pubic
there are woman // directors.

R: // for public there are woman directors textile there are a lot of successful women in
the field of textile

W: OK

R: there are a lot of women who has founded assemblies there are // women who are
working as directors of them

W: // that is

W: you mean there are women who are working as actively as men // you can give
examples of these

R: // even more

R: there are a lot of women who have got brain capacity more than men and they can
do a lot of work that men can not do it is not good for the country to sit at home and
waste their energy they also feel themselves bad

W: thank you for your suggestions I have just realized that in our school in our
department especially 90% // of the instructors is female it means that if women want
R: // yes majority of them are female

W: or if they work //

R: // yes

W: they can get a higher position // there two professors both of them are female

R: // it means so

R: yes the head of the department is female

W: yes I must write this

As is clear from the interaction given above, through negotiation writer and reader come
up with a good example to support the argument the writer was trying to make. The

writer elicits examples through questions he poses during the peer feedback session.

15 An extract from authentic peer feedback session, (cf. Appendix 10, PFS 3).



67

Another defining feature of the reader in the collaborative stance is understanding the
writer’s perspective, controlling whether the writers target audience, and finding if the
purpose is expressed in the text. Writers who are in interaction with collaborative

readers are as active as the reader throughout the interaction.

R: evet onlan biraz kasabilirsin ¢iinkii bu tiir seylerin cause and effecte kayma ozelligi
cok fazla

W: ama her yerde degil kollandigim her ciimlede degil

R: degil zaten transitionlaninda belirtiyo ...'¢

Extract 12

R: yes you may eliminate some of them because it may give an impression of cause and
effect analysis

W: not in every part not in all sentences I have used

R: of course not transitions you have used imply

The reader in the extract given above was aware of the writers” purpose to persuade;
therefore, warned the writer against the risk of changing the genre of the text from

argumentative to cause and effect analysis.

4.4. Analysis of Peer Feedback Sessions

The first set of data, transcripts of the peer feedback sessions, were analyzed in three
folds. Firstly, the distribution of readers across stances was analyzed. This was the
primary objective of the study. Then, the distribution of function categories across

stances was investigated. This was followed by the analysis of content categories.

4.4.1. Distribution of Readers across Stances

The qualitative analysis of the readers across stances was carried out by two raters by
coding the transcripts of 32 readers across four stances in the two modes. As displayed
in Table 4.1, 28 of the readers were in the evaluative mode, whereas 4 of the subjects
were in the discovery mode. Conversion of these results in a percentage that 87.5% of

the subjects were in the evaluative mode, and 12.5% of the subjects were in the

16 An extract from authentic peer feedback session, (cf. Appendix 10, PFS, 4).
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discovery mode. It can be, therefore, stated that an evaluative mode was dominantly

observed during the analysis.

When the distribution of the subjects across stances was analyzed, it was observed that
20 of the subjects, which is equal to 62.5% of the total, were in the authoritative stance.
Next stance was the interpretive stance, and the number of subjects in this stance was 8,
which is equal to 25% of the total number. Both of these readers were in the evaluative
mode. The distribution of the subjects across the stances in the discovery mode was 3
in the probing, and 1 in the collaborative. Their percentages of the total respectively
were, 9.375% and 3.125%. (cf. Table 4.1)

Table 4. 1
Distribution of Readers across Modes

MODE EVALUATIVE |DISCOVERY TOTAL
Number 28 4 32

% 87.5 12.5 100

Stance A I P C Total

Number 20 8 3 1 32

% 62.5 25.0 9375 | 3.125 100

A: authoritative I: interpretive P: probing C: collaborative

4.4.2. Analysis of the Total Contribution of Readers and Writers Throughout the

Peer Feedback Session

The transcripts of the feedback sessions were also analyzed quantitatively to support
and supplement the qualitative analysis of the data. Hillocks (1994) states that without

components of qualitative and quantitative analysis, the research will be weaker.

One of the defining features of the stances was related to the talking time throughout the
interaction. It was stated that readers in the authoritative stance dominated the talk and
allowed no or little chance for response to the writer (Lockhart and Ng, 1995). When
the share of the authoritative readers and the writers throughout the interaction in terms
of idea units was analyzed, it was observed that the quantitative finding is consistent

with this feature. The total number of idea units uttered by readers in this stance and
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writers was 2011; 1622 of them were uttered by readers and 389 of them were uttered
by the writers. The percentages of these utterances were 80.66 and 19.34 respectively.
When compared to readers in the authoritative stance, readers in the interpretive stance
were described to give more chance to speak to the writer. The findings of this study
was also in agreement with this defining feature. Readers in this stance uttered 69.52%
(673) of the total minimum discourse unit, whereas writers uttered 30.48% (295) of the
minimum discourse units. The total number of idea units was 968. It can, therefore, be
stated that readers in the evaluative mode dominate the interaction, but compared to
interpretive stance, the dominance of authoritative stance was relatively more: 80.66 %
vs. 69.52%.

When the contribution of the readers in the discovery mode was analyzed, the
significant difference between readers in the evaluative mode and in the discovery mode
was easily noticed. The total contribution of readers in the probing stance constituted
57.56% of the total, and the contribution of collaborative reader was 48.15% of the
total. These findings were also parallel with the definitions of these stances in terms of
dominating the talk. Readers in these stances were informed to allow more
opportunities to talk to the writers. The share of the writers were 42.44%, and 51.85%
respectively. Although there was only one reader in the collaborative stance, which is
not enough to make strong claims, the analysis indicated that the share of the writer
(51.85%) was more than the share of the reader (48.15%). (cf. Table 4.2))

Table 4. 2
Total Contribution of Readers and Writers in Fach Stance

N_STANCE | AUTHORITATIVE | INTERPRETIVE PROBING COLLABORATIVE

ROL N % N % N % N %
Reader 1622 | 80.66 | 673 | 69.52 | 217 | §7.56 65 48.15
Writer 380 | 19.34 | 295 | 3048 | 160 | 42.44 70 | 51.85

TOTAL| 2011 100 968 100 377 100 135 100

N: number
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Based on these findings it can be concluded that the quantitative findings related to time

of talk are consistent with the defining features of readers in each stance.

Comparison of the findings of this study with that of Lockhart and Ng (1995) in terms
of talking time indicated a parallelism between the findings. In that study, the writers’
total contribution increased and the readers’ total contribution decreased when it was

moved from an authoritative stance to a collaborative stance.

4.4.3. Distribution of Function Categories Across the Stances

The next step in the data analysis was investigating the distribution of idea units-- a
clause--across function categories identified by Lockhart and Ng (1995). The total
number of these categories was 23; however, there were some units which did not fit
any of these categories. These units, therefore, were named as “non-categorized.” The
definitions of these categories are provided in Appendix 2, but in order to clarify what is
meant by each definition one representative sample selected from the readers’ ideas
units is provided for each function category. For some function categories, exchanges
of readers and writers, or longer extracts from the interaction, would serve a better

function; therefore, they are preferred as examples.
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FUNCTION EXAMPLE

CATEGORY

Structure Simdi senin essayini degerlendirelim istersen

Summarise Essay Kadimn psikolojik ve fiziksel sagh# icin cahismamas: gerekiyo

Speculate Disandan okuyan bir insan argumentative oldugunu anlayamaz

Express Intention Yani bunlan biraz daha dikkate alarak veniden diizenlemek gerekiyo

Indicate Difficulty Research falan yapildi dedik ama rakamlardan falan
bahsedemedikmaalesef dyle oldu iste

Echoic Repetition R: gosterebilirim
W: gostercbilirsin

Incomplete Yani bu=

Complete Interlocutor =bilgi vermissin

Clarification Request Inter. Argument icin ne diyodun sen developmental paragraflar icin

Clarification Request Essay What are the main points

Clarify Main points are against ideas for the university exams

Confirmation Check Inter. Yani séylemi demek istiyorsun

Confirmation Check Essay Topigi yani baghg: externalization of the people who are aids by the
society galiba digimi

Confirm Evet ¢ogu bayan

Ask Suggestion Bagka bir 6nerin var om

Give Suggestion Later as you did you can write

Ask Opinion Bu durumu nasil gorityorsun

Give Opinion Bence gayet iyi, uygun

Request Information Peki sen bana yardimc: olur musun bir dmek vererek

Give Information Tekstil mesela tekstil alamnda ¢ok basarih olan kadinlar var

Disagree Bence hepsini degistirmemeliyim

Accept Tamam

Accept/Phatic Thi

Non-categorized Ben kendi essayim hakkindaki énerilerin icin tesekkdir ederim

Fig. 4.1 Function Categories and Examples from Peer Feedback Interactions

For this analysis, the distribution of each reader’s idea unit was analyzed first by two

raters, and then the cumulative figures of the readers in the same stance were used for

further analysis. The same procedure was followed for the writers.

4.4.3.1.Distribution of Function Categories Across the Stances in the Evaluative

Mode

When the distribution of idea units across function categories for the readers in the
authoritative stance was analyzed, it was found that the highest percentage was 73.55,
and it was the percentage of “give opinion.” This finding is parallel with the defining
feature of the readers in this stance. According to Lockhart and Ng (1995), readers in

this stance view peer revision sessions as an opportunity for transmitting opinions and
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evaluations. The authoritative readers in this study devoted a significantly high
percentage of their utterances to transmit their opinion to the writer. The next highest
percentage was the percentage of “summarize.” Two hundred and one of the idea units
were used for summarizing the writer’s essay which is equal to 12.4% of the total. Asa
function “summarize” is used to refer to the problematic areas according to the reader.
Since readers in the authoritative stance are defined as “trouble-shooters,” this finding
supports this qualitative analysis. Although no idea unit was categorized for “express

2 &C

intention,” “ask suggestion,” and “ask opinion,” the others were not very meaningful
when compared to “give opinion” and “summarize essay.” They ranged from 1.66% to
0.06%. It can be concluded that readers in this stance spent most of their time on
“giving opinion” and “summarizing the essay.” These content categories reflect the

defining features of these readers.

The findings of readers in the interpretive stance were not different from readers in the
authoritative stance. The distribution of idea units of the readers in this stance indicated
that the two highest percentages belonged to “give opinion” and “summarize essay.”
The total idea unit used to “give opinion” was 446 (66.27%). According to Lochart and
Ng (1995), interpretive readers view peer feedback session as an opportunity for
presenting ideas, and they use this function category intensively. For “summarize
essay,” the total number of idea unit was 95 which was equal to 14.11% of the total.
The others ranged from 2.37% to 0.30% which were not very meaningful when
compared to “give opinion” and “summarize essay.” Readers in this stance did not have

% Ly

any idea unit for “express intention,” “indicate difficulty,

7 <C

complete interlocutor,

k43

ask

7 <¢,

suggestion,” “ask opinion” and “disagree.”

This slight difference in the distribution of the function categories across the stances in
the evaluative mode may cause to question the reliability of the qualitative analysis
carried out by two raters. However, as the both are stances of the evaluative mode, this
is an acceptable result. Also the percentages of function categories decrease when it is
moved from authoritative stance to interpretive stance. To illustrate, the percentage of

“give opinion” decreases to 66.27% from 73.54%. Also, the percentages of function
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categories used by readers in the evaluative stance indicate similarity in Lockhart and
Ng’s (1995) study.

Not only readers, but also writers’ utterances were divided into idea units, and their
distribution across function categories was analyzed. When the distribution of the idea
units of the writers who interacted with readers in authoritative stance was analyzed, it
was observed that the most dominant function category was “clarify,” with a percentage
was 16.2. This was an interesting finding because the percentages of “clarification
request: essay” (0.37%) and “clarification request: interlocutor” (0.25%) were very low
which indicate that authoritative readers rarely used these functions. The next highest
percentage was the percentage of “ask opinion,” at 12.6%. This indicates that when
writers had an opportunity, they asked the opinion of the reader about the different
aspects of their text. The percentage of “accept™ was lower than that of “accept phatic”
(7.97% vs. 9%) which implies that the writers used these functions quite often. The
writers talking to authoritative readers also had opportunity to express their intention
because the percentage of “express intention™ was 6.94. This was an interesting finding
because authoritative readers are generally not interested in learning the writers’
intentions (Lockhart and Ng, 1995). In addition to expressing intention function, they
also used express opinion (6.17%) as a function category. The other functions--
“summarize essay,” “complete interlocutor,” “confirm,” “disagree”-- were around 4%.
These percentages indicate that there was more variety in the utterances of the writers

talking to readers in the authoritative stance.

On the other hand, writers in an interaction with readers in an interpretive stance spent
majority of their idea units on “give opinion” (14.91%), “summarize essay” (13.22%),
and “clarify,” (12.20%). The next highest percentage was devoted to “indicate
difficulty” which was 9.15 % of the total. When the figures of “accept™ and “accept
phatic” were totaled, it was found to be 14. 91 % of the total. The others ranged from
5.42 % to 0.68%. Similar to writers engaged in interaction with authoritative readers,
these writers also used different function categories. (See Table 4.3 for the percentages

of function categories)
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Table 4.3
Frequency of Functions during Peer Response of Readers & Writer in
Evaluative Mode
STANCE EVALUATIVE
AUTHORITATIVE INTERPRETIVE
FUNC. CA READER | WRITER | READER | WRITER
N{ % | N| % | N|% | N | %

Structure 5 1030 1 [026] 4 060! 7 |237
Summarize Essay 201 1124 | 19 [ 488 | 95 |14.11| 39 [13.22
Speculate 24 | 1.54 1 026 | 10 | 148 | -- -
Express Intention -- - 27 1694 | 4 | 060 | 17 | 5.76
Indicate Difficulty 4 lo2s| - | — - | - 127 1915
Echoic Repetition 1 1006 6 |154 | -- - 2 | 0.68
Incomplete 24 1148 7 [180] 5 074 2 [o0.68
Complete Interlocutor 2 1012] 16 | 411 | -- -~ 2 | 0.68
Clarification Request 4 o025 5 [129] 2 [030] 2 |o0.68
Interlocutor Jﬁ
Clarification Request 6 1036 - T 8 1120} -- --
Essay
Clarify 27 1166 63 [162] — | — | 36 |12.20
Confirmation Check 7 1042] 15 3.F6 4 (060 9 |3.05
Interlocutor
Confirmation Check 4 {025 7 qs 2 (030 1 |0.34
Essay
Confirm 15 {092 19 | 488 7 |1.04] 16 | 542
Ask Suggestion - - 5 129 | - -~ -- -
Give Suggestion 15 1092] 2 o051 16 | 237 -- --
Ask Opinion -- - 49 | 126 ] -- - 44 1491
Give Opinion 1193 [73.54] 24 | 6.17 | 446 {66.27| 23 | 7.80
Request Information 1 006 - | - 3 (045 - | —
Give Information 19 116 1 [026] 8 | 12 [ 1 [0.34
Disagree 4 (025 18 [462] — | - - -
Accept 11 |o068| 31 [797] 6 o090 25 | 847
Accept/Phatic 16 1099 35 | 9 | 9 |133] 19 |6.44
Non-categorized 39 | 240 38 [9.77] 42 | 624 ] 23 | 7.80

4.4.3.2. Distribution of Function Categories across the Stances in the Discovery
Mode

The distribution of function categories of the readers in the probing stance indicated that

readers in this stance also give their opinions to the writers. The number of idea units
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spent for this function was 56 (25.80%). The next highest was “give suggestion”
(18.43%). This implies that these readers not only give opinion, but also help writers
solve problems in revision. These readers also summarize what they read because they
used 11.06% of the idea units for “summarize essay”. Different from readers in the
authoritative and interpretive stance, readers in the probing stance used 26 idea units for
“clarification request: essay” which was parallel with the defining feature of this stance.
Lockhart and Ng (1995) indicate that readers in this stance want to learn the meaning
the writer wants to convey and puzzle out the meaning. The others ranged from 4.14%
to 0.46%; however, no idea unit was observed for functions “express intention,”
“indicate difficulty,” “clarify,” “ask suggestion,” “ask opinion,” “disagree,” and “accept

phatic.”

The only reader of the collaborative stance spent 28 idea units (43.08%) to “give
opinion.” This reader, however, used “confirm” function and the number of idea units
used for this function was 11 (16.9%). This reader used this function probably when she
was engaged in building ideas with the writer, and confirmed the ideas introduced by
the writer. Other functions used by this reader in the collaborative stance was “give
information” (10.8%) and “give suggestion” (9.2%). These were also in harmony with
the defining features of this stance. Although it would not be possible to make strong
claims with only one reader, this reader gave information and built ideas with the writer

which provided help for the subsequent drafis..

Writers who were engaged in peer feedback sessions with readers in the probing stance
devoted the highest percentage to “clarify” (35.62%) because readers in the probing
stance ask for clarification. Functions “indicate difficulty,” “clarification request

[<9

essay,” “confirmation check interlocutor,” “confirmation check essay,” “ask

2% €€ M €

suggestion,” “give suggestion,” “request information,” and “give information” were not
used, and the percentages of others were between 0.62-3.75 which were not very

meaningful.

On the other hand, the writer who was engaged in conversation with the collaborative

reader used 20% of the total idea unit for “confirmation check: interlocutor.” The writer,



76

therefore, attempted to check his understanding. This also implies that building ideas

»” <

together for the revision of the text “summarize essay,” “give information,

2 €,

accept”
(8.57% for each) were also functions used by this writer. The percentages of “ask
opinion” and “confirm” were also same: 7.1%. The functions used by this writer
indicate that there was a negotiation throughout the peer feedback session which
supports the defining feature of readers in the collaborative stance. The findings related
to distribution of function categories across stances in the discovery mode are illustrated
in Table 4.4.

‘Table 4.4
Frequency of Functions During Peer Response of
Readers & Writer in Discovery Mode

STANCE DISCOVERY
PROBING COLLABORATIVE

FUNC. CATE. READER | WRITER | READER | WRITER

N % N % N % N %
Structure 1 |046| 6 |3.75] -- - -- -
Summarise Essay 24 [11.06] 32 ]20.00| -- - 6 | 8.57
Speculate 2 |0.92 1 0.62 | -- - - -
Express Intention - - 3 1.88 | -- - - -
Indicate Difficulty - - — - - - - -
Echoic Repetition 3 138 5 |313| 2 |3.07] -- -
Incomplete 1 046 { 2 1125} 3 |460] 3 4.30
Complete Interlocutor 2 |0.92 1 10.62 1 1.5 | 4 | 570
Clari. Request Inter. 2 1092 3 188 | - - 2 | 285
Clarification Req. Essay | 26 |11.98] -- - -= - -~ -
Clarnify -- - 57 135.62] 1 1.54 | -- -
Confirm. Check Inter. 6 | 276 | -- - 1 1.54 | 14 |20.00
Confirmation Ch. Essay 5 1230 - - 2 [3.07] -- -
Confirm 1 | 0.46 4 2501 11 |16.90f 5 7.10
Ask Suggestion - - - - - - 3 4.30
Give Suggestion 40 |18.43] -- - 6 920 -- -
Ask Opinion — - 4 | 250 -- - 5 |7.10
Give Opinion 56 {2580] 1 |0.62| 28 [43.08] 12 }17.00
Request Information 29 11336} - - - - 2 | 285
Give Information 1 046 | -- - 7 110.80! 6 | 857
Disagree - - 5 313 | - - - -
Accept 9 |414| 6 375 -- - 6 | 857
Accept/Phatic - - 8 | 5.00 3 4.60 | 2 2.85
Non-categorized 9 14014 22 |13.75] -- - - -

N: Number
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4.4.3.3. The Comparison of Function Categories of Stances in the Evaluative Mode

and the Discovery Mode

The analysis of the distribution of function categories across stances in the evaluative
mode and in the discovery mode indicated significant differences in six function

categories which were “summarize essay,” “clarification request: essay,” “confirm,”

9 €C

“give suggestion,” “give opinion,” and “give information™ as Table 4.5 displays.

Table 4. 5
Comparison of Readers in the Evaluative Mode
With Readers in the Discovery Mode

EVALUATIVE MODE DISCOVERY MODE
Authoritative| Interpretive Probing | Collaborative
Reader Reader TOTAL Reader Reader TOTAL
FUNC.CATE. % % % % % %
Summarize E. 12.40 14.11 12.90 11.06 -- 8.51
fClarification Req. E. 0.37 1.20 0.60 11.98 - 9.22
[Confirm 0.92 1.04 0.96 0.46 16.90 4.25
[Give Suggestion 0.92 2.37 1.35 18.43 9.20 16.31
[Give Opinion 73.55 66.27 71.40 25.80 43.08 29.79
[Give Information 1.17 1.20 1.18 0.46 10.80 2.84

Req.: Request E: Essay

As is clearly demonstrated in Table 4.5, readers in the authoritative stance, interpretive
stance and probing stance were similar in “summarize essay”, however, the
collaborative reader was different from them with no idea unit devoted for this function.
Another function category that distinguished the collaborative reader from the others
was “give information” because its percentage was 10.80, whereas the others were 1.17,

1.20, and 0.46 in the order they appear in the table.

On the other hand, the probing reader was different from others in “clarification request:
essay” with 11.98% of idea units used for this purpose. “Confirm” was the function
category that distinguished the collaborative reader from the rest. A percentage of

16.90 of the idea units were used for this function.
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“Give suggestion” was a function category that caused a difference between readers in
evaluative mode and readers in discovery mode. Readers in the evaluative mode
devoted 1.35% for this function, whereas readers in the discovery mode devoted
16.31%. Another difference between evaluative mode and discovery mode was “give
opinion.” In this function category, the percentage of the readers in the discovery mode
was 71.40. The percentage of readers in the discovery mode was 29.79. Readers in the

probing stance differ significantly from the others.
4.4.4. The Distribution of Content Categories across the Stances

For the analysis of the transcripts in terms of content categories, the categories
identified by Lockhart and Ng (1995) were used. Initially there were fifteen content
categories; however, analysis of the data indicated that there was a need for two more
content categories titled “thesis statement” and “non-categorized.” Although two
categories were added, two of the previous categories were eliminated because these
contents were not used by readers nor writers. These categories were “procedure” and
“punctuation.” (cf. Appendix 3 for the definitions of these content categories). In order
to clarify what is meant by each content category example, idea units from the peer

feedback interactions are given below.
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EXAMPLE

CONTENT CATEGORY

Location Developmental paragrafta anlamadigim bir boliim var Burda demigsin ki
igte immortalitiden yada violantian bagka insan haklarn...

Writing Process Bu daha ilk draftin

Vocabulary Yani bazi uygun yerlere uygun kelimeler bulman lazim mesela bir
deputies’ job diyecegin yere deputies’ duties diyebilirsin

Phrasing / Wording Tek bir ciimle halinde degilde Otenazinin ne anlama geldigini
acikladiktan sonra ikinci bir ciimleye baglayipbfyle bir cimmle ile
bagilasan daha iyi olur

Audience Okuyucuyuda daha ikna eder

Purpose Inandirmak icin konunu savanmak icin

Audience and Purpose Béylece kargindaki insam inanclann dogrultusunda bile olsa béyle
karmagikhiga sebep olmas: konusunda ikna edebilirdin

Coherence Coherence olarakta biraz daha fazla baglaclar yani neden sonug
baglaclan kullanabilirsin

Organization Organizasyonuna gegmek istivorum paragraflan siralayigin acisindan
result seyleri reason paragraflarinda diizen olarak ¢ok iyi

Introduction Introduction béliimii essayimde iki tane yani iki kisumdan olugtu

Conclusion Ama iste sonug boliimiinde sey vermigsin

Ideas Iste otenaziye kars: gikan insanlarm goriiglerini belirtmissin burda nicin
Stenaziye kars1 cikiyorlar

Style of Language Use Dili biraz daha agr olsa daha iyi olurdu herhalde

Thesis Statement Senin thesis statemimnda argumentative essay icin baya iyi

Non-categorized Tegekkiir ederim

Fig. 4.2. Content Categories and Examples

The distribution of idea units across content categories exemplified above were then

analyzed for both readers and writers.

4.4.4.1 The Distribution of Content Categories Across the Stances in the Evaluative
Mode

The analysis of the distribution of the idea units across fifteen content categories
indicated that the main topic of the peer feedback interactions of readers in the
authoritative stance was the ideas presented in the text. The percentage of 49.38 of the
idea units were used for this topic. They also focused on organization (10.11%) and
coherence (9.06%) during the peer feedback sessions. These readers addressed thesis
statements of the texts they read because 6.97% of the idea units were devoted to this
content category. Reading different parts of the text took place during the interaction
because “location” (3.64%) indicates referring to different parts of the text. The other
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content categories did not constitute a meaningful portion of the interaction with

percentages ranging from 2.28 to 0.3.

The picture of the readers in the interpretive stance was not different from the picture of
authoritative readers. “Ideas” was the dominant topic of the interaction between readers
and writers. The percentage of 55.72 of the idea units were used for this content
category. These readers also addressed coherence (6.09%), organization (7.28%), and
introduction (4.16%) of the texts they read. They also discussed audience (3.12%) with
the writers. Other topics of the peer feedback sessions of the interpretive readers were
“location” (2.42%), “conclusion” (2.67%) and “thesis statement” (3.41%).

The analysis of the content categories of writers who talked to authoritative readers
indicated that the dominant topic of the writers was also ideas (34.19%). Next popular
topic for these writers was “organization” (7.97%). “Location” (82.83%), “phrasing/

2 &L

wording” (3.60%), “coherence,” “style of language,” and “thesis statement” were also

among the topics of interaction.

The topics of interaction of the writers who were engaged in peer feedback session with
interpretive readers were similar. The topic that had priority in the interaction was
“ideas” (44.06%); however, they also addressed “organization” (8.81%), “vocabulary”
(5.08%), and “introduction” (3.05%). In the interaction with of these writers 34.91% of
the idea units could not be categorized under any heading of the content categories.
This indicates that these writers used most of their utterances to fulfill phatic function
(cf. Table 4.6).



Table 4.6

Frequency of Content During Peer Response of
Readers & Writers in Evaluative Mode
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STANCE EVALUATIVE
AUTHORITATIVE INTERPRETIVE

CONT. CATE. READER WRITER | READER WRITER

N % N % N % N %
Location 50 (364 11 [283 ] 17 | 252 -- -
Procedures - - - - -- - -- -
Writing Process 5 10630 3 |(077) -- - 15 | 5.08
Vocabulary 12 1074 | -- - ~ - -~ -
Phrasing / Wording 30 | 1.85] 14 [360 | 10 [149] 2 | 0.68
Formality of Language -~ - - - -- - - -
Audience 34 1210 - - 21 | 312 -- -
Purpose 7 0.43 3 077 | - - - -
Audience and Purpose 34 1210 2 |0.51 1 1015 ]| -- -
Coherence 147 | 9.06 8 206 41 | 6.09] 4 1.35
Organization 164 110.11] 31 | 797 49 | 7.28 | 26 | 8.81
Introduction 29 | 1.78 1 026 | 28 | 4.16 9 3.05
Conclusion 37 {228 10 | 258 18 | 267 4 | 135
Ideas 801 149.38| 133 |34.19] 375 |55.72} 130 |44.06
Punctuation - - -- - - - -~ -
Style of Language Use 8 |049| 8 205 -- - -~ -
Thesis Statement 113 {697 ]| 8 [205]| 23 |341] 2 | 0.68
Non-categorized 142 | 8.75 | 157 140.35| 90 |13.37| 103 {14.91

N: number

4.4.4.2. Distribution of Content Categories across the Stances in the Discovery

Mode

The analysis of the content discussed in the interaction of probing readers revealed that

"ideas" (39.63%) were discussed intensively during the interaction. The way these

ideas were presented was also talked about because they devoted 17,97% of the idea

units for this content category. Having “non-categorized” (16.13%) indicates that these

readers used utterances that have phatic function.

They also spent time on reading

parts of the text (Location, 8.30%). The smooth flow of ideas presented in the text and

conclusion were also discussed (Coherence 7.37%, Conclusion 5.53%). For the other

contents, the readers devoted less than 2% of the idea units for each.
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The content were discussed by the reader in the collaborative stance was more limited.
This reader addressed ideas (67.14%), introduction paragraph of the essay (12.30%),
and coherence (10.77%).

The distribution and ratio of content discussed by the writers engaged in peer feedback
sessions with the readers in probing stance was not different. The highest percentage
was devoted to ideas (48.75%) presented in the text. Conclusion (11.88%) of the text
was also addressed by these readers. They also read different parts of the texts,
probably in order to clarify. The other content categories received little attention

compared to the content categories mentioned.

Similar to the collaborative reader, the interaction of the writer talking to collaborative
reader was also structured around three content categories: ideas (67.14%), introduction
(12,86%), and coherence (2,86%). The other content categories received no attention
throughout this interaction (cf. Table 4.7).
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Table 4. 7
Frequency of Content During Peer Response of
Readers & Writers in Discovery Mode

F STANCE DISCOVERY
PROBING COLLABORATIVE

CONT. CATE. READER | WRITER | READER | WRITER

N Y% N % N Yo N %
Location 18 8.30 7 4.37 - - - -
Procedures - - - - - - — -
Writing Process - - - - - - - -
Vocabulary 1 0.46 - - - - - —
Phrasing / Wording - - - - - - - -
Formality of Language - - - - - - - -
Audience 4 1.84 1 0.62 - - - -
Purpose 1 0.46 - - - - — —
Audience and Purpose - - - - - - - -
Coherence 16 7.37 3 1.88 7 10.77 2 2.86
Organization 39 {1797 8 [ 500 | - — = -
Introduction 4 1.84 - - 8 [1230| 9 12.86
Conclusion 12 5.53 19 11.88 - - — —
Ideas 8 [3963| 78 [48.75| 41 | 63.08| 47 | 67.14
Punctuation -- - - - - - - -
Style of Language Use - - - - - - - -
Thesis Statement 1 0.46 2 1.25 - - - —
Non-categorized 35 16.13 42 26.25 9 13.85 12 17.14

N: Number

4.4.4.3. The Comparison of Content Categories Across the Stances in the
Evaluative and Discovery Modes

The comparison of the content categories dominantly discussed throughout the peer
feedback interactions indicated that there are differences in terms of six content

EL <Y 7 Gey

organization,” “introduction,

2 &L
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categories: “location, onclusion,” and “ideas.” The
readers in the evaluative mode used “ideas™ (51.24%) more than the readers in the
discovery mode (45.04%), however, readers in the collaborative mode used “ideas”
(67.14%) more than the readers in the other three stances. When the percentages in the
other content categories were compared, it wass noticed that readers in the discovery

mode used them more than the readers in the evaluative mode (cf. Table 4.8).



Table 4. 8

Comparison of Readers in the Evaluative Mode

With Readers in the Discovery Mode
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STANCE EVALUATIVE MODE DISCOVERY MODE
A 1 P C
Reader Reader | TOTAL | Reader Reader | TOTAL
{CONTENT CATE. % % % % % %
Iocation 3.64 2.52 3.31 8.30 - 6.38
[Organization 10.11 7.28 928 17.97 - 13.82
Introduction 1.78 416 2.48 1.84 12.30 4.25
iConclusion 228 2.67 2.39 5.53 - 4.25
Ideas 49.38 55.72 51.24 39.63 67.14 45.04

A: Authoritative I: Interpretive P: Probing C: Collaborative

4.5. Analysis of the Journals

. The second set of data used in this study was the journals in which subjects expressed
their attitude towards peer feedback, and their preference; teacher vs. peer feedback.
For the analysis of these journals “communication units” were accepted as unit of
analysis. Firstly, subjects’ attitudes were first determined, then positive attitudes. and

negative attitudes and their distribution across attitudes were discussed.

4.5.1. Attitudes of the Subjects towards Peer Feedback

At the beginning of the study there were three categories for attitude towards feedback:
“positive,” negative,” and “mixed.” These categories were also used in the study
conducted by Mangelsdorf (1992), However, the analysis of the journals indicated a

need for a fourth category which was “prefer teacher feedback.”

The distribution of the 32 subjects across four attitude categories indicated no
significant difference between these categories. Thirteen of the subjects (40.625%)
explicitly stated that they prefer teacher feedback (cf. Appendix 9 for the journals of
these subjects). The percentage of the subjects who stated a positive attitude towards

peer feedback was 28.125% (cf. Appendix 6 for the journals of these subjects), whereas
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15.625% of the subjects expressed a negative attitude towards receiving feedback from
peers (cf. Appendix 7 for their journals). Finally, the percentage of subjects who
expressed mixed attitude towards peer feedback was 15.625 %, which means only 5
subjects (cf. Appendix 8 for the journals of these subjects). This distribution is
postulated in Table 4.9 given below.

Table 4.9
Distribution of the Subjects According to
Their Attitude Towards Peer Feedback

ATTITUDE TOWARD NUMBER OF %
PEER FEEDBACK THE SUBJECTS
Positive 9 28.125
Negative 5 15.625
Mixed 5 15.625
Prefer Teacher Feedback 13 40.625
TOTAL 32 100

4.5.2. Positive and Negative Thoughts Towards Peer Feedback

As a starting point for the identification of positive and negative thoughts, the
categories developed by Mangelsdorf (1992) were used; however, based on the data,

some categories were eliminated and some other categories were added. The categories

27 €C

that were eliminated are “helps clarify ideas,” “helps improve title,” “not enough time

given in the class,” “does not help with grammar,” “student drafts are not readable.”
Although only 5 categories were eliminated, 16 different categories were added. These
categories are “helps topic selection,” “helps to find better examples,” “helps improve
vocabulary,” “helps improve pattern,” “helps improve planning,” “helps improve

¥ <L

conclusion,” “an opportunity for future learning,” an opportunity to check learning,”

“opportunity to learn about different subjects,” “opportunity to learn out of the class,”

“students are not objective,” “guiding questions are not enough,” “written comments are

?? &

students cannot explain why something is wrong,

0 &C

not enough, answers should be

related to the questions,” “do not give chance to discuss.”
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After making the necessary modifications into the subcategories of positive and
negative thoughts, the distribution of the 32 subjects across positive and negative

thoughts were analyzed.

4.5.2.1. Distribution of Pesitive Thoughts

The positive thoughts of the subjects were analyzed in three different categories:
Content, Organization and Style, and Other. The subjects who expressed positive
thoughts were the members of the positive attitude group, the mixed attitude group, and
the prefer teacher feedback group.

Subjects’ positive thoughts related to peer feedback’s help on content were first
analyzed. The analysis of the responses of the subjects in the journals indicated that
20.8% of the subjects with a positive attitude argued that peer feedback session helped
to improve the examples they used to support their argument. Another advantage
stated by subjects in the positive attitude group was that peer feedback helps to
improve ideas. Three of the 27 subjects stated this advantage, and this is equal to
11.11% of the total. In addition to this, 7.40% of the subjects with positive attitude said
that peer feedback helps to keep audience interest, and another 7.40% maintained that
this process helps with keeping focus in the text they produce. In this group, 3.70%
of the subjects indicated that peers help them to choose topics for their texts, give

new ideas to develop their texts, and develop the thesis statement.

As an advantage, peer feedback helps to develop examples was expressed by 11.11%
of the subjects who had a mixed attitude towards peer feedback. 3.70% of the these
subjects stated that peer feedback gives new views on the topic. Another 3.70% of
this attitude category indicated that peer feedback helps to keep audience interest and
improve the thesis statement. Helps with focus and gives new ideas were stated as
advantages of peer feedback by the subjects in the mixed attitude group. Each of these
advantages was addressed by 3.70% of the subjects in this group.
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The percentage of subjects who also stated that peer feedback helps develop examples
was 18.51 among the students who value peer feedback, but prefer teacher feedback;
and 3.70% of the subjects who prefer teacher feedback expressed that peer feedback
process gives different views on the topic. The advantages help with focus and give

new ideas were not stated by the subjects in this group.

Table 4.10
Distribution of the Subjects According to
Their Positive Thoughts in Terms of Content

P N M PTF
CONTENT N| % | N|%[N|%|N|%
Helps topic selection 1 {370 - - - - - -
Gives different views on the topic - - - - 1 13704 1 |3.70
Helps develop ideas 3 j11| - - - - 1 }3.70
Give new ideas 1 1370} - - 1 1370 - -
Helps with focus 2 {740} - - 1 1370} - -
Helps keeping audience _interest 1 [3.70] - - 1 {3701 1 {3.70
Helps improve thesis 1 1370 - - 1 3701 1 {3.70
Helps improve examples 5 |185] - - 3 j111i 5 185
N: Number

Another advantages category was organization and style. In this category subjects in
the positive attitude groups ideas were parallel to each other. Helps improve mistakes
and helps improve transitions were expressed by most of the subjects. The percentages
of the subjects who expressed these advantages were 18.51 and 22.2 respectively.
3.70% of the subjects in this attitude group indicated that peer feedback helps to
improve organization and another 11.11% stated that receiving feedback from peers
helps to improve vocabulary. The other advantages in the organization and style were

not stated by the subjects in this attitude group.

When the responses of the subjects in the mixed attitude group were analyzed, it was
observed that helps improve organization, helps improve transitions, helps improve
planning, helps improve pattern, helps improve conclusion and helps improve
mistakes were mentioned as advantages of peer feedback related to organization and

style. Each of these advantages were expressed by 3.70% of the subjects.



88

Analysis of the responses of the subjects in “value peer feedback but prefer teacher
feedback” indicated that helps improve mistakes was mostly stated by these subjects,
and its percentage was 18.51. The percentage of the subjects who expressed that peer
feedback helps improve organization as an advantage of peer feedback was 7.40.
Although helps improve vocabulary, helps improve planning and helps improve
conclusion were not expressed as an advantage by any of the subjects, each of the other
advantages was expressed by 3.7% of the subjects. These advantages were helps

improve transitions, helps improve style, and helps improve pattern.

Table 4.11
Distribution of the Subjects According to
Their Positive Thoughts in Terms of

Organization and Style
ORGANSATION P N M P.TF.
& STYLE Nb|{% [Nb|{% [Nb| % | Nb| %
Helps improve organization 1 1370] - - 1 [370] 2 |740
Helps improve mistakes 5 |185] - - - - 5 |18.5
Helps improve transitions 6 |222] - - 1 |370] 1 |3.70
Helps improve style - - - - - - 1 1370
Helps improve vocabulary 3 1| - - - - - -
Helps improve pattern - - - - 1 13701 1 13.70
Helps improve planning - - - - 1 1370] - -
Helps improve conclusion - - - - 1 {376] - -

P: Positive N: Negative M: Mixed P .T. F.: Prefer Teacher Feedback

Nb: Number
The last category for advantages was titled as others to cover all other positive
comments about peer feedback. For this category, subjects in the positive attitude group
mentioned that peer feedback is an opportunity for future learning and the percentage
of these subjects was 18.5. Subjects in this group also stated that students’ drafts serve
as models, and these constitute 14.8% of the subjects in this group. Although writers
learn to be critical was not mentioned by any of the subjects, each of the others was
mentioned by 3.70% of the subjects. These advantages are easy to relate student’s
comments, opportunity to check learning, opportunity to learn about other

subjects, opportunity for learning out of class.
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Subjects in the mixed attitude group addressed only two of the advantages in this group.
These advantages were opportunity for future learning and students’ drafts serve as
models. Each of them was addressed by 3.70 % of the subjects.

On the other hand, subjects in “the prefer teacher feedback group” expressed only three
advantages: opportunity for future learning, writers learn to be critical,
opportunity to check learning. Each of these advantages was mentioned by 3.70% of
the subjects in this category.

Table 4. 12
Distribution of the Subjects According to
Other Positive Comments

P N M P.TF.
OTHER N % N % N % N %
Opp. for future learning 5 1185 - - 1 3701 1 |3.70
W. learns to be critical - - - - - - 1 1370
Sts’s drafis serve as models 4 1148 - - 1 [370] - -
Easy to relate sts’s comments 1 (370 - - - - - -
Opp. to check learning 1 |370] - - - - 1 |3.70
Opp. to learn abt. dif. Subjects 1 {370 - - - - - -
Opp. to learn out of class 1 1370] - - - - - -

P: positive N: negative M: Mixed P .T. F.: prefer teacher Feedback N: Number
Opp. Opportunity Dif. Different abt. About

4.5.2.2. Distribution of Negative Thoughts

In the journals, subjects did not express only positive thoughts towards peer feedback,
but also there were some negative thoughts towards peer feedback These negative
thoughts could be categorized under two subheadings; limitations of students as
critics, and limitations of peer review task. The subjects who expressed negative
thoughts were in the negative attitude group, mixed attitude group, and prefer teacher

feedback group.

Analysis of the responses of the subjects indicated that subjects do not trust the critics
of their peers. The percentage of these subjects was 29.16 The percentages of the
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subjects who stated that students do not take the task seriously and they are apathetic
were 4.16. In addition to these, 4.16 % of the subjects in the negative attitude group
believe that their peers are subjective while providing feedback. Finally, 4.16% of the
subjects complained that written comments were not specific. Another 4.16% in the

negative attitude group stated that reviewers want them to change their position.

Subjects in the mixed attitude group addressed two limitations of students as critics.
One of these was students’ critics are apathetic, and 8.30 of the subjects with mixed
attitude expressed this in their journal. The other complaint was about the subjectivity
of the student readers and 4.26% of the subjects mentioned this.

On the other hand, when the responses of the subjects in the prefer teacher feedback
group were analyzed, it was observed that 29.16% of the subjects in this group do not
trust the criticisms of their peers. The other negative attitudes about limitations of
students as critics was students’ written comments not being specific and students

not being objective. Each of these points was addressed by 4.16% of the subjects in

this group.
Table 4.13
Distribution of the Subjects According to
Their Negative Comments in Terms of Limitations of
Students As Critics

LIMITATIONS OF STS. P N M P.TF.
AS CRITICS NI % | N|% | N|[|% | N|%
Sts’ criticisms can’t be trusted - - 7 1291 - - 7 |29.1
Sts. critics are apathetic - - 1 |416] - - 1 | 4.16
Wrt. comments are not specific | - - 1 [416] - - - -
Reviewers tell change position - - 1 1416 - - - -
Sts. are not ebjective - - 1 |1416] - - 1 |4.16

P: Positive N: Negative M: Mixed P .T. F.: Prefer Teacher Feedback
N: Number Wrt: Written STS: Students

Subjects expressed negative attitudes towards not only their peers as critics, but also the
peer review task. For example, subjects in the negative attitude group stated that they
do not like being criticized by their peers, and this was addressed by 4.16% of the

subjects. The other complaints about the task were related to guiding questions, written
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comments, and opportunity for discussion. The subjects stated that neither guiding
questions nor written comments were enough. They, also, mentioned that there is
not enough opportunity for discussion. Each of these was addressed by 4.16% of the

subjects.

Subjects in the mixed attitude group also expressed their thoughts on the limitations of
the peer review task. One of the issues they focused was on the students’ inability for
expressing why something is wrong. 830 % of the subjects referred to this problem.
Other problems stated relating to the limitations of the task were students can not help
with grammar, written comments are not enough, and answers are not related to

the questions. Each of these problems was addressed by 4.16% of the subjects.

Although subjects in the negative attitude group and subjects in the mixed attitude
group expressed their complaints related to the peer review task, none of the subjects in

the prefer teacher feedback addressed problems related to the peer review task.

Table 4.14
Distribution of the Subjects According to
Their Thoughts in Terms of Limitations
of Peer Review Task

LIMITATIONS OF PEER p N M P.TF.
REVIEW TASK N|% [ N|% | N|%|NI[%
Does not help with grammar - - - - 416 | - -
Dislike of criticizing peers - - 1 {416 - - - -
Guiding Qs aren’t enough - - 1 416} - - - -
W. comments aren’t enough - - 1 416 1 416 - -
Do not give chance to discuss - - 1 14316 - - - -
Can not ex. why smth. is wrong | - - - - 2 830 - -
Ans, Should be related to Qs - - - - 1 1416] - -

4.6. Analysis of the Relation Between Readers’ Stances and Writers’ Attitude
Towards Peer Feedback

The last purpose of this empirical study was to investigate the relation between stances

and attitudes towards peer feedback. For this purpose, the findings related to stances
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and attitudes were compared. Hence, the relation between the readers’ stances and their

writers’ attitude was investigated.

In order to investigate the relation between readers’ stance and the writers” attitude, the
distribution of writers according to their readers’ stances were also analyzed. This
analysis indicated that the writers who engaged in peer feedback sessions with
authoritative readers preferred teacher feedback. The number of these subjects was 8.
On the other hand, the number of subjects who expressed positive and negative attitudes
were equal. Only two subjects expressed a mixed attitude towards peer feedback. The
distribution of the writers working with interpretive readers were 3 positive, 2 negative,
2 mixed, and 1 prefer teacher feedback. The writers talking to probing readers were
equally distributed across attitude groups. There was no subject in the positive attitude
group. There was one subject in the other attitude groups. There was only one subject
working with the collaborative reader and his attitude was positive. These results are
postulated in Table 4.15.

Table 4. 15
The Distribution of Writers Interacting with Readers in Different Stances
Across the Attitude Categories

’ S STANCE
WR.’” S ATT.

A L P C.
Positive 5 3 - 1
Negative 5 2 1 -
Mixed 2 2 1 -
P.T.F. 8 1 1 -

A: Authoritative I Interpretive P: Probing C: Collaborative
WR’S .ATT.: Writer Attitude RD’ S: Reader

4.7. Discussion of the Findings

In order to focus to the study five research questions were posed. The first question was
“what stances do readers assume toward writers and their text during peer response in a
foreign language writing class?”. As an answer to this question the data indicated that

readers in the foreign language setting adopt different stances towards writers. And the
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readers were in four different stances, similar to the findings of the study conducted by
Lochart and Ng (1985). However, the ratio of readers in each stance differs. (cf. Table.
4.16)

Table 4.16
Comparison of Percentages of Readers in Two Studies
W
STUDY Authoritative | Interpretive Probing Collaborative
Lockhart & Ng (1995) 33.3% 22.2% 33.3% 11.%
Current Study 65.5% 25.0% 9.375% 3.125%

These results show that 87,5 % of Turkish readers in this study are in the evaluative
mode; dn the other hand, 55.5 % of the Cantonese readers were in evaluative mode.
Although the percentage of readers in the discovery mode was low (12.5 %) for Turkish
readers, it was almost half of the readers (44.4 %) for Cantonese readers. The
authoritative stance was dominant stance (65.5 %) for Turkish readers; however, for
Cantonese the readers the percentage of the authoritative stance ( 33.3 %) was equal to
the percentage of readers in probing stance (33.3 %). Besides these, the percentage of
readers of Cantonese readers in the collaborative stance was three times greater than
Turkish readers (11.1 % vs.3.125 %) (cf. Table 4.16).

It is impossible to make generalizations for Turkish students based on the findings of
this study, but it is possible to conclude that The Turkish students in this study reflect
the features of stances in the evaluative mode, especially in the authoritative stance. In
order to find out the general tendency of Turkish students, more studies should be
conducted. This may give evidence for the effect of Turkish culture on the stances of

the readers.

The second question posed to focus this study was “ Is there a relation between stances
and function categories?” The findings indicated that each stance has an effect on

function categories the readers use. The readers in the evaluative mode differed from
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the readers in the discovery mode in four function categories; give opinion, summarize
essay, give suggestion, and give information. The readers in the probing stance, on
the other hand, differed from the readers in the other stances in clarification request
and confirmation. Using give information as a function category distinguished the
readers in the collaborative stance from the others. When these findings were compared
to the findings of Lochart and Ng (1985), it has been found that there is a parallelism
with the findings; summarize essay, give opinion, and give information were also
found to be function categories that distinguish the readers of evaluative mode from the

readers in the discovery mode.

The findings of this study, however, contradict that of Lockhart and Ng (1985) in terms
of using express intention. In this study, express intention was frequently used by the
writer working with the readers in the evaluative mode, whereas this function was never
used by the writers working with the readers in the authoritative stance, and seldom
used by the readers in the interpretive stance in the other study. Besides this, in this
study, the writer working with the collaborative reader never did not use this function
category. This finding not only contradicts the findings of Lockhart and Ng (1985), but
also the defining feature of the readers in these stances because the readers in the

discovery mode are defined as not being interested with what writers wanted to achieve.

The other question was the identification of the relation between the stances and the
content categories used during the peer feedback sessions. The analysis indicated that
the readers in the discovery mode spent more idea units on location, organization,
introduction, and conclusion. On the other hand, the comparison of the idea units used
for ideas indicated that the readers in the evaluative mode spent slightly more idea
units than the readers in the discovery mode. On the other hand, the readers in the study
of Lockhart and Ng (1985) differed in three categories: writing process, ideas, and
audience and purpose. There was no content category on thesis statement in
Lockhart and Ng (1985)’ study. The comparison of the findings of these two studies

indicated no similarity.
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Despite the differences in ratios, the readers in this study focused on the similar content
categories. One of the reasons for this similarity in terms of the content categories may
be the peer revision checklist. In the peer revision checklist used for this study there was
not any question that addressed audience and purpose, but there were questions that
addressed thesis statement, ideas, and coherence (cf Appendix 5). All of the readers,
therefore, addressed these topics in different ratios. Another reason of this may be the
instruction. Nelson and Murphy (1993a) state that students have a tendency to focus on
the points stressed by the teacher. When the input on argumentative text is considered, it
is noticed that the features of thesis statement were highlighted in the course book;

therefore by the teacher also.

The next question was posed to investigate the attitudes of the subjects toward peer
feedback. The analysis of the data indicated that 75% of the subjects value peer
feedback, whereas, the percentage of 25% of the subjects have negative attitudes
towards peer feedback. These findings are similar to the findings of the study conducted
by Mangelsdorf (1992) and Jacobs et all. (1998). In the study of Mangelsdorf (1992),
85% of the subjects indicated that they value peer feedback and only 15% expressed
negative thoughts towards peer feedback. In the other study, the percentage of the
subjects who would like to receive peer feedback as a kind of feedback was 93. The
findings of a small- scaled study, however, conducted by Sengupta (1998) contradicted
the findings of these three studies. The author explains the reason for this finding as a

result of students’ perception of teacher’ s role.

The positive and negative comments stated by the subjects of this study were consistent
with the findings of Mangelsdorf” s study (1992). Most highly rated positive effects of
peer feedback were helps to improve examples, helps to improve mistakes, and
helps to improve organization. These were parallel with the content of the peer
feedback interactions of the subjects. Most highly rated negative comment was
students’ comment can not be trusted and they are apathetic. When the time spent
for giving feedback is considered, it was observed that this was in agreement with

subjects’ idea that students are apathetic. Most of the subjects spent a short period of
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time (approximately four minutes) for giving feedback which is not enough to provide

detailed feedback and negotiate ideas.

The last question of the study focused on the relation between the writers” attitudes
towards peer feedback and the readers’ stance. No significant relation was found
between these two variables. A long-term study may be more revealing to reach

conclusive results about the relation between readers’ stance and writers’ attitude.



CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION
5. 1. Summary of the Study

Peer feedback is commonly used in the process approach implemented writing
classroom. Despite this, teachers have reservations about the effectiveness of this on
the subsequent drafts of their students. Although theoretically it is based on the process
approach to teaching writing and the cooperative learning theory, teachers observe
several problems such as poorly revised subsequent drafis and dissatisfactions
expressed by the students when it is employed. These observations initiated several

classroom oriented studies that focus on peer feedback.

Similar to other classroom oriented research, this specific research was initiated by that
sort of observations in the process approach implemented writing classroom in the EFL
setting with intermediate level students. The review of pertinent research revealed that
there are different factors that affect the peer feedback process engaged in. One of these
factors is the stances adopted by the readers during the peer feedback sessions, and the
other factor is identified as the attitude of the students towards the peer feedback
process. Based on these findings, the purpose of this research was to investigate the
roles adopted by the Turkish readers of this study during the peer feedback sessions and
their attitude towards utilization of peer feedback. Then, the author investigated if there

was a relation between stances adopted and the attitude towards peer feedback.

To achieve this purpose, two sets of data were collected from 32 intermediate level
learners of English as a foreign language. The first set of data consisted of transcriptions
of the peer feedback sessions of the peers. The second set of data was the journals in
which subjects expressed their attitude towards using peer feedback in the process
approach implemented writing classroom. The data was analyzed both qualitatively and

quantitatively from different perspectives.
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5.2. Assessment of the Findings

The analysis of the data indicated that Turkish readers of this study adopted different
stances towards the text they were reading, and the writer. These stances were the
reflections of their purposes to read the texts. To illustrate, the purpose of readers in the
authoritative stances was to read and judge. On the other hand, the purpose of the
readers in the interpretive stance was to read and respond. The aim of the probing reader
was to read and analyze, whereas the collaborative reader aimed to help the writer to
improve the text. These purposes identified according to the interactions of the readers
with the writers were consistent with the purposes Purves (1984) has identified for the
teachers. It is the researcher’s observation that teachers generally read to judge It is the
observations of some researchers that teachers usually read to judge. Probst (1989) also
states that teachers have a téndency to supply a “final judgement” or “to identify all its
failings” (p. 70). Depending on these, it would not be wrong to conclude that students
whose role models were teachers had a tendency to read for judging the text for its

~ deficiencies. The dominantly observed stance, therefore, was the authoritative stance.

The other reason for observing authoritative stance so frequently can be explained by
the transactional theory of reading. Each text written by a student is a potential for
meaning, and it is not only the writer, but also the reader who makes this meaning.
Therefore, the features of the reader as “who they are; what they know; what they call to
mind; either intentionally or inadvertently; what purpose they have in reading; and what
they are able or willing to do as and after they read” (Probst, 1989, p. 69) have an effect
on the way the reader comprehends the text, and the information s/he expects the writer
to include in a text on a specific topic. Like other readers, student readers start to read
“with biases about what the writer should have said or about what he or she should have
written” (Sommers, 1982, p. 154). While reading these determine her/his satisfaction
about the text. the opportunity of sharing experiences about that text with its writer may

encourage the reader to express the information s/he considers to be missing in the text.
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The problem caused by readers imposing her/his ideas may result in alteration in
writer’s purpose for creating the text. In her journal one of the subjects of this study
supported this claim as:

Her nedense ben atkadaglanimin direktiflerini pek kabul edemiyorum ¢iinkii cogunliukla
diigiincelerimi degistirmemi soyliiyorlar.'’
Extract 13

I don’t know but I can’t accept my friends suggestions they generally tell to change my thoughts

As a result, the reading behavior of the readers in authoritative stance can be explained

by transactional theory in reading.

It was discussed that the writer in group has advantages over isolated writer. The
analysis of the transcripts indicated that whatever the stance of the reader was, the
writers experienced maybe not all but at least some of the advantages of the writer in
group. To begin with, all writers received real feedback and real reactions from the
reader. Moreover, since they all acted both reader and writer roles, they had an
opportunity of examining more models. They also carried dialogue in groups. Writer
working with collaborative readers had more advantages. First of all, they had the
opportunity of explaining their plans and experiences. They also had the opportunity of
receiving information from the reader. Finally, they expanded their text verbally.
Talking about her/his text gave the opportunity of hearing what s/he had written
consequently, as Lockhart and Ng (1995) also states readers in all stances cooperate

with the writer and this brings advantages for the subsequent drafts.

Analysis of the journals indicated that subjects were aware of the advantages of peer
feedback introduced by the literature. For example, Damon and Phelps (1989) state
that since peers are at the same age they use the same language, and understand each
other. One of the subjects stated this in his/her journal as follows:

17 An extract from authentic student jounal, (cf. Appendix 7, Journal 10).
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Arkadagimm yazim okuyup yardima fikirler vermesi 6gretmenin verecegi bilgilere
gore daha olumlu olur bence Ofrenci Ofrencinin mantifim daha iyi anladify icin
verecegi bilgiler uyariar daha yardunc: olur ciinkii iki kiside aym yag grubunda
oldugunda sorunlara yaklasim tarzlanda genellikle aymdir'®

Extract 14

1 think my friend’s reading my essay and giving feedback more positive than the
teacher’s because students understand student’s mentality better than teacher
information and warnings a student will give more helpful as they are at the same age
group their approaches to problems are generally same.
Subjects were also aware of the fact that by having peers read their texts, the students
learn what her/his reader thinks about the text. The following extract supports the view

that subjects are aware of the advantage of peer feedback.

Yine farkh bir beynin ve duyge biitininin yazinm izerinden gegmesi yarar
saglamaktadir zaten amag tepkiye gore sunu yapmak degil midir?"
Extract 15

again passing a different brain and emotional unity over the text serves because is the purpose to
make a presentation according to reaction?

The journals also revealed the impact of education system in Turkey on students’
perceptions of the role teacher and student in the education content. “The traditional
roles of the teacher and learner in the school curriculum seems so deep-rooted that the
only possible interpretation of knowledge appears to be that it is transmitted from the
teacher to the students and not constructed by the classroom community.” (Sengupta,
1998, p. 25) With these words, Sengupta (1998) describes the situation in Hong Kong;
however, it is not difficult to notice the similarity between students in Hong Kong and
students in Turkey. The number of subjects in the prefer teacher feedback group is

evidence of this. The extract below also expresses this fact:

Bence herkes ilk hafta konusunu belirlesin simfta tartigahm daha sonra 6gretmenimiz
kontrol etsin ve bize geri versin gok bependigi yazilan hep birlikte smifta yorumlayalim®
Extract 16

'¥ An extract from authentic student journal, (cf. Appendix 6, Journal 3).
1% An extract from authentic student journal, (cf. Appendix 9, Journal 20).
% An extract from authentic student journal, (cf. Appendix 7, Journal 10).
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According to me in the first week everybody would decide his/her topic that we can
discuss in the classroom then our teacher may control and turn it back after that we all
can comment on the texts s’he found worthwhile

The writer of the extract given above accepted the authority of the teacher and stated
that it is the teacher who would decide on the quality of the text produced by the
students. She also implied that she has had preconcieved ideas about how a writing

lesson should be.
5.3. Pedagogical Implications

A problem observed in the process of language teaching initiates classroom oriented
research, and the study helps to understand the reasons for the problem, or to test a new
technique that is supposed to work for the solution of the problem. The findings,
therefore, have implications for teaching. The problem which initiated this specific
study is the reservations of the researcher about the effectiveness of peer feedback in
the process approach implemented EFL writing classroom. The main goal of the study
was, then, to investigate the factors that influence the working of peer feedback. The
findings discussed in the previous chapter have implications for teaching writing in a
foreign language setting in two aspects: implementing peer feedback and training for

‘giving & receiving peer feedback
5.3.1. Implications For Implementing Peer Feedback

First of all, the findings indicate that Turkish students of this study value peer feedback.
Although the percentage of the subjects who have a positive attitude towards peer
feedback is 28.125, the percentage of the subjects who value peer feedback is 84.375
because the subjects in the “mixed” attitude group and the subjects in the “prefer
teacher feedback” group also do not reject receiving peer feedback in ongoing writing
process in addition to teacher feedback. This encourages employing it as a kind of
feedback in the writing classroom. If the question is whether peer feedback will
substitute teacher feedback, or it will be inserted in the ongoing process as an
additional feedback mechanism, both the findings of the study of Jacobs, et al. (1998)
and this study suggest that one should employ peer feedback in addition to teacher
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feedback. This suggestion is based on not only the percentages, but also the comments
of the subjects related to peer feedback. Although they value peer feedback, they also
want to get feedback from the teacher. The extract given below is a good example
which reflects the attitude of the subjects towards peer feedback.

1. Elbette ki yararlh bunun sonucunda hatalanmizi Ggrenmis oluyoruz ve ona gore
diizeltiriz.

2. Ben yanhglanm ogretmenlerimin diizeltmesini yeglerim !

Extract 17

1. of course it is useful as a result of this we learn our mistakes and correct
accordingly
2. I prefer my teachers to correct my mistakes

Although the subject states that peer feedback is valuable, she prefers teacher feedback.
In the second part of the extract, the student explicitly expresses lack of confidence in
herself and in her peers for giving feedback. She is not only afraid of giving wrong

information, but she is also afraid of being mislead by her peer.

Belki arkadagumizla peer review bizim acimzdan daha yararh olabilir belki
kagnlanmizi inceleyerek kendimiz icinde bir seyler 68reniriz ama sonugta, biz de belki
arkadasimiza yanhs seyler sGylicez. Belki bize gdre dogru olmayan bir sey, gercekten
dogrudur o yiizden daha cok bilgiye sahip olan kigiden, yani o6gretmenimizden
Ogrenmek hatalarimizi bilmek daha faydali olur samyorum. Peer review process’ i de
faydal1 buluyorum.*

Extract 18

Maybe peer review may be more beneficial for us. Maybe by examining our paper we
can learn something for ourselves. But we may at the end maybe we will say something
wrong to our friends maybe something which we consider wrong is really true for this it
is better to learn our mistakes from one who has much more information that is our
teacher. I think peer review process is useful

Consequently, in order to increase the effectiveness of peer feedback, students’ must
be encouraged to give feedback, and both their self confidence and the confidence

given to each other should be improved. Since giving feedback is related to their

! An extract from authentic student journal, (cf. Appendix 6, Journal 1).
2 An extract from authentic student journal, (cf. Appendix 9, Journal 23).
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reading skill, one way of this is training them in reading skills. While reading a
peer’s essay, there is a transaction between the reader and the text. And “each of
these transactions is characterized by active and creative involvement in making of
meaning....” (Probst, 1989, p.71). They must, therefore, learn the differences between

what an active and passive reader is.

In addition to written feedback , students must be motivated to give oral feedback. In

one of the journals, this was suggested by one of the subjects:

Also we can do this and I believed that peer revision should do by speaking not writing.
because most of us do not like to write and we give answers like; yes or no.... We could
say more and more things than saying by writing>

Extract 19

This suggestion is in agreement with literature. Oral feedback gives an opportunity for
negotiation, so both the writer and the reader have the opportunity of asking for
clarification. This helps them to understand each other, and to have better revisions in
the subsequent drafts. On the other hand, written feedback is limited, and, as stated by
the subject, there is a tendency for giving short answers which generally do not mean a

lot to the writers. This results in poor revisions which do not satisfy the writer.

Although the relation between stance and incorporation of feedback could not be
investigated, pertinent literature suppbxts the idea that feedback of reader(s) in
collaborative stance would have a better effect on the subsequent drafts of the writers.
The readers in the collaborative stance give opportunity negotiation and this “requires
the students to be more actively involved in the discussion either by asking questions or
answering them, which may lead to better retention” (Goldstein and Conrad ,1990, p.
457). The findings of the study conducted by Goldstein and Conrad (1990) indicate that
students who negotiated during conferences made more successful revisions, compared
to those who did not negotiate. This implies that teachers must teach students in giving
peer feedback based on the features of readers in the collaborative stance (Mangelsdorf
and Schkumber,1992; Lockhart and Ng 1985). The function categories used by readers

2 An extract fron authentic student journal, (cf. Appendix 8, Journal 16).
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in the collaborative stance can also be dwelled on speaking lessons and this may

encourage the students to speak in English during peer feedback sessions.

It was discussed that having the teacher as the sole audience the writer would limit
her/him with perspectives of a single audience. Similarly, having only one peer would
have this disadvantage. Each reader is a different individual “with its unique
background, with particular biases, preferences and purposes” (Probst, 1989, p. 71). To
solve this problem, instead of pairing students, working in small groups may help.
When considered from the writer’ s point of view, this provides the opportunity of
hearing different readers’ perspectives. Besides this, the possibility of negotiation,

having a positive effect on subsequent drafts, may increase.

Consequently, it can be stated that peer feedback as a kind of feedback can be used in
EFL writing classes. Students, however, both as writers and as readers, must be
encouraged to actively participate during the peer feedback sessions in order to get

maximum benefit from this process.

5.3.2. Implications for Training in Giving and Receiving Peer Feedback

This study also indicates that the traditional method used in training for peer feedback is
not enough for increasing the quality of the feedback. In the traditional method, peer
review is modeled by the teacher and then students are expected to provide peer
feedback to each other with the help of the revision checklist. The findings of the study
conducted by Stanley (1992), however, indicated that this method is insufficient. On
that account, teachers should try other ways of training for increasing the effectiveness
of peer feedback. As a beginning the method suggested by Stanley (1992) can be used.
In this method, two features of peer feedback are highlighted: “familiarizing students
with the genre of the student essay and introducing students to the task of making
effective responses to each other” (Stanley, 1992, p. 221). Since they generally read
texts by professionals, they transfer their interpretation skill, and they read for global

meaning, use their schemata to fill in cohesive gaps and infer information even where
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the writer has failed to provide the necessary background to authorize such an
inference.” (Stanley, 1992, p. 219).

R: .. kendi pozisyonunu logical olarak belirtmis ama direkt ciimlelerle degil benim

cikarttigim inferencelerle...>*
Exctract 20

R: ...he has clarified his position logically not with explicit sentences but through my
inferences...

The genre of student text is introduced through a series of drafts written by other
students. In this way they also have the opportunity of examining the text in progress.
Besides this, in order to learn making effective responses, “...they reported the strengths
and shortcomings of the essay. Second, they described how they might best
communicate these thoughts to the writer” (Stanley, 1992, p. 221). This is followed
with the discussion of successful and unsuccessful comments. An important feature of
this training is encouraging students “to believe that they can trust their peer group’s
responses” (Stanley, 1992, p. 222). By the training provided for giving effective
response they learn that they should also focus on the strengths of the text. The
instruction of the function categories used by the readers in the collaborative stance may

also be incorporated in this training process.

The training of readers for giving feedback is not enough for increasing the quality of
the feedback, because at least two people are engaged in the peer feedback session: the
reader and the writer. So, the writer must also be trained to get the maximum benefit
from the peer feedback sessions. Beach (1989) state that writers generally do not know
how to respond to the oral feedback they receive. Although writers who worked with
the readers in the authoritative stance and the interpretive stance mostly used accept and
accept phatic as categories, the writer who paired with the reader in the collaborative
stance used ask for information, ask for suggestion, clarification request:
interlocutor intensively. This education can be given during teacher-student

conferences.
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5.3.3. Implications Related to Peer Revision Checklist

The analysis of the content categories used by the readers in different stances indicated
that peer revision checklist used to guide peer revision process has an effect on the
topics discussed by the reader and the writer. The study of Singh and De Sarkar (1994)
also prove the importance of peer revision checklist on the subsequent drafts of the
student. As a result, instead of using peer revision checklist, teachers may prepare
checklists which may meet the needs of their students, and the requirements of the
writing curriculum. These teachers also have an opportunity to move from more

structured peer revision checklists to less structured peer revision checklists.
5. 4. Suggestions for Further Research

Each empirical study is a beginning for new research that addresses the same issue from
different perspectives. Empirical studies, therefore, not only have implications for
classroom use, but also initiate other research. This is mainly because any research can
focus on a limited aspect of an issue and either answers related questions or tests the
hypothesis that guides that specific research. It is not different for this specific study
also.

To start with, in this study the stances readers adopted during peer feedback, function
and content categories used by readers in each stance, their attitude towards peer
feedback, and the relation between readers’ stances and writers’ attitude towards peer
feedback were investigated. Besides these, the relation between the reader’s stance and

the writer’s incorporation of feedback received from the peers can be investigated.

One of the questions raised by the ﬁndings of the study is the effect of the writer on the
stance adopted by the reader. The only writer who worked with the collaborative reader
was different from the other writers in terms of the function categories used; therefore,
a study which is structured to include the peer feedback sessions of the same reader with

different writers, and the peer feedback sessions of the same writer with different

24 An extract from peer feedback session, (cf. Appendix 10, PFS 14).



107

readers, may be designed to test the effect of the writer on the stance adopted by the

reader.

When this study was designed, it was decided to focus on one text type: argumentative
text. Hence, this study is limited to the argumentative texts produced on different
topics. This brings up the question whether or not the text type has any influence on the
stances adopted by the readers. A study that addresses this question may be designed

to find out if text type has any influence on readers stance.

The subjects of this study had training on giving peer feedback. In the terms of Stanley
(1992), the training method used in this study was the traditional method. In his study,
he introduced a new way of training and concluded that coaching had a positive effect
on the quality of the feedback. This training may not only influence the quality of the
feedback, but also the stances readers adopt during peer feedback sessions and their
attitude towards peer feedback. A comparison of the Stanley’s study with this specific
study indicated a similarity between the responses of the readers in an uncoached group
and the readers in the authoritative stance, with a similarity between readers in the
coached group and readers in the probing and collaborative stance. Readers in the
coached group had more negotiation with the writers, which is a defining feature of the
readers in the discovery mode. This indicates that training may have an influence on
the stances readers adopt . Therefore, a study which investigates the stances of the
readers before and afier training may be conducted. Their attitude towards peer

feedback before and after training may also be investigated.

In this study only the stances of the skilled writers were investigated. Being announced
as a skilled writer may have effected their self confidence, and influenced the stance
they adopted. The majority of the subjects adopted an authoritative stance during the

peer feedback sessions. The roles adopted by poor writers may also be investigated.

Finally, the effect of the teacher on the stances adopted may be investigated. Purves’
(1984) study indicated that teachers also adopt different stances while giving feedback

to their students’ texts and they become role models for their students. The relation,
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therefore, between the stances adopted by the teachers during teacher student

conferences and their students during peer feedback sessions may also be investigated.

5. 5. Conclusion

Reservations of the teachers and empirical studies on peer feedback indicate that peer
feedback is a multi-facetal and problematic issue. Despite this, it not only decreases the
burden of the teachers, but also helps the writer to be autonomous. Without being
dependent on the teacher, learners can help each other both in and out of the writing
classes. Peer feedback, therefore, should not be abandoned totally. On the contrary,
teachers and researchers should study ways of improving the quality of peer feedback,

get maximum benefit from this feedback mechanism.



APPENDIX-1
MID-TERM EXAM SCORES OF THE SUBJECTS
NAME OF THE SUBJECTS | SCORES
1 |Berna DEMIREL 94
2 |Murat CEYLAN 90
3 |Ercan OZCAN 38
4 |Arzu YAZGAN 84
5 |Melek KUICUKOGLU 82
6 | Ahmet ALTAS 82
7 | Sevour BASARAN 82
8 |Ihsan ALTUNDAL 82
9 |Emin OZTURK 80
10 |Hayri BOZDEMIR 80
11 | Ziihal SEVGENER 30
12 | A. Hilal AYTEKIN 80
13 | Taner GOK 80
14 | Emel URHAN 80
15 |Ercan BUYUKKESKIN 80
16 | Yeliz GOKCE 79
17 {Ozlem SUSLU 79
18 |Demet KOPUKLU 78
19 | Yelda ALTUNEL 78
20 |Nihal KAHRAMAN 78
21 [Serpil KURT 78
22 | Bahar ISGUZAR 77
23 |Halil OZCAN 76
24 |Fulya CESUR 76
25 { Yunus Emre CANBOLAT 75
26 | Fatis ILGON 75
27 | Yasemin KACAR 75
28 |Bedia KIRKULAK 75
29 [ Zehra HERKMEN 75
30 | Siiheyla ORAN 75
31 | Serdar TOPRAK 75
32 |Sevgi SUBASI 75
33 |Eda ARSLAN 75
34 | C. Dilek BILGICI 74
35 |Nesibe PENBE 74
36 | Y. Atakan YAGIZ 74
37 | Aysenur KARACAN 74
38 [Meltem CELIK 73
39 |Niliifer CAKAN 70
40 |Hakan OYAR 70

169
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APPENDIX 2
Language Functions Used by Readers and Writers

Structure: The speaker structures the movement of the conversation, or announces a
new topic (e.g., “Let’s talk about X, “T want to tell you about X™).

Summarize essay: The speaker summarizes or interprets the essay or part of the essay,
or reads part of the essay.

Speculate: The speaker guesses as to how other people or a potential reader might
interpret or respond to the essay, part of the essay.

Express intention: The writer expresses his or her intention with references to revising
or drafting the essay (e.g., “I want/wanted to do X,”T will do X,”T’ d better do X™.

Indicate difficulty: The speaker indicates difficulty with reference to (a) writing the
essay, (b) his or her own understanding of concepts related to the essay (but not due to
defects in the essay), (c) understanding the essay, or (d) being confused about aspects of
the essay.

Echoic repetition: The speaker repeats what the other person has just said, or self
repeat, with no more than one intervening turn (check that utterances don’t overlap).

Incomplete: The idea unit is left incomplete. (However, if there is a false start or only
part of the idea unit is incomplete, then the idea unit should be coded according to one
of the codes listed here).

Complete interlocutor: The speaker completes an idea that the other person began, but
did not finish.

Clarification request: Interlocutor: The speaker asks the other person to clarify what
he or she has said (e.g., “I can’t catch what you said™).

Clarification request: Essay: The speaker asks the other person to clarify what has
been written in the essay (e.g., “What do you mean in paragraph # 37”).

Clarify: The speaker clarifies what he or she has previous said in response to a
Clarification Request-Interlocutor or Clarification Request-Essay.

Confirmation check: Interlocutor: The speaker asks the other person to confirm that
she or he understands what has been said (e.g., “Do you mean ...7?”, “So you are saying
that ...”. “So what you mean is ...”). These phrases would often be complete with a
paraphrase, or the confirmation check could be in the form of a question tag. Echoic
repetition or prompts for further information are not counted as conformation checks.

Confirmation check: Essay: The speaker asks the other person to confirm that she or
he understands what is written in the essay (e.g., “ Does this part of the essay mean ...7”
or “Are you trying to say ...7”).
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Confirm: The speaker confirms what has been said or gives a negative conformation, in
response to a Conformation Check-Interlocutor or Conformation Check-Essay.

Ask suggestion: The speaker asks for a suggestion for revising the essay.

Give suggestion: The speaker gives a suggestion for revising the essay. The suggestion
can be either direct (e.g., You should reorganize this paragraph.”) or indirect (e.g.,
asking rhetorical questions to indicate possible ideas to add to the essay).

Ask opinion: The speaker asks for an opinion, an evaluation, or a perspective about the
essay, or asks for general comments about the essay.

Give opinion: he speaker gives an opinion, an evaluation, or expresses his or her
perspective about the essay.

Request Information: The speaker asks the other person to provide new or additional
information, examples, reasons, or results (either factual or personal, including thoughts
and feelings related to past experiences), or checks the other person’s knowledge related
to the essay.

Give information: The speaker states new or additional information, examples,
reasons, or results (either factual or personal, including thoughts and feelings related to
past experiences, possibly stimulated by the essay) to the other person. Statements
indicating that the speaker has nothing further to contribute should also be coded under
this category.

Disagree: The speaker disagrees with what the other speaker ahs said.

Accept: The speaker clearly and explicitly accepts or agrees with what the other person
has just said (e.g., “T see your point” or “T agree”).

Accept/ Phatic: (a) utterances that have no content, but serve to maintain the floe of the
conversation (e.g., expressions like “mmm,” “Uh-huh” to show that he or she is still
flowing the speaker), including closure, politeness markers, emotive expressions (e.g.,
“Oh!”, “What a pity!”), and prompts for further information (e.g., “Really?”), or (b)
utterances that are ambiguous as to whether the speaker agrees with the other person or
whether the speaker is supplying a phatic expressions.
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APPENDIX 3
Content Of the Discourse

Location: Speaker refers to a particular location in the essay, by referring to particular
pages, paragraphs, sentences, “this part”, or by reading phrases or sentences.

Procedures: Speaker talks about the procedures that the pair should follow in carrying
out their discussion.

Writing process: Speaker discusses the writing process that was used in drafting the
essay, or processes that the speaker has generalized as a problem or routine in writing.

Vocabulary: Speaker discusses the meanings of lexical items.

Phrasing /wording: Speaker discusses how to phrase a sentence to express the desired
meaning, or offers language that could be used in the essay.

Formality of language: Speaker discusses the degree of formality of the language used
in the essay (includes register, tone, etc.).

Audience: Speaker discusses the assumed audience or readers of the essay, or the
effects of the essay on the audience.

Purpose: Speaker refers to the purpose the essay.

Audience and purpose: The speaker refers to both the audience and the purpose in the
same idea unit. (References to audience could be pronouns or generic terms (e.g.,
people, Hong Kong Chinese).

Coherence: Speaker discusses the coherence of the essay.

Organization: Speaker discusses the organization of the essay.

Introduction: Speaker discusses the introduction of the essay (usually mentioning the
word introduction).

Conclusion: Speaker discusses the conclusion of the essay (usually mentioning the
word conclusion).

Ideas: Speaker discusses (a) the topic of the overall essay, (b) ideas in the essay or part
of the essay, (c¢) ideas that could be added or deleted to the essay, or (d) knowledge or
experience.

Punctuation: Speaker discusses the punctuation in the essay.

Style of language use: Speaker discusses the style of the language used in the essay
(e.g., variety of sentence types, sentence length and complexity, word choice).
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APPE_NDIX 4
ESL COMPOSITION PROFILE
STUDENT DATE TOPIC
SCORES | LEVEL CRITERIA COMMENT
C 30-27 |Excellent To Very Good: knowledgeable* substantive* thorough
0 development of thesis* relevant to assigned topic*
N Good To Average: some knowledge of subject* adequate range*
T 26-22 |limited development of thesis* mostly relevant to topic, but lacks
detail*
E 21-17 {Fair To Poor: limited knowledge of subject* little substance*
N inadequate development of topic*
T 16-13 Very Poor: does not show knowledge of subject* non-substantive*
not pertinent* OR not enough to evalyate*
OR 20-18 |Excellent To Very Good: fluent expression* ideas clearly stated/
GA supported* succinct* well-organized* logical sequencing* cohesive*
NI 17-14 Good To Average: somewhat choppy* loosely organized but main
ideas stand out* limited support* logical but incomplete sequencing*
ZA 13-10 Fair To Poor: non-fluent* ideas confused or disconnected* lacks
TI logical sequencing and development*
ON 9-7 Very Poor: does not communicate* no organization* OR not enough
to evaluate*
20~ 18 {Excellent To Very Good: sophisticated range* effective word/ idiom
VO choice and usage* word form mastery* appropriate register*
CA 17-14 | Good To Average: adequate range* occasional errors of word /idiom
BU form, choice usage but meaning not obscured*
13-10 Fair To Poor: limited range* frequent errors of word/ idiom form,
LA choice usage* meaning confused or obscured*
RY 9-7 Very Poor: essentially translation* little knowledge of English
vocabulary, idioms. Word form* OR not enough to evaluate*
25-22 | Excellent To Very Good: effective complex constructions* few errors
LAN of agreement, tense, number, word order/function, articles, pronouns,
GU prepositions™
21-18 | Good To Average: effective but simple constructions* minor problems
AGE in constructions* several errors of agreement, tense, number, word
order/function, articles, pronouns, prepositions* but meaning seldom
USE obscured*

17-11 | Fair To Poor: major problems in simple/complex constructions*
frequent errors of negation, agreement, tense, number, word
order/function, articles, pronouns, prepositions and/or fragments, run-
ons, deletions* meaning confused or obscured*

10-5 Very Poor: virtually no mastery of sentence construction rules*
dominated by errors* does not communmicate* OR not enough to
evaluate*

5 Excellent To Very Good: demonstrates mastery of conventions* few
errors of spelling, punctuation, capitalization, paragraphing*

MEC 4 Good To Average: occasional errors of spelling, punctuation,
capitalization, paragraphing but meaning not obscured*
HA 3 Fair To Poor: frequent errors of spelling, punctuation, capitalization,
NICS paragraphing* poor handwriting* meaning confused or obscured*

2 Very Poor: no mastery of conventions* dominated by errors of
spelling, punctuation, capitalization, paragraphing* handwriting
illegible* OR not enough to evaluate*

TOTAL SCORE READER COMMENTS

Ref: Jacobs, et al. (1981). Testing ESL Composition: A Practical Approach: London, Newbury

House Publishers, Ins.
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APPENDIX §

Peer Review Checklist

When you have finished writing the first draft of you essay, give it to a classmate

to read and review. Use the following questions to respond to each other’s essays.

Wiriter:

Reviewer:

Date:

1. What is the topic of the essay?

2. Isthe topic argumentative? That is, does it have two valid arguable sides?

3. Isthe problem or issue sufficiently explained? Is it clear why this is an issue?

4. What is the thesis of the essay? Write it here.

5. Does the thesis clearly show the writer’s stand on the topic? Suggestions on
the thesis.

6. What are the main points the writer uses to support the thesis? List them here.

7. Are the reasons the writer gives for his her position logical? Explain.

8. Is each of the points sufficiently developed and explained? Suggestions on the
development.

9. Does the writer attempt to refute opposing arguments? Explain how?

10. Is the organization logical? Explain your reason.

11. Is the essay coherent? What transitions has the writer used?

Reference: Refining Composition Skills (Smalley and Ruetten, 1995)
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APPENDIX 6
Journals of the Subjects Having Positive Attitude

towards Peer Feedback

JOURNAL 1

1. Elbetteki yararh. Ciinkii yaznug oldugum yazi, ilk basta bana gok iyi gériinebilir. Hatta benim
goziimde mitkemmeldir. Ama bir arkadasim yada 6gretmen tarafindan bu yazi kontrol edilip, hatalan ve
giizel yanlan bildirilerck bana geri verildiginde, hem hatalaninm daha iyi gorebilme firsatim oluyor,
hemde bu batalan nasil diizeltebilecegimin yollanm arayip, daba iyi bir essay ortaya c¢ikarmaya
calistyorum. Buda tabi ki peer review checklist ve suggestions sayesinde oluyor,

2.Genelde iyi yonde yorumlar aliyorum. Buda beni mutlu ediyor tabi. Ancak bazen benim goziimden
kacan yada bana gayet normal gozuktugu halde, arkadagima garip gelen durumlarla da karsilasiyorum.
Omegin benim bir konuyu agtklamak igin verdlgnn ornek arkadasima ¢ok anlamsiz gelebiliyor. Bunun
hakkindaki yorumlarla da daha iyi diigiiniip, daha iyi 6mekler bulmaya cabgiyorum.

3. Yardimc: olmaya ¢aligan , yol gosterici yorumlar ve Oneriler elbeticki daha yararh. Ciinkii, eger
devamh “evet cok giizel, boyle devam et, iyi olmug” gibi yorumlar alsaydim, bir hatam olsa bile bunu
géremez, yaptgumn milkemmel oldugunu diisimiir ve aym sekilde yazmaya devam ederdim. Bu bana
yardum etmezdi ve kendimi geligtirmeme engel olurdu. Ancak “Sunu sdyle yapsan daba iyi olur,
biitiinliik saglani™ gibi elegtiriler benim nerede hata yaptiginm, neden yaptifimu gosterdigi icin daha iyi
calismalar yapmam en 6nemlisi de hatalaruom gormemi saglar.

4.Genelde degerli buluyorum. Ciinkii-her zaman 6gretmen tarafindan kontrol edilen bir yaz1 hep sonunda
mitkemmelliyetcilige gotiriir. Ogretmenler kontrol etmesin demiyorum. Fakat nce bir arkadagim
tarafindan kontrol edilen bir yazi, benim igin daha degerli. Ciinkii hem benim hatalarim gormemi
saghyor, hem de kontrol eden arkadasum da neyi ne kadar bidigini , hangi konuda ne kadar yorum
yapabildigini kendince 6lgme firsat buluyor. Bu yiizden 6nce arkadasim tarafindan kontrol edilen yazi
checklist ile beraber ogretmene giderse 6retmen hem yaziyr yazamn hem de checklist yapanin ne kadar
basarih oldugunu 6lgebilir.

JOURNAL 2

Writing dersi igin final 6devimiz argnmentative essay iizerine idi ve yazilan essaylerimizi daha giizel
sunmak icin smifta peer olusturduk. Benim esimde Zithal Sevgener. Karsihkh olarak birbirimizin
essaylerini okuduktan sonra kitaptaki sorular 1siginda yorumlar yapttk. Suna inantyorum ki bu
elegtirmeler faydali olacaktwr. Ciinkii yapilan hatalarnin bir elestirmen géziiyle belirlenmesi elbetteki
mantikli. Ornegin, Zithal bana essayimin ¢ok genis oldupunu ve daraltmam gerektifini soyledi. Bu
bilgiler dogrultusunda tekrar gdzden gecirip yeniden yazacagum.

JOURNAL 3

Bence eslerimizin kagitlarimizi okumalan ve yorumlar yapmalan yazinizin dizenlenemesine ¢ok biiyiik
katki saghyor. Ciinkii o zaman kagitlara bir ¢ift géz yerine iki ¢ift gbz bakiyor. Bir tek beyin yerine iki
beyin incelemeler yapip fikirler iiretiyor eksiklikleri ve de fazlabiklar gorebiliyor. diger bir yaklasim tarz
da soyle olabilir: insanlara yaptiklan seyler dogru olmasa dahi hos goriinebilir ama bagka biri tarafsiz bir
yaklagimia bu yanhg:1 daha kolay yakalayip bizi uyrabilir ve bdylece yazimiz daha giizel ve daha dogtu
olur.Genellikle arkadaslanm benim kagitlarum okuduktan sonra su eksiklikleri gozlemlediklerini
soyliiyorkar: Gegis kelimelerinin az kullamilmasi, farkh kelimeler — anlamdagzit anlamhi- yamlar
kullamlmamas: ve orneklerin derin olarak degil yiizeysel olarak aktanlmasi Benim i¢in yapilan
yorumlarin en yararhis: tam olarak yapilandr. Once verilen dmekteki eksiklikleri belirtip yapilabilecek
degisiklikler soylenebilir veya daha uygun bir 6rnek verilip bunun yazilmas: saglanabilir.

Arkadagimuin yazimi okuyup yardime: fikirler vermesi ogretmenin verecegi bilgilere gore daha olumlu
olur bence. Ofrenci 6grencinin mantigim daha kolay anladigs igin verecegi bilgiler, uyanlar daha
yardimc olur. Ciinkii iki kigi de aym yas grubu icinde oldugundan sorunlara yaklasim tarzlan da
genellikle aymdir.
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JOURNAL 4

Yazihi anlatimda peer checklist calismasm yararh buluyorumYazilanmm okuyan arkadaglarimdan farkh
Oneriler aliyorum. Bunlar genellikle drneklerimin veya konuyla ilgili verdigim nbedenlerin daha detayh
anlatilmas1 gerektigini belirten 6neriler. Her cesit 6neri bemim icin yararh oluyor. Cimkii yazdigim
yazimn gramerinden organizasyonuna, konusundan tutarhhgina kadar hepsinin bir biitiinii olmas1 gerek,
dolayistyla her cesit Oneri yazrmin daba bagarih olmasi icin yararh. Genel olarakpeer checlist
uygulamasmn yararh ve gerekli gorityorum. Karsihkh ¢aligma sonucunda, 6gretmen yardimn almaksizin
arkadasgimzin yazisindaki yanhslan objektif bir gozle deperlendirebiliyoruz. Yine partnerimimzin
onerileri dogrultusuinda kendi hatalanmiza da gérebiliyor ve bu direktifler sonucu aym hatalan tekrar
etmemeye ¢elisiyoruz. Checklist’ in diger bir faydas: da bize farkli yazilar oknma olanag: saglamasi,
okudugumuz bri yazida kendi tarzzimizdan farkli bir takim yontemler gorebilir ve bunlan kendi yazimiza
uygulayabiliriz. Belki géziimiizden kagan 6nemli bir detayr arkadagimiz yakalamig olabilir. Peer
checklist’ in bize ginlitk hayatta da yardumci oldugunu diigiiniiyorum, okudufumuz herhangi bir yazi
veya makaleyi daha bilingli ve elestirel bir gozle inceleyebiliyoruz. Son olarak soylemek istediim bir
nokta var, 6zellikle yaziya yeni baglayan 6grencilerde, checklist’ is yapilmamns bir essay veya yazida
mutlaka yanhslar ¢ikiyor. Ornegin, ben bri seneden beri yazili anlatim dersi aliyorum. Ve simdiye kadar
cogu essayime checklist yaptirdim ve hepsinde de kendi gézitmden kagan hatalar bulundu, bunlarda bana
bir sonraki yazimda yardimei olmus oldu.

JOURNAL 5

It is very helpful for us making peer correction and getting some suggestions from reviewer. While the
reviewer read our essay, s'he can see our mistakes and deficiencies easily. Sometimes we do not aware of
our mistakes or deficiencies, or we think that they are true, however they can not be like that forever .
Furthermore sometimes we forgot very important point in our essay , and we can only be aware of it for
the sake of peer correction. Actually T do not get more suggestions because, I pay more attention while
brainstorming and writing the drafts. Anyway, sometimes I get some suggestions about my grammar
mistakes and especially choosing the appropriate word. If my essay is not appropriate to the topic, that
time I get useful suggestions from the reviewer. It is better for me. That time I need someone’s direction
about the exact and the right way. I can say that peer review and teachers feedback both are valuable.
But when you think that teachers are experts on the subject and they can evaluate the essay, of course you
prefer the teachers feedback. But for me not so important that whom the peer reviewer are —teacher or
friends. If they give valuable snggestions , I get and use it.

JOURNAL 6

According to me it is useful to have my peer read my papers and give suggestions for revision. Because
while writing or after writing we can’t see our mistakes and deficiencies ourselves. It helps us decide
whether our writings are sufficiently developed and focused. And also it provides to be more careful and
not to do same again in other writings. For example, I try not to repeat same mistakes and form good
writings. I usually receive from my peer adding more details to support my ideas or add sentences and
phrases to connect ideas, changing the order of sentences or paragraphs and giving more examples.
Suggestions about grammar and organization are most helpful for me. I think they are the basic elements
of writings. In general I find the peer review process valuable,

JOURNAL 7

It is very useful for me to have my peer read my papers. Because sometimes when you write an essay you
can not see your mistakes. By the help of our peers, we can see the mistakes and we have chance to make
them correct. He or she direct me positively. This make my essay more correct and understandable. Also 1
receive suggestions from my peers about transitions. Lack of transitions in an essay makes it different to
understand. They always advise me to use more transitions, of course in the right places. This also helps
me to comprehend the subject correctly. The peer review process is valuable. At the same time you’ve
chance to read more essay. This makes you to have information about different subjects.
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JOURNAL 8

First of all I find it really useful to peer read my papers and get suggestions. The major suggestions I get
are about enlarging my paragraphs and using more transitions and keywords, synonyms, etc to make my
essay more attractive. Generally there is nothing wrong with my grammar.

Of course these suggestions are helpful to us because by this way we can be aware of our mistakes. Of
course getting positive comments is important, too.

Also when we peer check our essays, we read different kinds of things. I mean, I write about a subject,
my friend, for instance, writes about something different. When I read hers/his this time it is important
from the point of reading. We know that reading about different topics is very important. It would be
useful, too, to get our teacher’ s feedback. But thinking the help of it to us, it is important for us, too.

JOURNAL 9

Peer review is useful. Because I make some mistakes like spelling, punctuation, coherence etc and mostly
I don’t realize them. But when one of my friend reads my essay, he realizes my mistakes and then gives
me suggestions about it. Then I read my essay with his suggestions again and I correct them. So my essay
got better. I often receive suggestions about not use transitions, not give enough example. As a result of
not using transitions my essay doesn’t flow smoothly and giving enough example I support my ideas but
just on its surface. But if I gave enough examples supporting my ideas would be better. Peer review
process is valuable, so that my friend shows me my mistakes and by correcting these mistakes I also learn
out of the class.
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APPENDIX 7
Journals of the Subjects Having Negative Attitude
towards Peer Feedback

JOURNAL 10

Her nedense ben arkadaglarimin direktiflerini pek kabul edemiyorum. Ciinkiicogunliukla disiincelerimi
degistirmemi istiyorlar. Sonugta en son karan soyleyenin 6gretmenimiz olduguna inantyorum. Ciinkii ilk
defa writing dersini boyle belli konularda belli kurallara uyarak 6greniyoruz. Arkadagimmda kagirdig
yerler olabilir, Ama ders esnasinda fikir ahs verigli yapmak giizel. Ik zamanlar ben konu segiminde
zotlamyordum. Kendim yazmay: sevdigim igin boyle belli formatlarda essay” ler yazmak zor geldi
Bence writing dersinde yazacafinmz konular giincel ve degisik olmah. Yillardan beri hep tartigila gelen
“siaramn zararlan, Tv’ nin zararan vb) gibi konulardan ben cok sikiliyorum. Ve degisik konular
bulabilmek icin pek ¢ok gazete, dergi kanistiriyorum ve bu aragtirma bana hem diger derslerim agisindan
da yararli oluyor. Fakat her arkadasim buna dikkat etmiyor. Universite dgrencileri olarak daha orijinal
essay’ ler yazilabilir. Dersin iglenis tarzim begenmiyorum. Bence herkes ilk hafta konusu belirlesin, sinfta
tartisalim daha bunlant Ggretmenimiz kontrol etsin ve bize geri versin ve ¢ok begendigi yazilart hep
birlikte simfta yorumhyalim. Biz 6grenci kontroliiyle hep bos vakit geciriyorduk. Bu vakti daha iyi
sckilde “daha cok essay inceleyerek (6fretmenimizle birlikie)” degerlendirebiliriz. Ben §gretmen
tarafindan bize verilen 6meklerin gofalmasim istiyorum.

JOURNAL 11

Checklislerin yapilmasi giizel ve faydali bir yontem. Yalmz bunu yapibis bigimini yanhs oldugunu
diigiiniiyorum. Ciinkii checklisti 6grencinin yapmast bence bir sey ifade etmiyor. Ogrenci zaten o konuya
tam olarak hakim olan bir insan, yeterince bilgisi yok. Sizinde tahmin edeceginiz gibi 6grenci kendisi
bile essay’ ini yanh§ yapiyor. Tabii ki o kendisinin dogru yaptifin diisiinerek arkadagininkinide ona gére
degerlendiriyor. Boylece ortaya iki yanhs essay ¢ikiyor. Halbuki bu checklistleri hoca yapsa 6grenci de
neyi dogru neyi yanlis yaptifim griir ve ona gore diizeltir.

JOURNAL 12

Checklistlerin faydali oldufunu diisimityorum. Ciinkii boylrcr kendi eksiklerimizi gorme imkam
bulabiliyoruz. Gegen donem controlling idea’ y1 devamh surette yanhg yapiyordum. Ama hocamizin
kontrol etmesi sonucunda ogrendim. Yani demek istedifim checklistleri Ggretmenimizin yapmasini
istiyorum. Cinkii biz zaten essayi yanhs yaziyoruz. Tabii ki yorumumuzda yanhs oluyor. Bazen
arkadagimiz oldugn icin objectif olamiyoruz, Ovgilerimizi de katiyoruz. Yanmi devamli olarak
yanhslarnmz: tekrar etmis oluyoruz. Bu yizden de istediBim belki zor olacak ama checklistlerin hoca
tarafindan yapilmas.

JOURNAL 13

Acikca sdylemem gerekirse tam analanmiyla beklentilerimin kargiifim bulamiyorum. Yazmug oldugum
kompozisyonun sadece organizasyon ve o tiiriin kurallar: agisindan degerlendirilmesi bani tatmin etmiyor.
Ciinkii zaten derste hocayr dikkatlice dinleyip belirgin kurallan 6greniyorum. Benim istedifim kitapta
vazan bu taslak sornlar haricinde arkadasimin benim denememi daha bir incelikle okuyup
degerlendirmesi. Ve hepsinden de dnemlisi saniyorum onu kendi kompozisyonu gibi goriip o diigiinceyle
degerlendirmesi. Ben yazinu yazarken kendimi konuya gok fazla kaptiniyor ve elimde olmadan tiirkce
diistiniip gramer hatalar1 yapiyorum. Yada benim yazim okuyan bir native okuyucunun anlamayacagi
ciimleler kuruyorum. Iste bu ikili gahsma yapilirken arkadasimin bunlara bir elestiride bukunmasim
bekliyorum. Ve maaselef bu konuda bir gogumuzun seviyesi esit oldugundan, ona pek giivenemiyorum.
Kisacas1 hocadan buldugum giiveni ondan bulamiyorum. Yapilan elestirilerin ¢ofn zaman dylesine sirf
6devi yapnug olmak igin yapildigim diigiiniiyorum. Bence tiim bunlan engellemek icin ncelikle bize bu
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“revision” bilinci Ofretilmeli. Yani arkadasimin kompozisyonuna kendimin ki goziiyle bakip
degerlendirebilmeliyim. Ve o da bu elegtirileri dikkate ahip, ona uygun degisikliklerde bulunmals.

JOURNAL 14

Ydntem olarak ¢iftler halinde kontroller faydah goriilse de, iyi islemedeigini ve tam fayda saglamadigim
diistiniiyorum. Ciinkii herkez aym anda ve aym sekilde konuya, essay’ in yazilma kurallanna, tam olarak
ne istendigine hakim olamiyor, dolayisiyla da kontrol kagidinda pek elle tutulur, faydali tavsiyeler
vermek yerine, her maddeyi onaylayacak tarzda cevaplar yer aliyor. Her bir okuyucunun, bir bagkasinm
yazdiy yazzy: iyi bir gekdlde kritik edebilecegi noktasmda emin degilim. Dolayisiyla yapiulan tavsiyelere
de zaman zaman katilmadigim, ¢ogunlukla yazimin son halini aym biraktifim oldu ¢ok oldu., veya ¢ok
¢ok emin olmadifim zaman hocaya gosterip sormay1 tercih ediyorum. Her ogrenciden yapict bir
agiklamam almamuyacagim herkes biliyor olsa gerek, genelde ¢ift olmayipta, dersi iyi anladiklarina
inanailan arkadaglarin birbirleriyle damstiklarma sgahit oluyoruz. Yani goriig alis-verigi acisindan giizel,
ancaksaflanan fayda agisindan tam verimli degil, ¢iinkii katsiikli olarak kisilerin olaya ciddiyeti ve
hassasiyeti veya konuya hakimiyeti aymt degil. Genelde verilen bilgiler yapiyla ilgili bilgiler; hangisi
hangi paragrafta yer almali, veya surada soyledifin tam acik defil (ki bu kisiye gore degisebilir ve
yeterince agik bir ifade olabilir.) gibi bilgiler. Igerikle ilgili pek az tavsiye ve elestiri geliyor. Bu yontemin
yazili bir yontem olusu da bri dezavantaj. Karsilikli tartisma olanag: birakmiyor. Herkez kagdi karss
tarafa tweslim ediyor ve belki de diger derse kadar goriigmityor. Dolayisila bir tarafin ne istedigi, kars:
tarafinda da neyi diizeltmesi gerektifi pek actk olmuyor. Yontem de formaliteden ileri gidemiyor.
Hazirlik simfindayken kontrollerimizi hocamiz yapard, bizzat her 68enci ile yiiz yiize konugarak derste
elestiriler yapard: .(Bu daha iyi anlamamz, yazdigimizdan emin olmamaizi saglad) Biiyiik siniflar ve
essayler i¢in bu zaman ahci ve zor olur, ancak ilk draftlarin hoca tarafindan kontrolii birinci elden bilen
olmasi acisindan da daha yararh olurdu.
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APPENDIX 8
Journals of the Subjects Having Mixed Attitude

towards Peer Feedback

JOURNAL 15

1.1t is useful to have our peer read our papers and give suggestions for revision but the students who
read my paper papers in the classroom do not pay attention to it. So that they do not understand whereas
everything is obvious.

2.They say that the topic do not interest them. But it changes from one person to another. For instance, 1
wrote about villagers protesting in Bergama and Akkuyu example essay. And photography as a
introductory essay. While some students like it, the others do not interested in them.

3.The suggestions about coherence and unity are helpful. Whether the thesis statement support the topic
or not is also helpful. Like it, weather the development of the essay is appropriate for the kind of the essay
or not is important.

4.As I mentioned the students in the class do not check it carefully, teacher’ s feedback is the most
important. By the teacher’ s critizes , I believe that the mistakes are not repeated. But just critizeing is not
enough, a teacher can explain why she/he critize it and show alternative ways and examples to the
students.

JOURNAL 16

Yes, I found it useful. Because I could sece some lack of my essay. For example, 1 didn’t so much
examples and explanations about euthonesia. According to Mehtap (my partner) suggestions I changed a
lot of things in my essay. First of all it was very short and poor about examples so I tried to give
examples and more explanations. However, this peer review was special. I mean that it is good one but in
the class, students don’t pay enough attention to find out the errors of his/her friend’s essay. I think your
suggestion motivated us to do peer review correctly. In my opinion, if we motivate to do peer review
correctly, there is no need for teacher feedback. Also ve can do this and I believed that peer review should
do by speaking not writing because most of us do not like to write and we give answers like; yes or no.

JOURNAL 17

Peer review checklist is very important for both reader and writer. Because writer writes his/her writing
for writing for reader’s opinion and reader’s opinion is important for writer. Moreover, this condition
provides that writer can look his/her writing from another point because of that a lot of details which
writer doesn’t notice are observed from a different point of view. Therefore, if peer review is made
honestly and in order to be useful , it is advantageous why writer can look his/her mistakes. Furthermore,
to make review is useful for reader. Because reader can have experience about how a good writing is.
On the other hand, if the reviewer has not enough knowledge about peer checklist, peer review checklist
which is made only is only formality. Therefore, if there is two drafts. It is useful that the teacher makes
one of the drafis to have a true point of view. Moreover, questions must have enough number. I mean
that a questions answer mustn’t be in another question’s answer, unnecessary repeats mustn’t be. 1
receive generally from peer from checklist not about planning or organization of essay, about
grammatical mistakes and that I lenghten my essay very much. It is more important for me that I receive
criticism about how kind of writing ‘s subject is supported. In this way I can understand the subject in
better way. As a result I can say that peer review checklist is useful for students because of that they can
look from other people’s point of view and receive reader’s opinions about their essay directly.

JOURNAL 18

1.0Of course, that it is useful is undebatable. Cost. When you write something, it is inevitable that you
make mistakes. You may not see them through your writing or even during the writing process. And the
exercises (I will call them exercises) These are the drafts of are all wrote due to these reason. I mean as to
be coherent and unified, you have to review it. And it seems to be very useful that taking into account the
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suggestions you receive from teacher or anybody else. Finally, no matter how successful are you in
writing consider that even the most successful writers publish their books after having somebody read
them.

2.Generally, I receive suggestions of changing the last parts of my writing. Generally I can’t write good
conclusion paragraphs.

3.For me, suggestions that help me to write better conclusion paragraphs are helpful.

4 First, here there should be two questions in mind a) is the peer review process made seriously? B) if the
answer is yes, the other question is: is the person who will make the review enough experienced to make
that review? And, in my opinion the peer review shouldn’t be sensible. I mean it shouldn’t change from
one person to person. So teacher’s feedback seems to be better, but there are some exceptions of peer
reviews.

JOURNAL 19

Peer review checklist is very important for readers and writers. Because the reader’s suggestions and
ideas about the essay shows the right way to the writer. Also the suggestion should be clear to be
understood by the writer to show the mistakes or the right points it should give evidence or examples in
writing. Because it will help to correct or to go on to write it better. The review process is valuable to
write the essay well and to understand the mistakes but teacher feedback is important too. Because it will
checked by teacher and he/she is the person.
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APPENDIX 9
Journals of the Subjects Who Preferred
Teacher Feedback

JOURNAL 20

Eger peercheck yapan partner’ 1m konuya hakim ise ve gercekten konuya dzenerek egilerek revision
yapip tavsiyeler veriyorsa o revision’dan fayda gorityorum. Buna gore de cevaplar daha olumlu oluyor.
Yani o ne kadar konuyn iyi biliyorsa o kadar iyi tavsiyelerde bulunabiliyor ve daha yararh oluyor. Tabii
ki partner’ 1m konumu anlanugsa benim icin daha iyidir. Ama ne kadar olumsuz yan olursa olsunyine
farkl bir beynin ve duygu biitiiniiniin yazmm iizerinden gecmesi yarar saglamaktadir. Zaten amag tepkiye
gore sunu yapmak degl midir?

Partner’ 1m stratejilerim hakkinda bir kag tane tavsiye yapti. Refitation paragrafini yanhs
yerlestirdigimde dolayr bir ikaz: oldu. Onun dogruitusunda onun yerini degistirdim. Bunun haricinde
belirgin bir yanls iizerinde tavsiyede bulunmacdh.

Bu paragrafim (daha dogrusu essay’im) hakkinda tek tavsiyede bulundugu igin, ona gore yamt vereyim;
ciiritme (kargit goriisii) paragrafimin yerlestirilmesini yanhs yapmustim. Onun tavsiyesi iizerine
degistirdim, olumlu ve yararh bir tavsiyeydi.

Genelde benim paragrafim ve essayim iizerine yapilan yorumlar hep uzun ciimle kullanmak ve
okuyucunun fehmini zorlamak konularinda olmugtur. Bazende grammatical yanhslarim elestirici
gormiigtiir. Bu yiizden her ne kadar partneim farkedememis olsada gene aym seyleri yapmistim ama diger
bir arkadagimin revision’ 1 sayesinde onlar: da diizelttim.

Aslinda hocalarmkini tercih ediyorum. Sebeblerinin yukanda agikladigim gibi, bir konunun miitehassist
daha iyi tavsiye verdifinden konunun-yazinm mitkemmelligi agismdan hoca tercihimdir.

JOURNAL 21

1.Insanlar kendi yazdiklarinda yanhshklan pek yakalayamaziar. Disarda bir okuyucu bir makale veya
yazidaki eksiklikleri daha kolay yakalayabilir. Bu yiizden peer checklerin yararh oldufuna inantyorum.
Yine benim makalem hakkinda yazilan peer cheeck ¢ok faydal: oldu.

2.Genellikle thesis statement” i olmadi hakkinda oneriler var. Bu 6neriyi goz oniine alarak final draft’
ta thesis statement koymaya ¢alistim. En bariz goze carpan 6neri buydu.

3.Thesis statement haldundaki oneri faydah oldu. Fakat gercekei 6mekler bulmam hakkinda yazilan
oneriye pek bir sey yapamadim. Fakat onerilerin hepsi kayda deger oneriler. Uygulandigi zaman giizel bir
essay c¢ikabilir.

4.Peer review’ler yararli. Fakat bunu yapan kendi arkadasimiz oldugundan giivenirlik derecesi pek yok.
Bu yiizden teacher feedback’ lerini tercih ederim.

JOURNAL 22

1.Tabii ki kagidinumn kontrol edilmesi ¢ok yararl: oluyor. Yanhslarim 6grenip diizeltebiliyorum. Yani
yanhslar kagit iizerinde kalmyor. Bir dahaki yazimda yanliglardan uzak, daha basanh bir performans
sergileyebiliyorum.

2 Genellikle drneklemeler iizerine oluyor. Ya daha genel 6rneklemeler yapmam ya da daba fazla 6rnek
vermem gerektigini soyliiyorlar.

3.Yazim igin yapilan tiim éneriler ¢cok yararl oluyor. Bazen katlmadigim onerilerde yapiliyor. Onlan
degistirmiyorum. Ornegin, bazen daha fazla rnekleme yap, ya da 6mekleri daha agikla deniyor, kendi
tasarmmma uygun gelmiyorsa degistirmiyorum.

4 Ogretmenin kontrolii tabiki daha yararh. Cinkii o daha tecriibe sahibi oluyor. Yine de hi¢ Yoktan
herhangi birinin kontrolii iyi. Ciinkii, bazen biz hatalarimiz: goremeyebiliyoruz.

JOURNAL 23
1 Elbetteki yararli. Bunun sonucunda hatalarimizi 6grenmis oluyoruz ve ona gore diizeltiriz.

2.Ben genelde verdigim omekleri fazla agmam. Sadece soylerim o kadar. Genelde bunlan daha fazla
aciklama gibi oneriler alinm.
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3 .Paragraf diizenindemajor pointleri ve minor pointleri ayirmada arkadagim bana yardimci olursa faydal
olur. Ciinkii yazarken buntan pek farkedemiyoruz.

4 Ben, yanhglanm Ogretmenlerimin diizeltmesini yeglerim. Belki arkadagmmuzla peer review bizim
acimizdan daha yararh olabilir, belki kagitlannmz inceleyerek kendimiz icinde birseyler Sgreniriz ama
sonucta, biz de belki arkadagimiza yanhs seyler soylicez. Belki bize gore dogru olmayan bir sey,
gercekten dogrudur. O yiizden daha ¢ok bilgiye sahip olan kisiden, yani 6fretmenimizden 6grenmek
hatalarimiz: bilmek daha faydah olur samyorum. Peer review process’ i de faydali buluyorum.

JOURNAL 24

Yes; I find it very useful for us in the aspect of seeing each others points and considering different views.
But if everybody makes it with a great care it can be useful then. Because some of our friends do this
only necessary and they do not care enough. Generally I receive suggestions about different aspects of the
topic and this is really the most important one becanse with these suggestions I make my writings
stronger . As I stated before peer correction can be helpful and useful if only it is done with a great care
but in spite of all of these I prefer teacher feedback becanse first she / he is the expert of the field and she
can see the points easier than I can not see, and she/he can be more objective than other peer correctors. 1
prefer teacher feedback, in other words, do make the work sufficient and convenient to this aim. If I start
doing something I must do it as perfect as I can.

JOURNAL 25

1. Yes, because we can learn whether our writings is good or not. And also, I am making peer
check someone’ s paper, when saw or determine a mistake, I also control my paper whether I made the
same mistake or not.

2. T often receive suggestions that my essay is good.

3. I think if the recciver mentions my mistakes and offers suggestions how I can correct them, it will be
useful.

4.1 think the peer review process is valuable, but I prefer the teacher’ s feedback. Because,
sometimes the reviewers do not pay enough attention to his/her to duty, how can I trust histher
suggestions? For that reason, I prefer the teacher’ s feedback. Or, how can someone trust my knowledge
about that topic? (about the lesson- for example- he/she can’t believe my knowledge about the Process
Analysis Essay or Argumentative Essay, or about the coherence).

JOURNAL 26

1.Yes, I find it very useful. If I have got some mistakes on my papers, I can change it. But it must be
right. The person who reads my paper must be careful and give creative ideas.

2.They say that you don’ t write right things about subject. Your subject is not intcresting or you should
find another subject. Your thesis statement is not sunitable.

3.Creative suggestions are most helpful for me. The suggestions about thesis statement and
developmental paragraphs are most helpful for me.

4.1 think, teacher feedback is preferable for me. Because it is obviously more correct than student
feedback.

JOURNAL 27

Peer review checklist is very important for readers and writers. Because the reader’s suggestions and
ideas about the essay shows the right way to the writer. Also the suggestion should be clear to be
understood by the writer to show the mistakes or the right points it should give evidence or examples in
writing. Because it will help to correct or to go on to write it better. The review process is valuable to
write the essay well and to understand the mistakes but teacher feedback is important too. Because it will
checked by teacher and he/she is the person who student trust himvher much more than a student.
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JOURNAL 28

I think it’ s useful to have peer read our papers. By this way we have chance to correct our mistakes and
learn better the essay type we write. So it’ s useful to make at least 2 drafts and ask for help from your
friends who know better than you. It’s quite difficult to write perfect essay in your first draft. Of course
there ones who manage it but generally lots of students have to make wrong pattern of organizations or
don’t give enough examples to support our topics. The suggestions you receive direct you and you have
to write again and again and correct lots of times your essay. At last in your final draft you reach he
result you and your teacher want. I think the suggestions I receive about the development of my essay are
most useful for me.

In spite of the fact that I find peer review process quite valuable I prefer teacher feedback. Because I think
it’s more trustful than peer review process. The reason is that the peer is done by students and ad last 1
think student is a student and even it’s the hardworking one. Your peer you read your papers, I think
asking for teacher feedback is better than student’ s.

JOURNAL 29

I find useful suggestions for review. It is a first preparation for a good writing because it defines whether
first writing suit our pattern or not. It exposes falses and lacks in writing, so it gives an oppurtunity in
order to complete lacks and correct falses. T often receive suggestions that is related to topic, that is,
about as giving more examples, more specific explanations. Second it is related to our pattern; is it
- suitable our pattern? I it except for pattern? What can we do in order to suit pattern? Third, it is related
to coherence as repeating some words, lack of transitions. I give important suggestions about pattern
because even content is good, enough, interesting if pattern is not suitable. I am not successful in writing.
For example while I was writing in “ argumentative pattern” my friend warns about it is “cause and effect
pattern”. In general, I find the peer review process valuable but I would prefer teacher feedback after my
friends’ s peer. Sometimes friend’ s peer directs to wrong way because she/he doesn’t understand topic.
In fact, this is helpful for both of us. So it reveals whether we understand pattern or topic or not.
Consequently I find useful peer review but I would prefer teacher feedback more than friend’ s peer.

JOURNAL 30

I think it is useful to have peer read our papers. By this way, we have chance to correct our mistakes and
learn better the essay type we write. So it is useful to make at least 2 drafts and ask for help from your
friend who knows better than you. It is quite difficult to write a perfect essay in your first draft.
Generally we do not give enough examples to support our topic. The suggestions you receive direct you
and you have to write again and again, and correct lots of times your essay. I think the suggestions I
receive about the development of my essay are most helpful for me.

Although I find peer review process valuable, I prefer teacher feedback. Because I think it is more
trustful. Peer review is done by students, and a student is a student even it is the most hardworking one.

JOURNAL 31

Yes, I find useful to have my peer read my papers and give suggestions. I often receive suggestions from
my peers about the shortness of my papers. I think the kind of suggestions that gives the wrong things in
my papers are helpful for me. Because, I can understand my faults and I can rewrite them. I prefer teacher
feedbak. Because, sometimes our friends say wrong to the right things. Sometimes, they couldn’t
understand the rules of the papers. They can give us wrong suggestions at that time.

JOURNAL 32

My peer was Fatis. We come together at one day, and read our essays together. Her essay was good
enough to give to the teacher but mine was bad. Fatis advised me to write the opponents view in the essay
because I only indicated my points of view.- And I advised her to norrow her essay. Because it was too
broad. After doing the peer checklist, we wrote our essays again as a second draft to give you. But I can
sat that we also need your advice because as you know this is our assignment to give in the final week. I
will rewrite my essay. Working in peer, I think, this is my opinion, was very useful to understand our
writing mistakes. Thank you for this chance as you give to us.
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APPENDIX 10

Transcriptions of Peer Feedback Sessions

PFS 1

O : ben Ozlem Nesibe’nin peer checkingini yapicam eee konusu kadm gahsmah mm galsimamah mm?
kadinmn yeri evimidir yoksa disanda ¢aligmalimidir? topic (.) topic bu degil mi? // zaten*
N: // topic o zaten

(laughter)
O: giilme
N: kadin calismali m1? calismamali mu? aslinda ben bu fikri desteklemiyorum ama tartigma konumuz bu
oldugu icin elimde bilgiler vard: bu yiizden bunu kullandim Ozlem devam et
O: eee (.) konu argumentative mi degil mi? Konu tabi ki argumentative giinkii bazilan kadmnm ¢alismasimi
destekliyor bazilan ¢alismamasim destekliyor kadinm yeri evidir diyor bu giiniimiizde tartistian  bir konn
bu yiizden bu konuda tartigilabilir.
O: reads the questios from the peer check list
N: ya bunu konuyu yeternce desteklemismiyim? hakkinda bir yoram
O: fikir yeterince desteklenmis ciinkii bazi bilgiler yapilan arastirmalara dayamlarak bazi bilgiler
sunulmus mesela su¢ oraninda bir artigin oldugunu ¢alisan kadinlarin gocuklarinda su¢ oraninda bir atig
oldugunu veya kadinlarin ruhsal dengesinin bozuldugunu gosteren bazi aragtirmalar yapilims bun bun
bunlan delil olarak sun//mus*
N: 1thi ticiincii soru
O: reads the questios from the peer checklis 1h1 bu essayin thmm thesis statement: kadin calisma her ne
kadar bazi kesim kadimin ¢ahgmasim dogru buluyorsa da kadn calismamah kadimm yeri evididir
N: 1
O: thesis statemetin * bu thesis statemt yeterince =
N: topic lizerinde gdstermis miyim? thesis statement1 yeterince desteklemis miyim yani?
O: thmm desteklemis misin? =
N: yada daha derin daha giizel nasil olabilir? yada giizel mi? thesis statement
O: bu thesis statement: yeteri sekilde agiklanmgsin topic zaten kadmn galismamali mu? // thesis statementin
kadn calismamali kadinin yeri evidir demigsin // bu*
N: // i
N: // i
O: da ehh () bunu da gergekten giizel delillerle agiklamigsin yeterli 6rnekler vermissin iste az once de
dedigim gibi baz1 aragtirmalara dayanarak istatistiksel bilgiler vermigsin =
N: yalmz istatistiksel // launghter* istatistiksel bilgiler sey yani research falan yapildi dedik ama
O: // sdylesene giilme*
N: rakamlardan falan bahsedemedik maalesef boyle oldn iste
O: elinde yeterli bilgiler mi yoktu // yani neden yapamadin
N: // yani rakamlardan bahsedemedim ya biliyorum eksigimi igte allah allah
O: thmm diger soru ne diyor reads the questions =
N: = main pointler
O: benim anlachgim kadariyla main pointlarin () burda kadinm kadmndan beklenen sey kadmm evine
bakmas: gocuklarma bakmas: demigsin / main point olarak*
N: // main pointler sey burda
O: sen soyle istersen
N: ¢ocuk ¢ok onemli toplum agisindan ¢ocuk ¢ok dnemli bu yiizden de kadin cocugu yani difer bir
toplumun olusmasi igin gocufun iyi yetismesi lazim ya bu yiizden main point olarak cocugu aldim ikinci
olarak =
N: sey neydi ya hn kadmin psikolojik ve fiziksel sagh@ icin ¢alismamas: gerekiyor zaten basta
belirtmigtim ya bu kadin gelecegin mimandir o zaman mimarhk gorevi onun igin agir oldugu ikinci bir
gbrev zor olacaktir uigiinciisii de bu ev iglerinde hep mesela bir kadin tutabilir yardimci olarak ama zaten
ama genel olarak diisiincez asgari iicret alan bir insan icin ya aldify ticret belli tuttufn kadmmn iicreti belli
bide bakici parasim diigiiniirsek iste main pointler bunlar
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O: bunlar hakkinda yeterince bilgi sundugunu soyliiyorsun yani main pointler bunlar hu peki verdigin
peki verdigin omegin kadimn calismamasina dair verdifin reasonlar yeterince agik nu? hu bunlar
yeterince mantikli mm? diye bir soru var mantkh her ne kadar ben bu konuda seninle aym fikirde
olmasam da // kadin yeri evi* olmach-
N: // ya bende aym fikirde degilim ama yani tamam
O: gim digiinsende yani giizel bir sekilde aciklarmssm mantikl bir sekilde iste kadinin kaduumn chsarda
calisan kadimin ¢ok fazla masrafi oldugundan bahsetmigsin iste bu da ailenin gelirine thh zora
kostugundan bahsetmigsin // (.)* ikinci olarak ¢ocugu ele ahmigsm
N: // 1ha thu*
O: cocuk tabi ki ¢ok Onemli yani bir annenin verdigi egitim bir anmenin verdigi sevgiyi hicbir bakici
veremez buda gercekten mantikli bir delil getirmigsin giizel yazmussmn
N: ¢ok sagol ya her point yeterince agiklanmis nu? yani yeterince geligtiritmis mi? hani point dedik ya g
tane // bunlar geligtirilmig mi yeterince? Yada

:

N: 6nerilerin var m? yada begendin mi? iste boyle

O: her point yeterince agtklanmug yalniz benim kafam az 6nce bir sey soyledin keni kendime takildi simdi
sen kadm yani disanda cahisan kadiminda giderleri olacagindan bahsetmigsin yani bana yeterince bir delil
sunmamigsin gibi / geldi bana*

N: yani sey

O: yani kadin kendisi ¢alistyorsa kendi masrafini da kendi parastyla kargilayabilir yani sonugta =

N: ama tamam da sey bilmiyom orda hatirlamiyorum su anda son boliimde asgari iicret sanirim su an
yirmi dokuz yada otuz milyon civarmda bir hizmetci paras: aman ne hizmetgisi cleaner (laughter) () iig
milyon mesela digtiniirsek bakici parasim diigiin bakici parast saninm su an onbes milyondan asa
oldugunu zannetmiyorum teyzem on bes milyona tutmustu kendi cocuklan icin on bes milyon onu
diisiiniirsek kadimn giyimi var disanda ¢aligan bir insamn yani kendine bakmasi lazim en azindan dimi?
Bir makyaj parasi var yol parasi1 yemek paras: diye disiiniirsek yani kendine ne kalacak yani gerez parasi
diye diigiiniiyoram

O: (.2) evet olabilir mantikh bir aciklama getirdin tesekkiir ederim =

N: eee ben mantikh yaparmm

O: does the writer attempt to refute the oopsite arguments (.3) hn simdi soru organizasyonu
kompozisyon organizasyonn mantikh nmm? siralams1 1hn evet mantikl bir sekilde diizenlenmis ciinkii ilk
once kendi goriigiinii vermis Nesibe daha sonra da kars: bunu ¢iirii kendi goriisiinii vermis ve daba sonra
karg: tarafin goriigiinii sunmug tekrar sonra kendi goriigiinii vermis ve tekrar onu vermig yani bi onlarin
goriigiinii verip onlar giiriitmeye ¢calismig mantikh bir bicimde siralanmig zaten bagta bir girig boliimii var
iste konuyu ana hatlariyla belirlemis thesis statement: yapmus ve sonucunda da tekrar bir // tekrarlayarak
giizel bir agiklama

N: // thesis statement tekrar bir

O: yapmus sonucunda yani mantikh bence essay chorent yani unity var mu? var paragraflar arasinda
uyusmazhk var m? ya iste ¢ikan bazi bunlari // transtionlarla birbirine baglamig paragraflar yvani arada

N: // trausition (whisper)

O: bir uyumsuzluk iste (.2) sdylesene uynmsuzluk yok yani //transitionlar knllannis mesela so therfore or
on the contrary however

N:ay Tirkce konugmay: unuttuk

O: in addition on the contrary ister therefor zaten bunlar argumentative paragrafta argumentative essayde
veya debatete sikga kullamilan transitionlar yani yazarm gorisiini soyliycek transitionlar giizel bir sekilde
coherent saglanmmsg

N: tamam =

O: Nesibe simdi sen benimkini yap bakalmm

N : tamam simdi ben Ozlem’ in argumentative essayini checklist yapryorum topic hayvanlar egitilmeli mi
cgitilmemeli mi? // yani hayvanlan kullanbilirmiyiz kendi seyimize

O: topic*

N: gore =

O: yani kendi islerimize gore kullanabilir miyiz kullanamaz my1z?

N: topic argumentative mi? demis evet argumentative ¢iinkii bu konu hem bilim adamlan hem de hayvan
sevenler arasinda tartigilan bir konu ¢iinkii bilim adamlan bu hayvanlan kendileri icin kullanmak istiyor
ama hayvan severlerde bunlann onlarinda bir cana sahip olduklanm falan séylityorlar hayvanlarninda
yasamaya haklan oldugunu falan soyliiyorlar 1hu konu agikca anlatilums ¢iinkii sey bide konu herkese gére
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degisiyor ciinkii hayvan sevenlerinde mantikh nedenleri var bilim adamlarimin da mantikhi nedenleri var
bu yiizden de konu tartigilabilir

O: 1l

N: eee thesis statement: bazi bilim adamian hayvanlann egitilmesinin gerekli ve kagmmlmaz oldugunu
savunurken bazilan da tam aksini diigimiiyor bu bazilan dedigimizde zaten hayvan sevenler oluyor digi
mi?

O: evet

N: 1ha topic degil =

O: topicle thesis statement arasinda bir baglant: var mu? // sence* nasil

N: // var* yani savundugun paragraflarda devamli olarak hayvanlarim egitilmesi kagimimazdir falan
diyorsun yani gereklidir demek istiyorsun // o yiizden bir

O: //

N: baglanti oldugunu zannediyorum 1h1 main pointler yani parcadaki main pointler insanlar hayvanlarn
isteklerini kisitlayamazlar ya bunu tamam anladun da biraz aciklar misin? Ne ne

O: nastil yani insanlarin dzgiirliikklerinin kisitlanmasimin egitimle ne mi?

N: hu // bunu anladim*

O: // onu mu anlamadin? Simdi ben egitimle kasitlama egitimlerin bayvanlann ozgirliklerinin
lasitlanmasi derken sunu sdyledim yani hayvan severler iste hayvanlara aci ¢ektirilmemesi gerektigini iste
onlarin gergek dogal ortamlarinda almip iste evlere tikihp veya laboratnarlara sokulup 6zgiirliiklerinin
kasitlanmasim istemiyorlar //

N: //iln

O: iste buda ya bi bakima hayvanlar egitilmemelidir onlan dogal haline kendi haline birakin demek
istiyorlar ben iste bunu savu bunu ciiriitmeye calistyorum galistim

N: i

N: 1h1 bide sey hayvanlan insanlarm hayvanlara ac1 ¢ektirmeye hakky yoktur =

O: a1 ¢ektirmeye hakkn yoktur dedim giinkii bunda da sunu diisindiim th1 hayvanlara bir seyler
Ogretirken bazi cezalandirma yontemleri var kosullandirma yontemleri kullanihiyor bunlardan bunlarda da
tabi ki hayvanlar ac1 ¢ekiyor bazen yani baza durumlarda bisey falan 6gretilirken yapiimak zorunda
bunlar // ve zaten bu son zamanlarda pek kullaniimiyor

N: /i

O: yani ac1 ¢ektirmeden yapmaya ¢ahistyorlar veya iste 6diillen // dirme yontem, kosullancdirma

N: // kosullandirma

O: yontemi ile yapmaya gahisiyorlar bide hayvanlardan boyle kendi yani insanlardaki ozellikleri
yapmasini bekliyorlar mesela konugmalarmm veya ne bileyim insanlar gibi yiiriimelerini insanlar gibi
seyleri tutup vermelerini falan iste tabi buda hayvanlar yapamadids igin ac1 ¢ekiyor // diyorlar karg1 tarafin
g0riisii 0 bunu giiriitmeye ¢aligtim

N: // ama mesela * boyle yani=

O: =main pointler bunlar

N: benim aklim kangti falan checklist yaparken de boyle oldu simdi daha iyi / anladun evet yani
tesekkiirler

O: // evet * bisey degil

N: reasonlar mantikli bunu destekleyen yani dnceden mantikh gibi gelmedi yani tam olarak anlamamugiz
falan ama simdi artik mantikhi oldufuna inamiyorum giinkii bi tane sempanzeden bahsedilmis Gua
adindaki onun iste 6diil verilerek kelime 6renmesinden filan bahsediliyor // gercekten bunu destekliyor
bu fikri

O: // evet? im

O: ve aym zamanda zaten sempanze yani o konusmay: 6grendikten sonra kendisi de mutlu oluyor yani
¢iinkii insanlan anlayabiliyor normalde yani etrafinda hep insanlar var zaten ve onlan anlayabiliyor ve
bundan da / memnuniyet duyuyor*

N: // bu egitmenin her iki tarafa da // faydasi oldufunu goriiyoruz sonug olarak bunu diyebiliriz di mi?

O: // faydas: oldugunu evet

N: hn simdi yeterince gelistirilmis mi deniyo paragrafin yani deminde soyledigimiz gibi gelistirilmis hani
orneklerle desteklenmis Gua 6megi ¢ok giizel mesela

O: evet ben bunlan gercekten yani kafamdan degil bazi kitaplan arastirarak //

N: // yani somut bir émek

O: buldum veterli deliller // sunmaya ¢alistim*tegekkiir ederim
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N: aferin sana simdi organization logical yani bilmiyorum belki benim ki yanhs olabilir organizationin
¢iinkii ben bir fikir sundum bitane onu ciiriitiicii fikir falan sundum sen genel olarak bir giris var bi genel
bi konu var yani onlarn nasil fikirleri bide senin savindugum fikirler var // ben senin*
O: // genellikle kars: taraftaki goriigii tamam olarak bilemedigim icin kendim gériiste olmadigim onlann
goriisiinii sadece b,r paragrafia agiklayabildim onlar gdyle soyle diisiinityorlar diye fakat kendi goriigiimii
daha genis olarak ayn ayn paragraflarda uzun uzadiya aciklamaya cahstim
N: thi tamam
O: anladifim kadanyla argumentative boyle diye diisimiiyorum devam et
N: katlliyorum sana sey coherent coherent coherent giizel konu saglanmig yani sey paragraflar arasmdaki
gecislerde transitionlar falan kullanilnms // yani konuda kopukluk oldugunu falan zannetmiyorum yani
seyler mesela birisinin savunmasi goriigleri verilirken kendin hemen savun-
O: // 1ha
N: maya gegerken mesela on the other hand demigsin /
O: // evet
N: yani igte Gyle olmus
O: bi taraf boyle diisiiniiyor derken diger taraf soyle diisiiniiyor derken =
N: kullanslan transitionlar on the other hand soyledigim gibi so because but however gibi zaten sende
%emistin ya tartisma konularinda bu tip seyler kullaniliyor // kullamlnus iste simdi seye gegelim

: /1

PFS 2

Z: merhaba ben Ziihal Fatigle ¢ahistim Fatisin essayinde konu topic sexual trainingdi argumentative bir
topikti ve eee yeterlidrecede support etmis bu konuyu gerek verdigi 6reklerle ece ne bileyim factlerle
falan ama birazcik yaynns ayni fazlaca too broad olmus gibi eeebagka yani giizel bir sekilde aciklanmsg
Fatisin essayini okuduktan sonra ona sadece Oneri olarak essayinin biraz fazlaca dagik oldufundan
bahsettim yoksa geri kalan hersey iste thesis statmenti veya ne bileyim developmental paragraflar iyi
kullanmas yani 6yle kopuk kopuk ciimleler falan yok orada ve yararh oldugumu diigimiiyorum sende mi
yararl yarah ikimizde birbirimize fikiflerimizi verdik iyi oldu

F: kesinlikle kesinlikle suna inamtyorum ki bu birbirimize oneriler verdikten sonra gerek hatalarimz
olsun gerekse yaptiklanmiz hakkinda dogru bi sekilde tekrar revize edecegimiz kesindir ve

F: bende Ziihal’in essayini okudum argumentative essayini okudum konu topic olarak iiniversite smavim
kazanamayan 6grencilerin psikolojik sorunlan daha ¢ok yani aileden gordiikleri baskilar ve daha sonra ki
girdikleri buhranlar falan konu olarak gok giizel bir konu fakat argumentative olarak disindiigiimiizde
acaba goyle bir soru geliyor aklimiza tamam bazi aileler baski yapiyor ama bunun karsi opponentt ne
olabilir? ben bunu diisiindiim fakat olabilir belki de bu konuda Ziihal gerekli aciklamay: bana konn
hakkinda iki main points hakkinda durmusg biri égrencilerin kazanamadiktan sonraki durumu psikolojik
durum kendi i¢lerinde yasadiklan sorunlar ve intihar edebilecekleri olasiligy insanlarm daha ¢ok bu essay
bir nebze ikne olmusg fakat karlida bir oponents belirtmemis arkadagimiz bu opponentst belirttigi takdirde
onun opponentinin diigiincelerini aksettirdigi takdirde daha aydinlatict bir essay ¢ikabilir kargimiza 1hh
transtionlar olarak transitionlar var bunlar yazan okuyan icin ¢ok 6nemli bir faktorlerden bir tanesi ve
ornekleri giizel okurken iki tane giizel bi 6rnekle kargilagtimbunlar thh kanitlayict kesinlikle kanitlatict
ornekler olduguna inantyorum hatta bunlar gibi 6rnekleri benim de vermem gerekiyor bence 1hh iligkili
yani birbiri ile alakal paragraflar var fakat dedigim gibi tek eksik nokta opponentin olmayis

Z: Fatig’ in de dedigi gibi benim essayimde tek eksik nokta karst goriigiin diistincelerini belirtmemigim
ben igte iimiversite smavim kazanamayan ogrencilere aileler tarafindan baski yapilmamalh eger bask
yapilirsa be benim thesis statementim yani benim argumentative seyim diisiincem ama karsi tarafin
diistincesini belli etmedim yani karh taraf igte basky yapalim veya yapmayalim falan demiyo ama ben
bunu belirtmedim sadece iste intihara iti intiharm sebebi olabilir eger bask yapilirsa ki bu psikiyatrik bir
sorundur ve psikolojik olarak sorunlar yagarlar ne bileyim iste ¢evreye ice domiik bir hal takimrlar
cevreyle fazla ilgilenmezler konugmazlar iiziiliirler ve kendilerinin geri zekah oldugunu diigiiniirler ciinkii
cok calisnuslardir ve kazanamammslardir ve ailesi bunu ona akseftirir yani iste sunun kiza bunun oglu
kazand: da sen kazanamadin gibisinden bunlan birazcik daba agmak gerckiyor ve bir Fatis’ in dedigi gibi
tek eksik noktam galiba karg tarafin diisiincesini saapmacim yani tekrar revize ettifimde Fatis® in
diisiinceleri tavsiyeleri gercekien gok faydah olacak benim i¢in

F: birde arkadagimiz iki konuya definmis dedik birincisi intihara sebep verebilecegi psikolojik sorunlar
yagabilecegi belki bir baska 6rnek daha verebilir bence bu iki ornek birbiri ile iligkili 6mekler =
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Z: ama bitanesi psikiyatrik bitanesi psikolojik bir sey psikiyatri ve psikoloji // ¢cok farkh seyler terimler
birisi noroloji birisi psikiyatri ben o agidan ele aldim

F: // tamam* da bir 6rnek saninm farkh acidan almmns bir iiciinci 6rmek belki de opponent igin daha
faydah olabilir yani ikisi de sonucta zihinle ilgili yani problemler sorunlar ve bunun dofuracag:
sosyolojik sorunlar falan daha degisik bir 6mek alimrsa samrim daha kamtlayict bir sey olabilir
bilmiyorum sen ne diigiiniirsiin bu konu hakkinda?

Z: ya mutlaka

PES3

E: th samnim kadinlann ¢ahsmas: ile ilgili caligtp calismamas: ile ilgili bir (. )/

A: // evet* kadinlann calismasindan yana bir argumentative yazdin yani o konuda bir essay

E: Kompozisyon yazdin*

A: yazdim kadmmlann ¢alismasindan yanayim

E: Cahsmasindan yanasin

A: evet

E: konun ¢ok giizel ve tartigmaya agik bir konu ece kars1 fikirler olabilir. ece (.3) supportlann giizel

A: yani sende benimle aym fikirdesin yani kadinlar ¢alig// mah* diyorsun

E: evet kadinlan ¢aligmal tabi ki

A: tegekkiir ederim tamam evet

E: iyi desteklemigsin yani

A: yani supportlarimm begendin mi? yani daha dogrusu kadinlar iste ekonomik yonden aileye ve
topluma katlada // bulunmasi*

E: // tabi ki yani ¢ahisan bir kadin ¢ahgmayan bir kadmm farkli yani ekonomik olarak ¢ok daha katla
saglayabilir hem // aile biitcesine*

A: // hem ile biitgesine hem de ekonomisine bende dyle diisiindiim zaten gérmiissiindiir zaten essayimde
aynca kadimin birde sosyal yonii calisan kadimn sosyal yonden daha aktif olacagma // ve* toplumda iist
koselere gelebilecegi yani yone // m timde insan niifusunun yani toplum niifusunun yansmmn olusturan
kadinlann eee evde kalarak kadinlarin hem beyin giiciiniin hem fiziksel her ne kadar erkekler kadar
fiziksel giicleri olmasa da o giiclerin evde sakh olmasmdan yana degilim o konuda bir essay yazmaya
calistim evet yorumlarum alayim ben

E : yani aslinda genel olarak essay giizel yani kompozisyonun giizel iyi organize edilmis ece fakat bazi
yerlerde sey 6rnek verebilirsin birkag yer //de*

A: // mesela alabilir miyim nerde 6rek // istiyorsun?

E: /7 6zel 6mekier verebilirsin =

A: yani biraz daha spesifik yapmanmu istiyorsun

E: 11 o destekledigin konuyu mesela ekonomik olarak kadinin etkisini belirli kisilerden Srekler vererck

A: yani soyle mi demek istiyorsun ¢aligan bir kadnm igte aileye nasil bir 1 =

E: bagarili olmusg yani // bir kadim

A: basanli olmug bir kadim gosterebilirim

E: gosterebilirsin

A: peki sen bana yardimci olur musun bir 6rnek vererek?

E: nevar=

A: yani sosyal olarak toplumsal yonden yada ekonomik ydnden her ikisi de 6rnek vermemi istiyorsun
galiba yani soyle mi diyelim? (.2) ¢alisan kadinlar hem cahigarak to kendilerine katkida bulunduklan gibi
topluma da katiada bulunuriar mesela (.2) // toplum igin yonetici // kadinlar

E: // toplum icin // 11 yonetici kadinlar var tekstil mesela tekstil alaninda ¢ok basarih olan kadinlar var
yoneticiler var

A tamam

E: veya bicok dernek kuran kadinlar onlarin // bagk*anhgm yapan kadinlar var

A: // yani sdyle demek istiyorsun erkekler kadar daha aktif islerde ¢alisan kadnlar var

E: // evet hatta daha da

A: bunlan dmek verebilirsin

E: erkeklerin yapamadifz bir cok isi ve beyin giiciinii degisik goriislere sahip olan bir siirii kadn var ve
bunlarin evde oturup ta yani biitin bu giicleri enerjilerinin bosa gitmesi hem tilke yaranma  kétii bisey
hem de kadmin kendini kétii hissetmesi bakiminda kétii bisey yani
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A: tesekkiir ederim bu Gnerin icin yani mesela su thh ashinda bak su anda aklima geldi bizim okulun
ozellikle 6gretim elemanlarmin yiizde doksam bayan* demek ki bayanlar iste

E: // evet coju bayan

A: dikleri zaman veya ¢ahistiklar zaman daha dogrusu //

E: // evet

A: Ust seviyelere gelebilir // iki tane profesér var ikisi de bayan //

E: // demek ki evet bélim bagkam bayan

A: evet bunu yazmam gerekiyor tesekkiir ederim bu konuda bagka bir 6nerin var nu essayi icin?

E: baska

A: yani ben soyle yapti ashnda m introduction boliimii esayimde iki tane yani iki boliimden olusta
bitanesi genel bir thesis statement oldugu aciklandif kisim bitanesi de kadmlar yani toplumdaki yerleri
bakimmdan gecmisteki // diizeniyle* ilgili // yani bu

E: // gegmigteki // bilgi vermigsin

A: durumu nasil goriiyorsun?

E: bence gayet iyi uygun ¢tinkii gecmisteki kadmmla simdiki kadinin kiyaslamasin yaparak belirli bir =

A: = kadmlann cahgmas: ve nereye geldikleri de ortaya ¢ikonus oluyor

E: ih1 evet

A: tamam tesek//kiir ederim

E: // kolaylasmus oluyor yani agiklaman

A bagka bir 6nerin var m?

E: baska bir 6nerim yok sadece iste birkag 6zel 6rnek yani verebilirsin

A yani coherent bakimindan nasil yani akict m1 essayim?

E: akici zaten Ingilizce de kullanilan transitional wordler key wordler igte yani coherence saglayan
birgok bir ¢ok sey kullanmissin iste baglaclar filan onlann cogu kullamlms yani kopuk birbirinden kopuk
ciimleler yok ve anlagilmayan biseyde yok

A tamam tesekkiir ederim

E: rica ederim

A: simdi senin essayini degerlendirelim istersen

E: degerlendirelim

A: eee essayin // milletvekillerinin dokunulmazhifinin tam olarak kaldmilmast*

E: // milletvekillerinin dokunulmazligimn tam olarak kaldimlmas: evet

A: gergekten giizel konu secmigsin ben seninle aym fikirdeyim bu konuda ciinkii milletvekilleri bu
dokunulmazhigin altina sifmarak haklan olmayan ve ¢ok yanhis seyler yapiyorlar ve // bunlann
dokunulmazhiklan var diye hi¢ kimse bigey diyemiyo yargi-

E: // evet

A: lanamiyo

E: yani boyle bisey yapsalar bile ¢ok zarar gorii =

A: ingallah senin bu essayini birileri okurda // bu konuda adim atarlar yani umudum

E: // ingallah

A: simdi gegen senin essayin dedigim gibi cok giizel yani tam argnmentative uygun bir essay genel olarak
sende (.) eee essayinde tiim bu seyleriyle beraber ayrintilan ile beraber vermeye galisnugsin fakat ece
bende benim essayime senin getirdigin eee elegtiri gibi baz spesifik 6rekler vermen lazim /

E: i

A : mesela ozellikle Tiirkiye gibi bir yerde yasiyoruz ve gok gii // zel 6mekler var*

E: // 6mekler var

A : yani bunlan verebilirsin mesela bagbakandan olsun milletvekilleri bakanlar bir ¢ogu bir siirii yani
normal bir vatandagin yapmayacagi ahlaksiz ve kétii seyler yapiyor // milletvekilidir diye // evet
milletvekilidir diye kimse bisey diyemiyo yargilayamiyosunda =

E: // evet // cok 6rnekleri var gercekten*

E: = ve bu dokunulmazlik siirecinin kaldirilmas: filan cok uzun siirdiigii icin //

A :yani

E: kimsede bisey yapamiyo

A: iste bunlan belirtmen lazim saniim pek bi ince ayrmtilara girmemissin bunlar essayini // daha da
giizellestirecek diye diisiiniiyorum ben

E: yani

E: birkag tane ornek var ashinda ama yeterli degil samrmm

A: mesela sana bir 6mek verebilirim 6nceki sene sey olmustu bitane bi milletvekili sekreteri ile ask
iligkisi yagamigt: // yani milletvekili oldugu igin // ona kimse bisey diyemedi
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E: // ha evet // dogru bak

A: ayrica yani mahkeme yollan agilsa da biliyosun mecliste iktidar daha dogrusu ¢ogunluk oramyla bu //
ne diyolar ona milletvekillerinin yargilandiga seye // giivenlik

E: // 1hi evet // devlet

A: mabkemesi mi ya neydi? her neyse iste su anda bagbakan Ciller hakkinda da sey var // bunlara
gelebilmesi icin meclisin cogunlugunun oyunu almas: gerekiyor

E: i

A: ve bunlarda yani hep cikar davas oldugu igin // arkadaslar birbirini destekliyor

E: // evet zaten iktidardaysa =

A: = hicbirisi mahkemeye gitmiyor yani mahkemeye varmadan doniiyo veya mahkemeye varincaya kadar
yeni yonetim degisivo falan filan velhasil yani bu milletvekili dokunulmazliklarmm altna sigman
milletvekilleri bir ¢ok yanlis seyler yapryor bunlarin kaldilmasi yéniinde // iyi bir essay yazmigsm yani
yazmaya cahs-

E: // zaten onlar diisimmiigtiim

A : nmgm ama bunlar biraz spesifik 6meklerle beslersen daha da iyi olacak diye diigiiniiyorum

E: sey hakkinda ne diisiiniiyorsun? organizasyon hakkinda yani iste introduction

E: bende iki kisimda // yazdim

A: sende Oyle yazmugsin iki kistmda ve giizel bisey ciinkii dokunulmazh@in bunu her okuyan yani
okuyucuyu goz Oniine almugim dokunulmazlik nedir? milletvekili dokunulmazligs ne demektir? // pek
bilmeye-

EW: // 11 evet

A: bilir yani o konuda dokunulmazhk nedir ve ne sagliyo ve ne getiriyo ne gotiiriiyo bunlan aciklamgsin
giizel bigey yani organizasyonda giizel ayrica //

E: // bide supportlar1 iki paragraf halinde yaptun refutation yani karg fikirlerin onlarm nasil yanhs
digiindiigiinii falan agiklarken ¢ok zorlandim yani birlegtirirken iki ii¢ paragraf halinde yazmay: denedim
sonra tek paragrafa dondirdiim uhmm =

A:yani refutation mutlaka yani refutation ok énemli argumentative essayde onlan en 6nde gdz 6niinde
bulundurman gerekir yani en az reasonlar kadar refutationlarda ¢ok omemli // onun igin normal iki
paragrafta da yazabilirsin gerci benim gérdii~

E: // i evet

A: giim ayr bir gey var yani bazi uygun yerlere uygun kelimeler bulman lazim mesela bir deputies job
diyecegin yere deputies duties diyebilirsin // kullanabilirsin daha

E: evet daha ¢ok anlanmm veriyor

A: kelimeleri segebilirsin ayrica ashnda ekliycek pek de bisey yok yalnizca ben biraz daha dikkatimi
geken refutationun biraz daha giiclii olsun yani uh bilmiyorum nasil uh su anda da aklima gelmiyo pek ne
yapabilecegin ama daha giiclii refutation yani karsindaki kisi okudugu zaman iistime laf sdyleyemeyecek
duruma gelmesi lazim ki yazdigin essay bu acceptable olsun yani

E: b1 bagka

A : gencl anlamda iste cohorent giizel tiim seylen kullanmaya ¢aligmigsin transitionlan structurelan key
wordleri var subordinate clauselar var yani aslinda giizel bir essay yazmusin dedifim gibi biraz daha
orneklerle daba dogrusu pek gok 6rnek var yani // Tiirkiye gibi bir yerde yasadifimuz icin yazarsan bence
E: // dogru haklisin

A : daha giizel olacak essayin tamam

E: tamam

A : su anda akhima gelen bu sen (.3) s6ylemek istedigin bisey varsa

E: benim sdylemek istedifim bigey yani bunlar: biraz daba dikkate alarak yeniden dizenlemek gerekiyor
(.3) konularn ikisi de giizel bence

A: yalmz sey benim senin essayinde bisey daha belirtmem lazim

E: i

A iste milletvekillerinin yani sadece milletvekilleri de degil bunlar ashnda baz devlet biyiiklerinde de o
sey var dokunulmazbik var mesela bir basbakan milletvekilidir ama bir cumhurbagskam milletvekili
olmamasina kargin

E: cumhurbagkam nm?

A: cumhurbaskanhg dokunulmazhig var yani cumhurbagkam diye bunu () ece yargilanmamas: diye
bisey yok yanlis yargilanmast lazzm bence bunlar milletvekillii veya dokunulmazhiklarma sifmarak
devletin kamuya acik yerlerini yani bir normal vatandagm kullanamayacag knllanamadigy daha rabat
sanki kendi mabiymug gibi 6zel maliymig gibi kullaniyor ve bunun hi¢ sorumlulugn altma girmiyo ne
Odemesini yapiyo ne bilmem nesi yaptyor hicbir sey yapmiy1 //



132

E: // ben bunlan belirtmemigtim

A: bunlan da belirtebilirsin yani

E: 1

A: kasaca bu kadar

E: tamam

A: ben kendi essayim hakkinda 6nerilerin ici tegekkiir ederim
E: bende tesekkiir ederim

PFS 4

B: Meltem ben senin Privization for Tiirkiye adh eeeayini iyi buldum yani girig olarak da, 6rnek vermen
olarak da agiklamalar iyi yani zaten topicinde sey diyosun Tirkiye dzellestirmeye gitmeli yani KIT leri
dzellestirmeli demigsin e:: oncelikle seyi vani girisinde 6zellestirmek demenin ne oldugunu ya da ne
anlama geldigini aciklamigsin bu giizel daha sonra Tirkiye igin neden yararh olacagma Omekler
vermissin bir de sey demigsin yani first second next yani belli bir sira izlemigsin e::: neden dzellestirmeye
karg1 giktiklarim yani boyle birkag ciimle hocamn dedigi gibi vermigsin benim hosuma gitti belki biraz
baglaclarda canse effect olabilir su son seylerinde onlan zannediyorum diizeltirsin.

M: hangi ciimleler onlar?

B: mesela another problem is monapology demissin ordan devam eden o paragrafta var e:: (.2) sonug iyi.
M: peki buralars nasdl baglarsam daha iyi anlagilabilir, bir fikrin var mu?

B: hm o konuda sey diyebilirim yani mesela surda in result of privization demigsin privization burda belki
daha farkh bir baglac olabilir ciinkii yani hocamizin dedigine gore bu result genellikle sonug boliimiine
gore gittigi icin burda sanki bi cause effect olmus.

M: contrastlik bildiren belki // transition kullamrsam da

B: // mesela

M: ha iyi olabilir belki.

B: unlike ya da iste diyebilirsin however la baslayip va da nevertheless boyle bdyle bisey anlatirsmn e::
nevertheless ile olumsuz ya bi dmek veriyorum nevertheless she is tired she went on her work /
nevertheless she was tired she went on her work gibi yani burda da nevertheless hani belirtebilirsin
Ozellestirmenin boyle boyle bir zaran olmasina karsin soyle soyle de bir avantaj var gibi diye
diislinityorum

M: somuctae:: =

B: sonugta ben iyi buldum ozellikle Amerika Arjantin Malezyalh bazi companylerle ilgili émekler
vermigsin onlar agiklayici olmus e:: transitionlarinda giizel iste belki birkag yerde daha akici olmasi igin
seyin uzunlugn da iyi.

M: tekrar okudugum zaman bunlan daha iyi gérebilirim bu ilk drafts ¢iinkii zaten

B: ¢ok iyi senin benim essayim hakkindaki diisiincen ne?

M: topigin 6tenazi hakkinda

B: dtenazi evet

M: 1ht. writer Bedia Kirkkulak girigte 6tenazinin Stenazinin ne oldufunun ne anlama geldigini belirtmigsin
bu giizel olmus ¢iinkii 6tenazi belki bilinmeyen ya da anlagiimayan bir kelime olabilir giiniimiizde pek
bugiinlerde giincel olmadig icin o yiizden bu ¢ok iyi olmus ve zaten hemen ciimlenin sonuna da seyi
eklemigsin thesis statemenm argumantative olan kisum da burasi zaten ¢iinkii burda tarismaya agik
oldugunu belirtiyorsun.

B: iste benim orda sana bir sorum olacak acaba orda mesela sen burda belirtmigsin demigsin ki e::
because of these reasons introduction boliimiinde yazmigsin o reasonlan yani belki bu reason bu kelimeyi
de biraz diisiinmek gerekir iste yani reason cause- effect hoca son derste ona dikkat etmeyin kaydirmayimn
demigti yani bagka bir kelimede yapabilirsin. Tiirkiye should privitize dyle bir kelime bulmussun ki zor
ezberledim ben ama bikag kelime 6grendim cok iyi yani kelime zenginligi acismdan privitize the own
government own enterprises dive goriigiinii bildirmigsin yani Tiirkiyenin oOzellestirmeye gidilmesi
konusunda ben boyle bir sey bildirtmedim sadece iste open to debate today diye bir sey biraktim

M: bu ciimleyi 1::: belki tek bir ciimle halinde degil de 6tenazinin ne anlama geldigini agikladiktan sonra
ikinci bir ciimleye baslayip // 1 boyle bir ciimle ile baZlasan daha iyi olur thesis statemim

B: // kisa digil mi

B: yani gériig bildirmem gerekiyo diyosun

M: 11 evet hemen ikinci paragrafta e:: sen=

B: bak sende sn ciimleye o zaman sey yap o eger introduction dersek because of this reason varya onu ben
sOylememigim privitize ile biten ciimleyi
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M: il pekd hemen ikinci paragrafta zaten e: main pointslerden birisi iste Gtenaziye karg ¢ikan insanlann
e:: fikirlerini belirtmigsin burda nicin 6tenaziye karsi cikiyorlar diger hemen 3. Paragrafta zaten omm
contrast: olan goriisii yani burda argumentativelik bagliyo yani bir tartigma olusuyo // anladigam kadan ile
e:: Otenaziye Otenazi taraftarlar

B: // evet

M: olan insanlarin goriiglerini belirtmigsin

B: evet dyle oldu zaten

M: 1h1 burda belki burda bulabilirsen birkac 6rnek verebilirsin mesela e:: Gtenazi taraftan olan bir insamn
diigiincelerini ne hissettifini belki bu karar1 verme asamasmda neler yagsadifim e::

B: =daha etkili olacagim diigiiniiyorum olabilir o sekilde yada iste dtenaziye karsi ¢ikan insanlanm belki
basindan gegen bir olay olabilir bunlari eger // bulabilirsen

B: // ashnda onu diigiindiim kiitiiphaneye gittim hangi iilkelerde Gtenazi gegerli fakat kiitiiphanede boyle
bir bilgiye rastlayamadim biraz kendi iiriiniim oldu ama belki birazcik daha aragtirma yapmam gerekir
onun farkindayim ama pek kaynak bulamadim yani

M: belki bugiinlerde biraz daha arastirabilirsen

B: evet zaten onu diigiiniiyorumigte bi internete// girebilirsem

M: // belki hasta hakkinda hasta haklari konusuna baktifin zaman ordada degisik konular baghklar
¢ikabilir ona sen tekrar bakarsan bence gikar hasta haklarinda

B: sey bakt1 gorevli bakti yani ben mubtemelen sey gorevli bakti oda bulamadi ama belki birazcik iste
yogunlagirsam diigiincede olabilir ama hakhsin 6mek eksigi var dogru

M: aslinda bunmun haricinde giizel fikirler giizel akici bir bigimde verilmis transitionlar zaten ¢ok giizel
saghyo mesela sonug ve on the other hand gibi karsit fikri vereceZin zaman bununla baglaman benim igin
cok iyi goriindii

B: belki sdylede yapabilirim diye diigtindiim e:: bilmiyorum simdi bu karsit goriigii verdim sonra savunan
goriigii verdim otenaziyi fakat karsit goriigle bir iki ciimle sonra kendi gériigiimii yansitan bir iki ciimle
yani savunan iki ciimle yani AB AB AB siras: izlesem daha m iyi olur

M: 1hm belkide daha iyi olabilir onu. ¢iinkii burda bi kopukluk saglayabiliyo suf ilk paragrafta bir
diisince iistime yogunlagtify icin difer taraftan obiir diigince akla gelmiyo belkide e ancak diger
paragrafta gectigin zaman // bdyle bir haturlatma icinde yani odak noktada sey yogunlugu daha iyi
saglayabilirsin bi o goriisii bi o goriigii verirsen

B: ciiriitiicii nitelikie tamamen bir tarhigma olur

M: sonuctada hala yine sey thesis statementin daha degisik bir sekli anlacdifim kadaryla farkh bir
ciimleyle ifade etmigsin hala tartigmaya actk oldugunu belirtmigsin

B: ama iste sonug bolimiinde sey vermisim in this circumstance ill people should have a right to ask for
euthonezia diyerek Gtenaziyi savonmusum ama giris boliimiinde dyle bisey yapmamusim dimi

M: bence bunu burda versen ¢ok daha iyi ¢iinkii tam sonuca geliyo hersey baglanmak istiyo yeni bir fikir
cikiyo sanki ortaya yani sen kendi gériigiini ilk bagta belirtmedigin icin

B: yada buna benzeyen bir ciimleyi baga mi alsam

M: ilu evet giinkii bunlarm bu bilgiler icinde okundugn zaman bu fikride atlamug oluyo bu fikri de
gormesi lazim okurken okuyucunun bence

B: evet buna dikkat etsem iyi olur yani bilmiyorum ben senin seyin iginde iyi buldum iste birazcik
nebileyim cause effect mesela it causes dismission diye bazi tam bdyle cause effect essaylerde
kullanilacak anahtar kelimeler var onlar knllanmigsin yani belki cause effect diye de sey yapabilir.

M: ashinda bu kullandifum causes yada reasonlar

B: agikhyo

M: agiklayicr ciimleler bunlan ben o amagla yazmadim ama tabi bazen farkinda olmadan cok fazla
kullandigim // yerler var

B: // bu zaten bisey yani draft durumunda

M: 1lu ama hepsini gikarmamahyim bana gére cimkii burda baghyorum ciimleleri efer vermezsem
agiklayamam o diigiinceyi mescla it causes demigim bunu basgka bir sekilde ifade edebilirim yine baska
bisey kullansam yine cause bildiren bisey olur burda

B: cvet

M: burdaki belki degil ama mesela surdaki reasonlan resultlan belki // daba degisik ciimleyle
baglayabilirim

B: // evet onlan biraz kisabilirsin

B: ¢iinkii bu tiir seylerincause and effecte kayma 6zelligi cok fazla gibi

M: ama her yerdede degil knllandigim her ciimlede degil
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B: degil zaten transitionlarinda belirtiyo second mesela first onu aciklamgsin belki e:: on the other hand
diye kullanabilirsin onlarida diger bir yandan iste

M: tabi daha bagka transitionlar var

B: peki surda e:: senin dzellestirmeyi kargisinda olan gériisii en cok yogunlastigin paragraf olarak

M: ln kagmnci paragraf o beginci paragrafta beginci ve altnci paragraflar evet besinci ve altinc
paragraflarda orda yogunlagmaya ¢alishm karsit goriis iizerinde acaba bende mi AB AB AB seklinde
yapsam

B: AB ciinkii 0 zaman onu diyecektim yogun giizel bir bilgi olmug biraz organizasyonda seylik var eger
bunun organizasyonu sey olursa bende gercekten perfect bir essay olacak ¢gretmende zaten o sekilde
tercih ettigini soyledi daha iyi olacagim soyledi mesela bir fikri soylilyosun iste dzellestirme yapilmal
demigsin ozellestirmenin getirdigi eksikleri yani boyle karsit goriigii belirt bir iki ciimlede ee giiriitecek
ckarte edecek bikag seyde yazman iyi olur ¢iinkii ben dyle algiladim biraz yogunlagma vard: yani

M: bir avantaj 6zellestirmenin bir avantajini yazdifim zaman hemen akabinde bi // dezavantajim

B: // dezavantajim iste bu dezavantajda senin 6mekleri verebilirsin Latin Amerikadaki 1980 91°deki
Malezyadaki companyleri ¢iinkii gercekten sey bilgi var elinde yani gordiigiim kadanyla dolu bir sey
essay

M: i

B: bu kadar

M: Bunlarlada daha iyi bir essay yazabilirim benim séyliyceklerim bu kadar

B: benim de bu kadar

M: bende eger bulabilirsen bikag=

B: = 6rnek tabi

M: 6mek eklesen daha da giizel agiklanabilir.

B: tamam

PFS 5

A: Ceren senin essayin kompozisyonun baya giizel buldum ben gerci ama sey topigi yani bashf
externalization of the people who are AIDS by the society galiba digimi dogru degil mi

C: Evet topigi 6yle

A: sey arguable side var iki tane ayn tartigma noktasi var yani aym zamanda externalization of the people
a hem karg: olabilirsin hem aym zamanda onlardan olabilirsin

C: Evet

A: simdi sen devam et

C: ben de senin essayindeki topigi buldum benefits of same drinks which are tought completely harmful
yani completely harmful burda ¢ok 6nemli bence bunu vurgulanugsin yani tamamen zararlt olmadifms
belirtmigsin ve bazilanmn da yararh oldugunu belirtmigsin bu topic ¢ok acik bence

A: senin kompozisyondaki explanation yani agiklama benim ¢ok hosuma gitti yani giizel ama yani tam
olarak anlasilmyo ceren ¢iinkii demek istedigin sey anlagilmiyo bazi 6meklere falan ihtiyacin var bence
example lara yani ¢ok genel bir sekilde anlatmmgin

C: bende bunu senin checklistini okuduktan sonra gérdiim zaten dncede ¢ok iyi olmadigm biliyordum
ama checklistini gordiikten sonra

A: examples bulup ekledin mi

C: bende senin argumentative bir essay gergekten ve cogun insan alkoliin tamamen zararh oldufunn
diigiiniir ve sen yani 6meklerinle bumu cok agiklamigsm ve yani bi isi oldugn ortaya ¢ikmus two arguable
sides

A: tema konusunda ne diigiiniiyorsun benim temam haklanda ha tema giizel miydi

C: tema giizeldi yani se¢ilmis 6zenle secilmis bir konu bence yani tam tartigmaya uygun

A senin temanda giizel sayilabilir iste AIDS olan people 1n iste halk tarafindan toplum tarafindan kabul
edilmesi falan boyle biseyler giizel yani

C: evet bu arada listeni ¢ikarttm content of beer and their impacts to our health wine’s low degree of
alcohol doctors suggestions about wine wine’s useful impact to our health yani bunlarda giiclii destekler
bence

A: sey senin bu konudaki tarafin tamamiyla belli olmus yani sen AIDS’li insanlarin toplum tarafindan
kabul edilmesini isteyen bir insansin yani burdaki gériigin agik olarak belli olabiliyo yalmiz baz
onlemlerim var kompozisyon hakkinda yani belirli 6rnekler verilebilirgok genel bir sekilde almigin
mesela orda biseyden bahsetmigsin iste mesela bi kiz iste herhangi bir sey gidiyo iste bunlan sen
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gbrmiissiin gerci ama yani burda specific bir example yok // kendi deneyimlerinden kaynaklanan herhangi
bir sey yok

C: evet ben onu tam olarak belirtmemisim checklistini gordiikten sonra bunu daha cok belli etmen
gerektigini anladim ve diizelttim // yani

A: // yani senin orda yapmaya ¢alistigin daha ¢ok orda Gzetlemen gereken sirf orda kendi goriisiinii ifade
etmeye calismak bunu yani izah etmeye ¢alismak

C: diizeltmeleri yaptim yani senin essayinde de logical ifadeler vard 6zellikle ben burda sey demigim she
uses the names of the strong outherities like doctors yani doktorlar 6zellikle giivenilir otoriteler bunlanida
6mek olarak vermen cok iyiydi bence gelisimi ézellik iyice ve organizasyon iyiydi.

A: seninkininde gelisimi ¢ok iyiydi insanlar AIDS’li insanlarla karsilagtiklan zaman ne yaptiklanndan
bahsediyorsun bence yani logical yani mantikh olmus ve giizel bir sekilde gelisimini yapnugsm ama giizel
aciklamamigsi kompozisyondaki ifaden biraz geydi

C: bende sunu gérdiim ben buray: not almisim her biggest advantages her saying useful when they are
drunk limited yalmz bu limited olayim belirtmen de ¢ok iyi bir nokta olmus yani insanlar senin zayif
noktam goyle soyleyebilirlerdi yani tamam bunlar yararhdir ama igildigi sen igilmesini savunuyorsun
¢iinkii yararh oldufunu savunuyorsun icildigi zaman zararli olabilir fazla icildigi zaman diye bilirlerdi
mesela sen bunu sadece limitli bir sekilde icilirse yararou korur // diye belirtmigsin ya bu ¢ok bityiik bir
avantaj bence

A: // o kesin zaten

A: senin yine bir ¢ksik noktam soyliycem hayir yani normalde yani giizel oldugunn séyleme normal
biseyde ben eksik taraflarim soylemek istiyorum ki sen yani senin igin yani scy sende sey bir paragraftan
bir paragrafa bir konudan bir bagka konuya gegis sey gibi yani fazla belli olmuyor gibi yani bir
paragraftan hangi yani bir konudan bagka bir konuya atlamak fazla belli olmuyor anhyomusun yani
transferi konudan konuya transferi biraz sanki zayif gibi geldi bana ondan sonra n mes¢la surda ne
diyosun bakayim hasta bir insan diyosun iste yalmz bir insan ve hi¢ kimse etrafinda yok diyosun ondan
sonra ondan sonra ailesine onun hakkindaki goriislerine falan gegiyosun pek bi alakasi olmayan bi konn
C: hayir ama benim orda belirtmek istedifim gey =

A: ha sbyle iste soyle bigey bak an ill person she is alone there is nobody around him or her and if his/her
family thinks thinking of the same things burdaki same things tamam ben anladim simdi gergi ama orda
hi¢ anlagilmiyo anliyormusun

C: yani mesela gurda sey demisim bir onceki paragrafia it is still being considered that to breathe the same
our to kiss each other to shake their hands causes this disaster so people don’t want to be with them

A: de ikisi aym paragraf onu demek istiyorum o agikladigmm sey bir paragrafta benim sordugum sey
baska paragrafta

C: ama ben bunu 6mek olarak aldim yani think of their statement diye baglamigtim

A: organizasyon giizeldi bana gére yani ¢ok hoguma gitti ve yani anlamh bir biitiin var transitionlar var
mesela however knllannmgsin instead of in conclusion ever though

C: bende sunlan buldum first of all as too second example but annd because ingeneral in conclusion
oldukca // yeterliydi

A: // bunlar ¢ok uygnn bence bu essaye uygun transitionlar

C: bende senin i¢in dyle buldum

A bagka bigey kald: m1 sence

C: yok

PFS 6

Y: bu senin ilk essayinde zaten ii¢ paragraftan olusmus (.3) simdi ilk paragrafta thesis statement hig
goremedim yani paranmin muthi etmediginden falan bahsetmigsin ama boyle kesin tam bdyle bir thesis
statement yok hani paragrafin en son ciimlesinde falan belirtivordu ya o

G: ben giriste vermemigim thesis statement: thesis statement yok ben ilk basta genel diisiniilen genel
diisiiniilen seyleri verip daha sonra kendi gériisiimii vermek istedim

Y: sey paragrafin girisinden anlasiliyo sapki paramn onemsiz oldufunu anlatcan ama kesin bir yarguyla
hig belirtilmemis daha sonra ondan sonra hepsini bir paragrafta toplamugsin iste agk gurur muthuluk falan
bunlarin parayla alimmiycandan falan bahsetmissin de vani ¢ok agik aciklayici olmamms pek zaten agktan
mutluluktan bunlarm alinmiycandan bahsetsende ayn ayn paragraflarda bahsetsen daha boyle detaylar
vererek daha biyle agiklayici olurdu gibi geliyo bana zaten yapmigsin onu ikinci kisimda
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G: birincide sadece bunlardan bahsetmigtim genel bir sekilde bu paragrafta toplamistim daha sonrakinde
6rnekleri daha giincel verdim daha mesela Sabanc: falan gibi isim vererck gimlitk hayattan belirli 6rnek
vererek kesin detayl 6rnekler vererek bu 6meklerimi ikinci draftimda daha da agikhiycam

Y: zaten o 6mekleri gercek hayattan falan 6rnek verince daha inandiricr falan oluyo ki onlan da vermigsin
zaten yani Smekler acilmus iki para seyde second drafita thm (.3) bide sey hig transition falan yoktu yani
direkt paragraflara direkt baslamuistin yani su da soyle mesela second faktim de first fact falan gibi seyler
transitionlar ¢ok az vardh hatta ya paragraf i¢inde ciimleler arasinda bile ¢ok azdilar yami sanki ¢ok kopuk
kopuktu birbirinden // o yani pek bi coherent yok gibiydi coherent degildi yani (.2) sonra paragraflarda
sey yapmissin verilen diisiinceyi iste soyle diisimiirler ama

G: // i

Y: béyle olmas: gerekiyo diye soylemigsin ama sey yani ilk first draftta ¢ok az savunmugsun bunlar: yani
¢ok inandinct olmamis pek okuyucuyun inandirmayacak sekilde ama igte ikincisinde onlan agnugsin daha
iyi olmus bdyle

G: senin first draftinda ¢ ben yani daha dikkatli calignugsin e burda benim tek dikkatimi ¢eken yine
orneklerde oldu e mesela giinliik hayattan belirli bir zaman ve isim vererck dregin Ist. Universitesinde
¢ikan tiirban meselesinden falan bahsedebilirdin ¢ bu daha inandiric1 olurdu. Insanlan daha cok etkilerdi
¢linkii insanlar zaten biz bunu hep duyuyoruz televizyonda gorilyoruz sey yapiyoruz sen paragrafinda
yani bu konuda bundan bahsedebilirdin mesela sen de sdylemigsin okullarda iste boliinmelere kavgalara
falan sebep oluyor iste bu bunlan daha 1:: detayh bi sekilde verebilirdin transitionlar var senin essayinde
mesela the fact that the other fact (.3) bunlar var ¢ baska (4) ve mesela Ist tiniversitesi dedim belirli bir
okulda olan olaylardan giinliik hayattan gercek Ornekler vererek bunu agiklayabilirdin e sonra sadece
soyle olur boyle olur gibi degil daha mesela gercek yillardir biitiin 68 bir ¢ok 6grenci bu yiizden hayatim
kaybetti dersler aksach okul programlan bozuldu mesela su kadar insan 61dii su tarihte su olay ¢ok siddetli
olmustu falan bunlan da katabilirdin boylece kargindaki insam e:: inanglan dogrultusunda bile olsa béyle
karmagikhifa sebep olmamasi konusunda ikna edebilirdin kendini inandirmak icin konunu savunmak icin
bu daha basarihi olurdu bu kadar

Y: Tamam

PFS7

B.:Siiheyla sen simdi OYS smavimn kaldinlmasmma kars: oldugunu savunmaya ¢alismigsin dimi

O: evet

B: Thesis statement 1n agik I opposed to the idea that OYS examination must be gikanlmasi gerektigini
opposite point koymussun. Thesis statementin agik ama elli puan fikrini savundugun fikrini thesis
statemenda belli etmemen gerekiyo yani iig tane nedenden bahsediyorsun iste YOK basarih lisede basarili
olan 6grencilerin finiversitede bagani olmalarim saglamak icin daha ¢ok orta 68renim puanum 6n plana
¢ikarmasi gerektigini ee aym alanda okuycak olan 6grencilerin elli puan ek puan getirmeleri gerektigini
ve kontenjamin degigsmemesine ragmen niye sinav sayisimn bire indirilmesi gerektifini de fic noktada
giizel noktalar elde etmigsin ancak bunlarin sadece birini thesis statemenmda icermigsin // iste elli puam
sadece onun gikartiimasi

O: // evet dogru

B: gerekiyo ya da hepsinden de bahsedebilirsin yani olumsuz noktalarm hepsinden giris kisminda
bahsetmen dogru olurdu ee konuyn iyi tamsmssin YOK bir karar aliyo ve OSS OYS smavim ortadan
kaldrmak istiyo ece ii¢ tane noktayida agiklamaya baglanugsin ancak ilk nokta kontenjan noktas: sadece
iki kontenjan egit derecede kalirken neden () neden bir sinava indirilmesi gerektigini sdylemigsin sadece
noktay: belirtmigsin burda mantik sirasim takip ederek eee (.2) kontenjan sayisinmn iki smavla daha aza
indirilebilecegini ee OYS nin OSS smavimn yardinu ile bir eleme olmasi gerektigini ve daha bir (.2) ee ee
dogru degerlendirme yapilabilecegini falan soyleyebilirsin dogru mantik sras: izleyerek neden sagma
oldugunu agiklamanugsin yeterince yani kontenjan sayis1 aym kalirken tek smav bir yitk getirir ve daha
fazla bir stres getirir gibi noktalara deginebilirdin // burda daha ¢ok giiven yani giivenilirlik olarak
bahsetmissin kontenjan sayisi ile pek alakas: yok yani iki sinava bélmenin

O: // Evet

B: yani tek sinav olarak kullanmanin giivenilirlik agisindan kontenjan kasminda yer almamasi gerekiyor.
Bunun diginda bagarih dgrenciler lisedeki basanh 6grencilerin ee iiniversitede basarth olmasim saglamak
icin ee daha gok orta 6grenim bagar puanimn esas alinmas: fikrini giiniitmeye calismssin ec bagarmin ya
da miifredatin bati iilkelerindeki gibi olmadifini soylityorsun bu yeterince desteklenmis bence ¢iinkii
gergekten iste batida okullann okullar ve iiniversitelerde ahnacak egitim rehberlik ¢alismalarindan da



137

bahsedebilirsin burda daha agihikh oldufunu ve bunun icin de ee basanmn Tiirkiye’deki gibi
etkilenmedigini orta 6grenim basart puanuun pek dnemli olmadigim savenmussun dimi

O: ben burda daha gok sey yaptim iilkenin dogu ve batist arasmdaki esitsiz yani esit olmayan egitim
kosullarndan egitim seviyesinden bahsettim yani doguda insanlar iste ekonomik // seyler yiiziinden falan
acmam gerekiyor 1

B: // hu onu agabilirsin iste ordald bir acabilirsin dogudaki bir 6grencinin mezun oldugu lise puam ile
almacag iiniversite degisecektir ve bu ona haksizhik olacaktir gibi noktalara deginebilirsin

O: = bunu agmam gerekiyo

B: 1l ama genel olarak diisiindiigiin nokta giizel biraz daha 6melkderle pekistirebilirsin son olarak da elli
puanin biraz (.2) elli ek puanmin aym alandaki 6grencilere verilmesini elestiriyorsun ciiriitityorsun //
burdada yine batidaki sistemin kérii

O: // haksiz olarak

B: koriine uygulanmaya calisiimasindan bahsedebilirsin genel olarak ilk giris kisminda aym sey iste
kredili sistemden falan 6rnekler verebilirsin burda da iste batidaki sistemi aymi alandaki ogrencilerin
yonelmesine miisait oldugundan bahsedebilirsin ama burda ece karar deistirmenin iste damigsmanhk
hizmetlerinin yeterli yiritilmediginden dolayis1 neden Tiirkiye nin heniiz / boyle bir orta dfrenimle
yada ek puanla giriglere falan yoneltmeli giriglerde daha hazir olmadifum soyleyebilirsin ama

O: // 1

B: genel olarak ii¢ nokta giizel kontenjanda 6zellikle biraz problem var

O: onu birazcik daha acabilir misin yani

B: = yani sey demissin iki tane sinav var kontenjan aym ve bir smav elemeye yariyo diger smavda da
y1fma olmuyo dolayisi 1la kontenjan ikiye boliinmiis oluyo daha bir degerlendirme agismdan faydah olur
gibi bisey sdylemeye cahigryorsun ama sadece problem probleme deginmekle kalmigsin e:::=

O: = yani soru sormakla birakmisim

B: evet soru sormakla birakmmsin

O: evet

B: iste ana cevap niteliginde mantik sirasim izleyerek e:: iki smav kontenjanlan ya da say1 giren 6grenci
sayisim ¢:: dengelemeye yararken neden kaldinlsin gibi agabilirsin

O: evet zaten segim kagimilmaz bunu ispatlamam gerekiyo yani

B: //1im

O: OYS bu secim konusunda daha bir certainly // daha bir garanti veriyo

B: // evet

B: say1 agismdan

O: garanti sagliyo evet daba giivenilir hale getiriyo sinavi

B: kontenjanda fazla giivenilirligi 6n plana gikartmaman iyi olur yani biraz irrelevant oluyo

O: 1y

B: sonugta da iste iiciine deginerck sonuca baglamigsin sonug mantikl iste kontenjan orta dgrenim bagart
puam ve elli puan ek puan eklenmesi yokiin 6ne siirdiigin nedenler ve hepsini ¢iiriitmeye caligmigsin
dolayistyla e::: iki smavin uygulanmas: gereklidir diye bitirmigsin giizel e:: en son olarak da igte specific
o6rneklere yer verebilirsin igte belli bir liseden iste saghik meslek lisesinden mezun olan 6grenci diyelim ki
illaki tip alaninda ya da sayisal alaminda basan gosteremiyo sinavda gibi bigey one siirersin dolayisiyla
orta 6frenim basart puan1 va da elli ek puanin saglayacas yarar egit olmiycak her ofrenci igin
diyebilirsin yani yararlanma sartlan uygun degil bat iilkelerdeki gibi ya da yine e:: mesela igte
Amerika’da diyebilirsin tabi bunlan agman hangi biliime yerlestiricen irrellevant olmamasi gerekiyor.
Her bir tiniversiteye heniiz bir smav olmadip i¢in Tirkiye’de merkezi bir smav oldugu icin iki smavm
daha mantikh olacagim // ispatlaman icin

O: //he evet evet

B: olabilir. e:: coherence olarakta biraz daha fazla baglaclar yani neden sonug baglaclanda kullanabilirsin
iste direk ciimleye baslamak yerine ispat yani persuasia icin daha fazla etkili olabilir bu kadar

O: Sevnur evlilik hakkinda yaznmssim evliliin ggerekli oldugunu ispatlamaya calisnugsin ve giiniimiizde
insanlarn evlilik hakkindaki yanhs diisiincelerinden bahsetmigsin ¢iinkii bu yanlis diisiincelerde daha ¢ok
insanlan materalistic yani maddeci diigiinmesinden kaynaklanan yani kokiinde ya evliligin gereksiz ve
kendilerine sorumluluk getiren bir is olarak gormelerinin sebebinin kékiinde seyin e: 1 altinda daba
dogrusu (.) neyin=

B: = onu sadece giris mahiyetinde yaptum yani / supporting detaillerden 6zellikle maddi ydniinden
degilde

O: // evet

B: daha sonra maddi // yoniinden
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O: // evet evet evet ama maddeci diisiinmelerini // neden oldugunu s6yliiyorsun evert evet

B: // h1 nedene baglamaya ¢alisnugim durumu belirtmek iin belki

O: ee ve daha somra evliligi iste gocuklar agisindan da iste siki kogullar altinda gelismed yani kenndini bir
thm gorev agismdan yani ¢ocuk anne ve babanmn sorumltulugu yetkisi altina giriyor ve kendisini psikolojik
acidan sorumlu tutugunu // evet bagimsiz olmuyo bu

B: // yani independent yetigmiyor

O: konuda vurguladn yani // karst tarafin fikri olarak sonra daha sonra kendin evliligin

B: hu {i¢ nokta ht

O: gerekli oldugu konusunda bi fikri ortaya atiyosun ve evliligin gerekli olmasi konusunda iste sexual
yani scksi yonden iste ailelerin thm:: yani thm: ((1)=

B: = ya iiretim yani // ¢ogalma fonksiyonu

O: // evet ¢oZalma fonksiyonu ve ekonomik fonksiyonu ortaya atmussin fakat bunlandiger paragraflarda
ya tam bir netlikle ayn bir paragraf agmamigsin yani tamam ailenin bu tir fonksiyonlan var ve diger
paragraflarda bunlar igin yani her bir konu igin ayn bir paragraf yazabilirdin

B: yazilabilir diyosun

O: paragrafta agabilirsin her bir konuyu ama bu sekil olmanus yani sonra thm (.3)=

B: = ii¢ tane nedene gectim sonra

O: burda iste evet

B: // marriage neden istenmiyo bu giinlerde

O: evde ailelerin igte burda sey demissin aile ortaminda yetigkinlerinde yetisebileceginden bahsetmissin
ve iki eglerin aslinda giiniimiizde e:: rollerinin egitlendiBini séylemigsin yani tamam bu gekil bir girig
giizel olmus yani artik evlilikten kagilmamast gerektigini soylemigsin fakat burda rol esitlifinden
bahsedip bunu 6meklerle agiklamamissm yani iste 6rmek olarak diyebilirsin iste evdeki isler paylasiliyo
es eve gec geldigi zaman iste onun (.2) isi=

B: = lu 6rneklememi istiyorsun

O: evet o tiir érekler vermen gerekiyo. Sonra burda ¢ocuk hakkanda yani ¢ocugun ailedeki yani ashinda
dependent aileye bagimhi olarak yetismesinden cok ailede bir sevkat sev sevkat sevgi ortamm buldugundan
soz etmigsin bu () aslinda giizel fakat ¢ok agmigsin yani bu paragrafi genelde tamam agman olumlu ama
asil burda ciftler acisindan 6nemini alsan daha mantikli olur ¢iinkii burda insanlar daha ¢ok ¢ocuklardan
cok evlilikten kacmalanndan yani ortaya evlilikten kagmalarindan bahsediyorsun

B: ¢ok ug bir sebep bu

O: 1 evet evienmek istememelerinin sebebinisonra kendilerine sorumluluk getirdiginden bahsediyorsun/
ve sonra ¢ocugun seydeki evlilikteki konumunu almigsin

B: // sorumlyluktan kagma

O: yani // evet

B: // biraz u¢ bi neden olmusg

O: burda seyin gey=

B: = en sonda aski Sldiirmesinden

O: simdi bu agk oldiirmesi bunu giizel agiklamigsin ee sonug boliimiinii de biraz havada kalmis bunu da
daha ne demek istedigini tam kesin olarak belli edebilirsin e::;=

B: =nasu yani

O: yani desteklemen gerekiyo tamam ee:::

B: supporting detaillara uygun olmamg mi

O: evet yani daha kesin ve net bi sonucun olabilir ve because 1a baslanugsin ya in condusion seklinde bi
1::: seyle e::: yani baglacla bag=

B: = yani because marriage provides these opportunities—=

O: =ama sonugta bir in conclusion ya da finally falan gibi=

B= daha certain // bisey olmas: gerekiyor.

O: // evet certain yani kesin olarak o ya tamam yani evlilik s6yle s6yle insanlart ec // olanaklar sagliyo
aslinda yani diisiiniildiigii kadar sorumluluk getirmiyo iste gocuklar agismdan da illa almak istiyorsan iste
cocuklar gergekten iste aile ortaminda=

B://im

B: = kisilik // kazamyorlar

O: // kisiliklerini buluyorlar, sosyallesiyorlar // ¢iftlerin de sosyallestiini vurgulayabilirsin yani

B: // evet

O: conclusionda // toparlayabilirsin

B: // su gocuk* boliimiinde evlilik disi cocuklarn biraz psikolojisinden falan bahsetsem daha mu // olumiu
olur
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O: // psikoloji daha mantikl: evet evet 0 mesela bir karsilagtirma yapabilirsin

B: yani yetigsme tarz1 olarak kargilaghrma yapip iste aile ortanunda ya da evli ¢iftlerden dogan ¢ocuklar
daha sorumlu ortamda=

O: = yalmz iste dedigim gibi madem gocuklardan bahsetmek istivorsun burda ciftler acismdan degil de
cocuklar acisindan da evlilifin dnemini vurgulaman gerekiyor ki cocuklar e:::=

B: =yani iki nedenim daha gok ciftler agisindan ele alinnmy bi tanesi ¢ocuklar // olmast irreelevant mi

O: // ln digeri irrelevant yine de yazabilirsin ¢iinkii evlilik tabi cocuklar cok 6nemli bir 6g¢ evlilikte fakat
bunu yazmak istiyorsan bunu thesisinde belirtmen gerekiyo sen bu bagtaki konularda suf egler ara
arasinda olan bi bagdan sz etmissin yani eglerin ¢:: iki kigi evlendiginde ne gibi seyler // nasi diyim
(2=

B: //in

B: = yani s6yle baglayabiliriz ashnda yani anne baba cocuklannda gn su su yonlerini de diiginmek
zorundadir yani gocuk sahibi olmak acusmdan yani 6nemsemeleri gerekiyo ¢ocuklann yetisecegi ortam
(.2) // diyebilir miyiz*

O: // ya simdi soyle bir sey 6yle demektense soyle demem daha mantikli olur ¢iinkii ece insamn hani
instrictive icgiidiisel iste cocuk sahibi olma gibi arzusu vardw bunu da iste aile ortaminda // en uygun
sekliyle yapabilirler yani aile ortami oldugu zaman

B : // bulabilirler

O: gocuklarim dahha iyi yetigtirebilir.

B: igte benim demek istediim // o zaten yani bencil olmamalan gerekiyor //

O: // 0 agidan

O: // evet aile saglamal cocuBa

B: evet

O: evet

B: yani 6zgiirliikten ¢cok gocuk egitimine agirhik vermeleri gerekiyor

O: evet, o sekilde

PFS 8

F: and you want to discuss about our argumentative essays and Zehra’s essay is about fatal factory

Z: and Fulya’s argumentative essay is about university exams

F: end we want to give same explanations about about our // essays

Z: [ cri critisize first of all tyhe topic is good I think it is all of the young’ problems it concerns the
readers I think

F: and Z¢hra’s argumentative essay is very gene very good I think because factories are a big problems
for our country and she wants to explain her ideas about this for example there is a there is a factory in
their town and she doesn’t want it degil mi istemiyosun bunu

Z: yes

F: ona kars1 geliyorsun

Z: and I think we’d better to critize it for instance thesis statement or is there any irrelevant sentence you
can say your (.) =

F: =idea

Z: ideas

F: mesela ilk nagtaki paragfraftan sonra sen bagkasmun bir goriigimii vermissin sonradan kendi gériiglerini
acikladin dimi

Z: nasil

F: mesela ilk bagta kargit bir goriige gore agiklandin sonradan kendi goriislerini agikladin

Z: haywr

F: ben 6yle yaptim mesela ilk o6nce ordaki outhoritenin mesela university exzamde outhoritelerin ne
istediklerini diisiindiiklerini agikladim sonradan da kendi diisiincelerimi acikladim

Z: oras: ¢ok giizel yani senin essayinde o benim hoguma gitti ben kargit tarafin goriigiinii sadece girig
paragrafinda bir cimle ile verdim

F: ha sen girig paragrafinda verdim

Z: tek bir ciimle ile verdim ciinkii amaglart sey ve karsit goriisim bu fabrikamin olumlu oldufunu
savundngu neden igte koyliileree ve civar kdydeki insanlara ig saglamasi=

F: = mesela bunu seyde yapabilirdin ee giris parag girisi bitirdikten sonrailk 6nce onlann diigiincelerini
verebilirdin benim yaptifim gibi o belki daha farkh olurdu mesela derdin iste onlar orda hem i i¢in hem
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ekonomik pozisyon i¢in orda fabrika kurulmasim istiyorlar fakat ben boyle diisiinmityorum diyebilirdin
sonradan da oteki ciim Gteki paragraflarda da developmental paragraflarda da kendi disimcelerini
actklayabilirdin

Z: evet

F. bagka () mesela () developmental paragraflan daha genigletebilirdin daha fazla acik Omekler
verebilirdin (.2)

Z: Sonug igin bir fikrin var nu

F: sonug sonug giizel olmus

Z: senin essayin hakkindaki goriislerimi belirtmek istiyorum az Once dedigin gibi developmental
paragrafta otoritelerin yani karsst goriiste olan insanlann disincelerini vermen daha sonra kendi
goriiglerini 1::; =

F: ilk 6nce kargit bir goriis verdim ben sonradan kendi goriiglerimi agikladim

Z: o ¢ok giizel ancak benim goziime batan sey

F: 1 girigmi

Z: girig boliimii yani giris boliimiinde kendi yani bunun bir argu disardan okuyan bir insan argumentative
essay oldugunu anlayamaz

F: 1l

Z: thesisin ve introductory // introduction paragrafin tam bir thesis statement oldufunu

F: // introduction

Z: yani sey pardon=

F: argumentative

Z: argumentative essay oldugunu vermiyo ve university exams hakkindaki kargit goriislerini
actklayacafina dair bir ipucu yok

F: what can I use for example in my introduction paragraf What can I use for thesis statement

Z: first of all=

F: you can can you give an example

Z: first of all you can write (3) 15 it diffucult to insanlarin bu kadar milyonlarca gen¢ insanm bilgi
seviyelerini $lgmek zorundalar ama pek cok insanm bilgisini Slgmek zordur. Ama su an sistemde
kullamlan yéntem iste pek cok olumsuzlugn tasimaktadir ve burda agikladigin // gibi diger paragraflarda
F: // developmental paragraflarda agiklanugim onn ama introductionda onu // soylememis

Z: [/ vermemisgsin

F: sedece genel anlamda agiklammgim

Z: ani support edecek bir thesis statement kur yoksa sey ¢ok giizel psikolojik durumlarmdan bahsetmen
¢ok hos ama bunu thesiste vereceksin ve diger beni rahatsiz eden unsur conclusion paragraf evet (.2) it
must be changed Ithink it creates a new topic for instance we study nearly eleven years at // the school we
learn lots of things

F: // konuyu bagka yonemi ¢ekmisim

Z: 1lu instead of examination they can use a syatem which can may be it is relevant / an examination

F: // but

F: ama argumentative de ben boyle yapilmasim istiyorum mesela basanlarint lisede falan egitim
hayatlarinda Slgmelerini istemem onu istedigimi sdyleyemem konuyu bagka yonemi ¢ekmis oluyo

Z: tekrar eder misin kagirdim // okurken

F: // mesela simdi ben orda dedim ki agikladim iste otoritelerin baska bir sey istedigini bende mesela
sonugta lise ve 6gretim hayatimizda bu imiversite sinavlarma hazirlamasak ardaki ortalamalanmiza girsek
falan konuyu saptirmms m oluyorum

Z: yo hay1 (.2)

F: yoksa onu developmental paragraflarda mi géstereyim

Z: bence onu developmental paragraflarda goster benim fikrim o (.3)

F. For example about your essay you can use more examples more developmental paragraf because you
used only two developmental pararagraphs you can explain it another way

Z: and buraya kadar sorun yok fakat instead of if they are well organized students be can more successful
and efficient for our country you can say 6grencilerinin bilgilerinin dlgiilmesi daha gegerli kiliabilir

F: 1

Z: ani burda iilke icin daha baganh olurlar da giizel ama bu essay biitiiniin de farkh bir yere ¢ekme gibi
oluyor o yiizden istersende say de insanlarn bilgilerini 6lciitme Slgen sistem gecerlilifi olan bir sistemle
degistirilmesidir.

F: burda konu sapmus oldu
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Z: sey soz konusu gereken bilgilerin dlgiibmesi sdz konusu o yizden gecerlilik hem essayine daha
bilimsellik katcagina inamyorum c¢iinkii bu biliyorsun // simdiye kadar yasada falan da gordiik

F: ha yapilan bilimsel aragtirmalan falan nasil oldugunu falan anlatsak olur mu argumentativede dmekler
falan versek daha mu etkili olur mesela hani // I think sey demiyoruz ya I think in my opinion falan
demeyi tercih etmiyoruz ya

Z: // kanitlamak igin olur

Z: evet

F: 0 zaman mesela su yillarda s6yle oldu bunun i¢in kabul edilmedi falan desek daha m iyi olur

Z: tabi okuyucuyu dadaha ikna eder

F: aslinda mesela I think ashinda mesela ben I think the examination should change falan desem olmaz
herhalde I think falan kullanmamam gerekiyor

Z: bence burdanbiraz daha arastiric1 olabilirsen otoritelerin stzlerinden bahsedebilirsin mesela bu yilinda
sOyle yapilan bir aragtirmada bu ortaya ¢ikti desen bir okuyncuyn daha giizel etkilemis olursun

Z: mesela aym seyde

F: mesela sen factory fatal factory ornegi var 6meginde de mesela gegen yillarda bazi yerlerde hani
kapatilmak istendi ya // baz1 faktoriler onlar neden kapatilmak istendi diye aciklayabilirsin 6rekler
verebilirsin

Z: [/ evet

Z: burda bi 6zel bi herhangi bir Tiirkiye’de pek ¢ok facto fabrika varbu sekilde yalmz bir factoride
konuyu daralttifim igin ok fazla vermedim ama mesela bir laboratuar sonuglarndan bahsedebilirdim su
anda akluma geldi konusurken laboratuar sonuglar // okuyucuyu etkiler

F: // mesela insanlar iizerinde yapilan aragtrma insanlar iizerinde o factoriler ne gibi etkiler yapiyo bazen
hastahiklar falan ¢ika // yo ya onlar: bahsedebilirsin

Z: // surda bahsettim ama onu daha kanitsal yapabilirim raporlarla

F: mesela hani kétii 6rmekleri falan oluyo bazi kétii sonuclar veriyo va hastalanmak acisindan onlardan
bahsedebilirsin daha etkili olur it is more efficient .
Z: 1l mesela thm they begin eating less vomiting and watching showing forget // fulness which are the
sings of cancer

F: // mesela orda sey diyebilirmisin 19 bilmem ka¢ yilinda ya bdyle bir yerde oldu Tiirkiye’de bagka bir
yerde goriildii mesela lung kanseri oldu falan mesela 100 kisi falan boyle sey etkili bisey kullamlir m

Z: yok oraya girmeye gerek yok zaten bu kdy insam burda ¢alistyo ve agik secik olarak onlar ¢ok fazla
Tirkiye’ye yaymaya sey yok diye goriiyorum ben ¢iinkii // belli bir

F: // thm o zaman agiy1 degistirmis oluyorsun dimi

Z: 1l evet ama sey diyebilirim bunu bir labrotuar sonucu ile destekleyebilirim (.2)

F: evet laboratuar sonucu iyi olur

Z: I can suggest you another developmental paragraphs for instance in Eskigehir you may know TED
Temel Egitim Dersanesi it started a compaign a signature compaign for this university entrance exam
point and in the televisions we can

F: //1thm

Z: See from large cities large cities like Istanbul and Ankara the students who live in that cities protesting
this system on this and I remember e::: they protested an streets am I eee:: do I remember I remember
wrong

F: yes yes you remember Iremember too

Z: young people protesting it

F: ee seyden bahsedebilirmiydim ben aileler kars1 ¢iksa belki degisebilir falan

Z:. ya da sey de dagisebilir falan demede // Tiirkiye geneli

F: // mesela ama gercekten tepka verilsegergekten iyi bir tepki verilse bu degistirilecektir ama yani
insanlar ilgilenmedigi icin degismiyo

Z: sey de vermeli deme de su an hem aileler hemde gencler bu sistemden sikayetciler de ve bu kargit
goriise olumsuz diisiincenin sadece senin degil milyonlarca aile tarafindan dile getirildiginden de bahset
F: Ben senin conclusionn hakkinda bir sey soyliycem burda sen human health diye baglanugsin senin
burdaki paragraflariun hepsi human health ten mi bahsediyo

Z: yo hayir genel olarak human health degil sadece bu fabrikanm kuruldugu bolgedeki insanlarin
saghklan

F: = mesela sen e¢ ckonomical problemslerden dolay: da 6rmek more moneyden de bahsetmigsin

Z: evet

F: ama conclusionlannda human healthinle bir giris yapmigsin sanki bana bdyle human health daha
o6nemliymis gibi geldi falan geldi
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Z: gerci vermek istedigim=

F: =mesaj ashnda human health le ilgili

Z: evet

F: ama economical problemslardan falan da bahsctmissin

Z: gergio

F: argument i¢in ne diyodun sen developmental paragraflar icin

Z: imm simdi bu 1:: essay yazarken kars: tarafin goriisiiniin de bir sekilde ciiriitmek gerekiyo ve onlarn
g6riisii bu fabrikamn orda kurulma nedeni seydir kdy insanma ve civardaki insanlara i§ bulmanin yamnda
saghklanna kastediyo insanlar kanserle 6liimle karst karsiyalar ve bu is bulmanm (.2) bu 1:: saglanan is
icin onlann saghgmndan daha 6nemsiz oldugunu vermek istedim o yiizden human health is more
important than the than creating new jobs // (says something which is not clear)

F: // sen orda human health is more important demissin orda sufficiently explained yapmigsm your thesis
statement of the essay is introduction paragrafin son ciimlesi it should be closed demigsin thesis
statementin topice olan yani topicle alakasi var giinkii kapatiimasim istiyosun ve digerlerinde de orda
elestiriyorsun yani // neden kapatilmal falan diye* sonra i baz1 yani thesis

Z: // nasil kotii etkilendigini vermek istedim

F: statement support yapmak iginde acgiklamalar kullanmigsin developmental paragrafla da Grnegin
sagliklanna etki ettifi i¢in sonra economical problemlara etkili oldugu icin (.2)

Z: ve ekonomiyi economical problemin eee: icersinde yine saglik var ¢iinkii ordaki sey bitkiler otlar ve
iiriinler zehirleniyor bu insan saglifma zararh oldugu icin satamiyorlar ekonomik bir ¢ikmaza giriyorlar
F: reaasonlarinda senin diigiincelerini agikliyo zaten burda verdifin diigiinceleri burda verdigin ana
temalar ana gériisleri de nedenleri ile birlikte agiklammgsin critizie etmigsin (.2) ve baz1 goriiglerede karsi
geldigini oraya fabrika yapimasm istemedigini de agiklarmssin burda organizatiomnda iste benim
anlattgim gibi dogru olmus ama bikag tane daha developmental paragraf va da 6mek falan istegine gére
verebilirsin sonra bazi transitionlar falan kullanmmssin mesela first of all that’s why demigsin more as
such as gibi transitionlar but also falan kullanmigsin sen benimkiler icin s6

Z: dedigim gibi thesis statement zaten belli bir thesis state bu developmental paragraflar dogruttusunda
bir thesis statement acikca géremedim ben onu degistirirsen ok giizel olucak ¢iinkii topigin tam olarak
argumentative diyebilirim // iiniversite sinavina karsit goriiglerini belirtiyorsun (.2) and it is sufficiently
explained you give lots of exa examples

F://iu

Z: for instance even and you also (.2) write the authorities ideas the contrast thought (.3) =

F: =what are the main points

Z: 1thm main points is your against ideas for the university exams

F: are the reasons support logic support logically

Z: yes logic e:: organization supporting is perfect but the thesis as I said (.2) must be changed (.3) =

F: = points points are is points

Z: refuted

F: yes each of the point developed and explained

Z: yes an dmay be before explaining them you can write in the first introductory paragraph for instance
family and young people are disagree with the aouthorities and sts psychologycal problems etc you can
mention shortly in the introductory paragraph and later as you did you can write

F: is the organization logical

Z: yes logical I think

F: is the essay coherent what transitions have I used

Z: transitions=

F: = mesela also

Z: yes

F: I think I can use some more transitions

Z: yes between the paragraphs you can use them // between paragraphs

F: // first of all kullamlabilir

Z: and not only but also=

F: = Iu conclusionda not only but also kullandim arada first all next falan kullanabilirim

Z: evet after all after all and you used models should be measured should accept etc as mentioned in the
book it is also important for the reader that’s all

F: yes that’s all.
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PFS9

E: simdi Hakan seninki ile bagliyahm

H: simdi ben konu olarak kendime women should work konusunu sectim iste bu konuda genel olarak ne
yazdifinm istersen anlatayim sana // 6ncelikle giris olarak financial problemlardan bahsettim daha sonra
da iste oncelikle genel olarak iste kadimin cahismasi ile getirecegi

E: // evet

H: faydalan ve de gevredeki goriis hakkinda cevredeki ters diisiincelerden bahsederek onlan e:: ikna
etmeye ¢alishm biyle diisiinen kisileri simdi burda senin commentlerin giriyo isin icine sen verebilirsin
diisiindiigiin kadar seyleri ve bende aciklamalan yapabilirim sana

E: tabi bende bu dogrultnda senin essayini okndum konu women should work // eee topic argu-

H: evet

E: mentative bir kere orda hem fikiriz ece=

H: = sana gore eksik yoOnii veya ilk 6nce sana sunu sorayim ashinda yani konu tam bir argumentative essay
i¢in uygun mu

E: evet tabi iki tane goriis savunulabiliyo mesela bir kisim kadmlarn ¢ahsmasin savanurken diger kisim
savunmayabiliyo toplumumuzda zaten bunun 6meklei meveut

H: uygun yani

E: evet tabi

H: senin simdi okudugun kadariyla eksik gordiidiin yonler veya artilar eksiler olarak // neleri
gostereceksin

E: // e::: simdi gu sekilde zaten peer rewiev checklistte yaptigimiz gibi e:: iki tane bi kere argumentative
oldugu kesin iki tane goriig var karsida bide ssey var ee::: demistik ya thm:::=

H: =6meklerin birbirine ¢ok yakin olmast

E: l1 6meklerin birbirine ¢ok yakin mesela ikinci ve iigiincii paragraflarda oldugu gibi sanki iki ve iigte
aym sey anlatilrmg gibi bunlan e::: biraz daha degistirerck degisik 6rnek olarak sunarsak daha giizel olur
H: in

E: art1 e::: neydi o evet senin thesis statemamn ¢::: konunu gosteriyo zaten bu dogrultuda hareket etmigsin
supportlaninda giizel iste dedigimiz gibi 6rnekler biraz daha degisik ve ¢esitli olursa daha giizel olur

H: pekala gey ornekderin tam olarak yani yansitip yansstamadify daha fazla derinlegtirilmesi hakkmda
fikrin var m

E: ee simdi mesela iki paragrafia da ee sey var kadwlar kendi ibtiyaglanim karsilamak ee igin ¢alismal
gibi bisey hem=

H: ama gimdi yani benim burda amacim suydu kadinlann yani birincisinde ailesine destek olmak icin
ikincisinde kendisi kendi ihtiyaglarn agisindan mesela simdi bir kadm yani evli olmasa bile ailesinin
kargilamasi gerekir bunu 6nlemek icin de kendisi ¢ahigabilir diye diigiindiim ben

E: ee ama sanki su sonuglarda iste ee she can nerdeydi o () she can have what’ll happen in this situation
women will work and afford her needs 3. Seyde de aynis1 var

H: ha:

E: yani sanki bir repetation olmus gibi o yani biraz daha degisik bir 6rnek olsa daha giizel olur diyorum.
H: pekala sey ee iste bu Omeklerde refutationlarda falan baktik peki giris ve sonu¢ hakkinda ne
diyeceksin ki

E: evet girig biraz yalin kalms gibi Hakan ¢ biraz daha gelistirsen mesela bak thesis statement
oturtmugsun// women should work gibi biraz daha acarsan iistteki boliimii

H: /Al

E: sey hakkinda demek istiyorum yani sonug paragrafi hakkinda yani son coclusionda oda biraz sey gibi
ya kisa ne bileyim yani biitin su essayde gegen bolimleri anlatacak gekilde yani hepsini toplu // evet
summarize yapacak sekilde bir sonug béliimii olsa daha giizel olur diyorum

H: //summarize

H: pekala sey su refutation boliimii i¢in sey insanlarin ¢ahgan kadnlann ailesine zaman ayiramayacagl
hakkindaki diisiincelerinden yola gikarsak paragraf olarak diigiindiim ben bunu ve de onlan iste bu
statementlarmi kars: gelmek icin de seylerden istatistiklerden gosterilen 6rneklerden yaratlandim bu tam
olarak ofurmus mu // oturmams mm

E: /fya zaten istatistiklerden yararlanmak 6nemli zaten argumantative essayin 6zelliklerinden bir tanesi bu
ya aslinda su gelisme boliimiinde de birkag tane istatistik kullansan daha giizel olur umut ediyorum yani
ben yani bunlar senin elinde bir kanit gibi olacak yani sen bunu resmen savunmus support etmis olacaksin
H: calisan kadinlann oraniyla // ¢aligmayan kadinlarin oram //

E: // evet // evet art1 gahisan kadinlann iglerdeki bagarisi kazandigx baganilan omek gosterebilirsin
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H: dogru

E: e simdi sey var coherenca ulagip ulasmama konusu var e:: transition gérdiigum kadanyla az
kullanmugsim e: mesela bunlar and but forexample gibi yani=

H: =on the other hand falan var

E: on the other hand birkag yerde biraz daha fazla olsa mesela diyorsun ki refutation biliminde e:
kadinlar iste soyle soyle yaptifi zaman iste e: bazilart karsi ¢ikar catigmasina filan // burda igte in contrast
to this igte despite inspite bu tiir transitionlar kullanilabilir H.// t

H: bunlan kullanirsak // yani daba fluent olarak tamam anladun

E: // yani akicihk olabilir diyorum

H: bundan baska

E: = bide seye dikkat ettim Hakan mesela senin e: sey main pointlerin e: kadinin ailesine ekonomik katk:
saglamasi1 kendi ihtiyaclarint gidermesi ve sosyal bir varlik oldugunu ispatlamas: bunlar giizel bir sekilde
gelismis yani o gériilityo zaten parcada igte dediBim gibi=

H: = daha derin olarak incelemek // gerekiyo

E: // yani 6mekleri biraz daha béyle desteklemek support etmek gerekiyo ya bu diigiincedeyim daha iyi
olur yani o gekilde inaniyorum ve logical olmus vani evet bu kadar bi kag¢ konu hakkinda konusabiliriz
ashnda gimdi Hakan bide sey var e: bu peer review checklistte e:is each of the point sufficiently
developed and explained diye bir soru var iste yine burda ben sey demek istiyorum aslinda konu giizel
kavranms e: yine example konusuna giriyo yani 6meklere biraz daha boyle saglam 6mekler verdigin
zaman giizel olur yani

H: hepsinin 6rneklerin konu olarak birbirine yakinhgimdan dolay: // biraz eksiklifi oldugu

E: // yani (.3) omekler birbirine ¢ok yakin oldugundan sanki aym seyi siirekli aym seyi destek // evet
siirekli aym seyi destekliyormus gibi oluyo degisik 6rneklere daha giizel olur yani ben dyle diisiiniiyorum

H: empoze ediyo

H: tamam bagka bisey diycen varmi

E: baska bisey yok iste coherencetaki o transitionlan filan dikkat et coherensa ulasmak igin (.2) bu igte
kisaca boyle

H: tamam

E: simdi benimkine gecelim istersen

H: tamam

H: simdi senin konun olarak ilk 6nce no repitation against disaster

E: no preparation

H: pardon preparation against disaster especially in Turkey yani in Tirkiye Tiirkiyedeki dogal felaketlere
karg1 hazirliksiz olunma durumu // olarak simdi konunun iki tarafi var mu dnce ona

E: // evet onu savendum

H: bakalim iki tarafi bana gére su agidan var thm bi normal insanlar yani halk sey diigiiniir ()

E: hazir // olunmadigimi

H: iste hazir olunmadifim diigiiniirken 6zellikle yiiksek kesimdeki mesela politikacilar falan ¢ok rahat bi
sekilde meydanlara ¢ikipta herseye haziniz demeleri // bunu savunarak elle

E: // evet

H: rinde kantlar bulundurmalan bunun iki yonlii bir konu oldufunu argumantative paragrafa uygun bir
konu oldugunu bize gosteriyo

E: evet

H: gelisme paragrafina girdigimizde elinde ornekler var giizel olarak mesela surda verdigin San
Franciskodaki 6rnekteki 62 kiginin Sliimii ile Erzincandaki 4000 kisinin §litmii =

E: = art1 siddetleride ¢ok farkh oldu yani

H: evet siddetleri de ¢ok farkh oldu ve de mesela burdaki ilk 6rnegi de Avrupa’nin buna ne kadar hazir
oldugunu gisteriyorsun daha sonrada Tiirkiye’nin €: hazuhksizhf hakkandaki konusmas: giizel / yalmz
bana kalirsa sey var 6ncelikle burda senin bana kalirsa

E: // sey sey

H: biraz eksik oldugun tarafi insanlarin bu konu hakkinda yani refutation dedigimiz olayr bunun icinde
tam olarak aksettirememen bize

E: evet

H: mesela insanlarn e: sana gore o politikacilardan mesela bahsedipte igte bunlar her giin ¢ikiyorlar
televizyonlara iste medyada konusuyorlar halka kars: konuguyorlar herseye karsi hazirhkhyiz deyipte
iilkemizin iyi durumda oldugunu bu dogal felaketlere karsi iyi durumda oldufunu sdylemelerinden
bahsedip ondan sonra onlann // islemlerini refute etmek i¢in mesela o Erzincandaki olay1 gosterip bir de o
Avrupadaki 6mekleri vererek ne kadar hazirliksiz oldugnmuzu kamtlaman vede // onlarin sylediklerini
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E: //evet //evet

H: ciiriitmen olarak // ¢ok giizel bir sekilde oturtulabilirdi oraya

E: // evet ¢ok giizel fikir

E: evet katihyorum bende sana bu konuda dogru gergektende ya onlara kars: bisey savunmus olcam bu
sekilde ben zaten elimizde de bunlar tamamen yani gercekligi ispatlanmug olaylar / ya ¢ok giizel

H: // ya elbette * ciinkii verdigin orneklerin fact olmas: // herkesin kabul edebilir olmas: olay: daha da hog
hale getiriyo seyde

E: // evet

H: su kacinc: paragraf bir iki ii¢c dort beginci paragrafta iste thm=

E: = country ile baglayan paragrafta

H: 1 sey military servise girmigsin biraz ordaki yani biraz bu konunun diginda kalms gibi geliyo bana
biraz refutation paragrafin mesela bak bu military servisi burdan kaldmp da o politikacilarn
diisiincelerini ve sonra senin onlarnn diigiincelerini refute etmeni buraya oturtursak samtyorum daha bir
logical ve yani logical olarak yakalayabiliriz bunu coherent saglanabilir arti transition ha bisey mi
diyeceksin

E: orda sey diigiindiim zaten hani e: her bu dogal felakette avrupa ¢ogn avrupa iilkesinde oldugu gibi 6nce
askerler kosuya yardima onlar giinkii egitim bakinundan hazir ve techizatta e::: arag gerece // sahip
olduklarmnda e: bunu politikacilar veya diyelim

H: // sahip olduklarn

E: bunu savanan kigiler bunu bir 6mek alabilir dive kendisine bu 6rnegi verdim ve sonradan da tabi
bunun yeterli olmrycam savundum

H: iste ordaki eksiklik seydeki eksiklik genel olarak o kars: goriislerden pek fazla yer vermemen seyler
var igte transitionlar var yani burda baya kullannugsin baktifim kadartyla iste unfortunately olsun
according to, incontrast, also, because gibi kelimeler iste transitionlar kullanmms bu da e:; yeterli gibi
gérinse de daha fazla zenginlestirilebilerek // daha bir fluency vakalanabilir vani yazinda bu // giizel
6zellikle

E: // seyi seyi sorcan peki thesis statemmnim nasil oturmusmu

H: thesis statement ne demigiz burda Turkey have no preparation for the unexpected natural events //
zaten konu bu

E: // support yapabilmismiyim

H: yani evet konumuz bu oldufuna gére seyin iste support olarakta o dmekler yerine oturmus ozellikle
senin su sonug paragrafin hosuma gitti

E: evet

H: e iste o dedigin gibi kokusmus belediyelik belediyecilik anlayigt vede yerli yapilanmanm
eksikliginden dolay: ¢: iste bu disasterlara =

E: = bu bilince nlagmak zor evet

H: bu giizel bagka diyebilecegimiz konuda thm hangilerinden bahsedebiliriz iste examplelanindan
bahsettik refutation olay: biraz // bozuk oldugundan dolay: sanki e: yani essayinin daha

E: // evet

H: farkl bir yonlere kayma olay1 var o eksiklifin // var giris paragrafinda da iste bir generilization
yapmussin sonra da omm Turkey olarak diisiinmiigsiin burasida giizel bundan bagka

E: // evet

H: disiinebilecegimiz // hangileri olabilir diye diigiiniirsek eger simdi bagka bir konu olarakta

E: // evet

H: yani main points olarak diisiinebiliriz examplelerini diisiinebiliriz dedigimiz gibi iste examplelarinda
verdigin dmeklerle dedifim gibi iste examplelarm fact olma 6zelligi oldugu igin bunlarm // herkes tarafin

E: // ya hatta seye dayali ya istatistiklere dayal

H: yani iste istatistiklere dayali oldugu i¢in bunlara bir kars1 cikma bir tez olugturma sekli olugmaya bide
boylece kargt tarafin genellikie senin verdigin kamtlara veya senin savandugun tarafa bi itiraz hakia
dofgmadi@ icin senin onlar iizerin de etkin daha da gogaliyo seye o iste logical olayinda iste yani bu
hersey iste o dedigim gibi iki tarafin tam olarak burda gorilmemesinden kaynaklanan bir olay o
dedigimiz gibi onun giderilme yontemide iste o buna senin diisincene kars1 gikanlann diigiincelerini bilip
daha sonra kendi diisiincelerinle onlan ciiriitme yontemini kullanabiliriz

E: yani birde ben seye dikkat edeyim dimi e::karsi tarafin diisiincelerini séyliyim ve onlan ciiriitme
yoluna gideyim :

H: zaten dedigimiz gibi argnmentative essayin amacinda da sey var yani to persuade // your reader var
yani evet senin amacmna getirecegi bir sonug bu

E: evet
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H: ondan bagka ne diyebiliriz burda argumentative oldugunu kamtlama agisindan karsa tarafin goriigleri
haklanda bahsettik

E: evet onlan séyledik

H: general say that prepares for the unexpected baska transitionlardan // bahsettik

E: // bahsettik

H:e:6r=

E: = logical olup olmadigindan bahsettik

H: 6rneklerin tam olarak oturup oturmacifindan bahsettik

E: ya ornekler giizel oturdu fakat iste dedifimiz gibi kars1 tarafin goriislerine biraz agilhik vermemiz
gerekiyor

H: // evet tamam onlan aldik kafanuza thm bundan baska da ne diyebiliriz samyorum diycek bisey yok
sen benimkinin hakkindan bigey toparlayabilirmisin

E: seninkinin hakkmnda iste dedik genel olarak e:: konu ¢ok giizel segilmig bir konu // kesinlikle // giincel
konu

H: // 1h1 // giincel giincel olmasina

E: zaten bende ona dikkat ettim giincel olmasi iste bu bati karadenizdeki sel felaketleri falan o yiizden
kesinlikle iki tane kargit goriig var ¢ok giizel main

pointlerin ¢ok giizel iste dedigimiz gibi émeklerle biraz daha gogaltalarak veya transition kullanarak
coherensa ulagmak gerekiyo

H: iste yani sorun olarak o drneklerin // birbirine yakinhid // s6z konusu

E : // evet // evet birbirine benzemesi

H: onlan degistirebiliriz

E: yani gesit artrms olur bu sekilde // daha giizel olur

H: // anladim

E: :: simdi thm

H: = seninkinde de iste dedifiimiz gibi o kargit gériislerin yer almasmdan dolay: tam bir argumantati essay
havasimn yaratilmamas: // yakalanmamast olay1 var diger seki,l

E: // yakalanmamasi evet

H: logical smooth bir sekilde actidanms yani bana kalirsa bu boyle

E: simdi Hakan lasaca yani ikimizde birbirimizin verdigi commentlere dikkat edip final draftumizi en
giizel sekline getirmeye bakalim gergekten commentler ¢ok yararh oldu o inanctayum ben en azindan e:
hatalanimiz1 gormiis olduk giizel oldu baska eklemek istedigin bisey var mi?

H: eklemek istedigim bisey yok

PFS 10

A: Ben Aysenur Karacan benim argumentative asseyim kadinm ¢ahisip ¢ahigmamasi konusunda Eda
samnm sen bu essayi okudun ve peer reviewingyaptin e: bu konudaki goriiglerini almak istiyorum

E: Aysenur sen argumentative essayinde kadmlann cahsmasi konusundan bahsetmigsin ve bunu
savunmussun okudugum kadanyla verdigin se bunun igin verdigin reasonlar yeterince ikna edici mesela
kadinlarin iste ¢alismasinin sebeplerinden birisi giiniimiiz kogullan oldugundan bahsetmigsin bu énemli
bir faktor ginkii e:: giniimiizde iste sadece erkegin ¢alismasi ile e: bi aile geginemiyo ve bu zor dolayist
ile sen buna deginmissin bu énemli bir reason ondan sonra financial independencedan bahsetmisgsin yani
ckonomik ozgiirlik yine kadmmn 1thm bosanmasi veya baska bir durumda kendi parasum kendisinin
kazanmas: 6nemli bir faktor e:: ondan sonra sey demissin iste bi kadumn calismas aileye etki yani ailenin
gecimine de etkili falan demigsin bu da bagka bir reason e:: iste eger gecinemezlerse ayrildiklarinda da e::
kadimn ne yapabileceginden bahsetmigsin iste tek bagmna kadin napabilir ama ¢aligtii zaman o onun igin
bir ne bileyim aktivite gibi bisey oluyo e:: sonra ¢:: refutation boliimiinde kargi tarafin goriiglerine
deginmigsin iste adamlar kacimn para kazanmasi yani kadinin gahigmasina kars igte aile reisinin kendileri
oldugunu diisiiniiyorlar fa oysa ki bu boyle degil giiniimiizde bunu biliyoruz dolayis1 ile buda ikna edici
bir neden e:: yine kadmn cabismasmn aileyi etkileyebileceginden bahsettin ailede iste ev islerinin
yapilmasi gocuklara bakilmasi falan ama ginimiizde artik ev isini veya gocuk bakicilifimi bagkalar
tistlenebiliyor e:: bu bu anlamda giizel olmus essayin yani kars tarafi ikna edici sebepler vermissin

A: peki sey yani mesela introduction boliimiinii okudugun zaman orda konu belli ve 0 konuyn gordiigin
zaman beklentine uygun seyler buldunmm onu merak ediyorum _

E: yani evet simdi konuya baktigimuzda sen sey diyosun iste kadinlar ilk geliginde her // zaman arka arka
pozisyonda

A: // yani bekledigin gibimi e: developmental paragraf and conclusion buldunmu
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E: evet bekledigim gibi ama boyle 6rneklerle falan bunu gelistirebilirdin

A: =biraz drnek galiba eksik

E: ornekler ya da daha ¢ok agabilirdin bunu mesela financial independence iste kadin bosandigmda ne
olur ¢ocuklara kim mesela ¢cocuklara bakabilir yada kendi haya // hm

A: // orda belirttim ama smirim biraz zayif kalms

E: u daha genis olabilirdi e:: ondan sonra thm () belki refutationda da daha cok kary tarafin goriiglerine
yer verebilirdin mesela adamlarn igte seyi aileyi etkileyecegini diigiindiigiinden bahsetmissin bagka ne
olabilirdi karsi tarafin gorigleri bilmiyorumda olabilirdi 1thm conclusion boliimiinde de kendi kendi
fikirlerinden bahsetmissin thm bakayim =

A: = gzetlemeye ¢alistim aslinda orda

E: ozetlemeye galismugsin dolayisiyla bu kargt tarafi yani bi can introductionda belirttigin seyleri
gelistirmigsin diger paragraflannla yani karsi tarafi ikna edici olmug =

A: ama bazi boliimler samirim zayif kalmig

E: ¢ yani bazi boliimler // zayif kaloug

A // énerilerin yani bu dogrultuda

E: lnevet

A: yani daha da geligtirebilirim

E: daha da geligtirilebilir ama genel anlamda giizel bi de sey olmasi bakimmndan giizel konuyu béyle ¢
tam net bir konu karg1 tarafta var calismasin isteyen de var istemeyen de var

A: karsilikh iki gecerli =

E: =i iki gecerli neden var iki tarafindan // savunacag: bitakim seyler var tezler var

A: // iki tavaf var yani

E: sen kendi tarafim yani verdigin // seylerle elinden geldigince svundun yani savu

A: // elimden geldigince savundum

E: nulcak bi komu segmissin ilk bagta boyle celiskide kalinan bir konu degil ya olur yada olmaz kadm
calisir veya caligmaz bdyle benim essayim hakkinda ne diigiiniiyorsun Aysenur bende hayvanlarm iste
kiirk iiretimi icin Oldiiriilmesine karsi bir essay yazdim sende bunun peer readingimi yaptin // ne
diigiiniiyorsun

A: //evet

A: thm ben essayinin essayini okudum kiirk ticaretinin yasaklanmasi hakkmda thm ve reasonlarn bana
¢ok inandinci geldi 6megin birinci reasommn bunun bir liks oldufu haklanda bunu gayet giizel
savunmugsun ama daha ¢ok 6rnek olabilrdi e: ikinci reasomn animalslarin yani hayvanlarin gereksiz yere
ac1 gektigi cektiginden bahsetmigsin ve son olarakta e:: kiirk ticaretinin ¢:: yasaklanmagsiyla bir igsizlige
neden olacagm igsizlife neden olacagim ve bunu arttracagim diigii e::; arttiracagy diigii diigiincesini
yanhs oldufunu e ve aymi zamanda suni kiirkiinde bi yeni ig olanaklar1 saghiyacagim ¢ ve aym zamanda ¢:
moda modanin modada talepleri karsilayabilecegini savunmugsun bunlar bana inandirict geldi reasonlarin
beni tatmin etti yani ve ¢:: aradifim ¢: yani introduction boliimiinii okudugum zaman aradiun seyleri
geri kalan béliimlerde buldum ama sey mesela refutation partta ¢:: bunun bi gereksiz bisey oldugunu bi
hayvan dldiirmenin eti igin Sldiirmenin e: 6ldiirmeyle sadece kiirkii i¢in dldiirme arasinda baya bi fark
oldugunu belirtmissin o ::: bu girig giizel ama daha ¢ok agabilirdin bunu mesela ve dahada savunabilirdin
er=

E: = yani e:: 6rneklerle falan // geligtirebilirdim

A: /f/ omeklerle geligtirebilirdin ama genel olarak bana inandurict geldi yani okndognm zaman bekledigim
seyleri buldum ve zaten con e:: en son paragrafta da konuyu kisaca ozetlemigsin kendi goriiglerini
belirtmigsin orda ve bana inandmict geldi gercekten ve e:: samyorum ki e::bir argumantative essay
organizationuna uymus yani girig reason reasonlari vermigsin 3 paragraf halinde refutation partta ¢ / kars1
tarafi kars: tarafin goriigiinii ve ona kars1 savunmugsun ve son olarakda e::: conclusion boliimiinde e her
seyi 6zetlemigsin kendi fikirlerini de belirtmigsin €: organization

E : // karss kars) goriigii

E: Giizel olmus ama dedigim gibi scy biraz weak kalmg sanki biraz zayif kalmg baz boliimler

E: yani paragraflarn // daha gelistir _

A: // paragraflan daba da detayh olarak belirtebilirdin yani orda baz1 seyleri mesela bir likks oldugunu
belirtmigsin onu ashinda o (.) aslinda bu paragraf yeterli gibi geldi bana ama mesela e hayvanlarm
gereksiz yere e: acimasizca Oldiiriilmesi ve onlarm gereksiz yere e ac1 ¢ektigi hakkinda daha ¢ok bilgi
verebilirdin yani agabilirdin onu samrim en énemlisi de o ¢iinkii bi cok hayvan bu kiirk ticareti yiiziinden
nesli tiikkenmek iizere bu // gogunda titkenmig durumda bunu da belirtebilirdin ashn

E :// evet
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A: da bu 6nemli konu ciinkii buna da deginebilifdin daha bi inandiric1 olabilirdi sanki e::: genel olarak
ben bunlan diisiinityorum ama organization olarak pek pek pek bi sorun oldugunu zannetmiyorum bana
E: OK

PFS 11

A: ben Arzu Yazgan Niliifer’in essayi hakkinda konusmak istiyorum e: essayin konusu Gtenazi e: bu
essayin konusu argumantative essay olabilir ciinkii iki tarafta olabiliyo bu konuda opponentleri var e:
konu giizel agiklanmus drnekler var ama yiizeysel gegilmis gibi daha daha fazla 6rnek verilebilirdi verdigi
orneklerde daha fazla incelenebilirdi ¢:: konusu essayin étenazinin yasal olmast Niliifer yasal olmasindan
yana diger tarafia yasal olmamasindan ve bu yasal olmasim e:: yasal olmasi gerektigini kamtlamaya
galismug bazi oneklerle e::: iste bicok sey sOylemis agiklamak icin Gtenazinin yasal olmasim ama yine
soyledigim gibi yeterince 6rek yok e: daha ¢ok 6rnek vermeliydi kars: tarafi ikna edebilmek icin e
birinci birinci 6rekte hasta insanin ve ailesinin durumunu anlatiyor ikincisinde e:: sey hosuma gitti
hastay: bi ¢igefe benzetmesi hosuma gitti bu giizel bi benzetmeydi bence ve daha sonra da doktorlarn
bile bunu ter Gtenaziyi tercih ettiklerini neden tercih ettiklerini soyliiyo bu da ikna edici b climle thm
nedenler mantikl: ama dedigim gibi fazla anhgibir degil dah afazla irdelenebilirdi thm (.2) seyler konular
fazla sufficiently developed edilmis e:: (.3) Iu bide bir eduice vermek istiyorum ikinci paragrafta iki tane
ayn komu var gibi geldi ashnda bunlar iki ayn paragrafa béliinebilirdi tek bir paragrafta toplanns

N: ama o seyden dolayr seyden kaynaklamyo orda aileler agisindan Gtenazinin o hastanin aileyi nasil
etkiledigini aile agismdan baktim ve de aile agisim aileyi ikiye aywrmak istemistim ve eger iki ayn
paragraf yazarsam sanki ikiside birbirinden bagimsiz konular gibi gériinecek diye yani bende iki //
development var birisi aile tarafindan digeri hasta tarafindan

A: //iste ben onu anladim

A: onu anladim da burda sey Sakip Sabanci bide Kog’tan bahsetmigsin biraz trajik film falan demigsin
oralar biraz alakasiz geldi su mesela mesela su ciimle rich fauiles such as Sabanci or Kog don’t help us
orasi biraz // alakasiz geldi

N: // sbyle orda sey demek istedim hani insanlar hep sey diye diisiiniirler o durumda hastamn bile iste
allahin yardim edecegini yardim toplamaya halbuki hasta artik bitkisel hayattadir ne olursa olsun yani
bunu bir trajediye doniistirmenin bir anlamm yok zaten hayatla tiim baglantisi kopmus durumda insanin
yani kalbi sadece orda da yazdiim gibi anlamsizca carpiyor hicbir emotion iste beynin hicbir functiom
yok seyde hastanin bu durumunda ve bu yiizden yani bunu insanlann trajedi bir Tirk filmi gibi Tiirk
filminde hep olur ya iste zengin birisi ¢ikar hastayr kurtarir ona bile yapilacak durumda degil hasta o
yiizden // zaten Gtenaziyi savunuyorum

A: // yani maddiyat bile yetmiyo buna nu diyosun

N: maddiyat bile yetmiyo o yiizden 6tenaziyi savunuyorum zaten

A: 1thm ¢:: igte yazar yani Niliifer karg: tarafa pek ikna edici seyler sdylememis sadece igte Otenazinin
yasal olmasmu olmasi gerektigini agiklamig organizasyon giizel mantikh giris gelisme sonug béliimleri
var iste giizel acitklanmig yine dedigim gibi development boliimiinde daha fazla o6rnrek olmasi
gerekiyordu thm essay coherent transitionslar kullanmus in fact like therefore as next in my opinion bigok
transitions var konu biitiinliigii var giizel simdi sen benim essayimi elestir

N: evet Arzu’nun konusu tiniversite siavlarin olmamasi ile ilgili tabi bi bir 6grenci olarak bigok agidan
yaklasmus olaya bi ¢ok supporting detail var yalmiz ben essayi okuduktan sonra su dikkatimi gekti
okurken daha dogrusu biraz yani buldugum tek kusur diyim biraz hep aym laflant gevelemek olmug yani
surda mesela tamam gocuklar strese giriyoruz bi saatte gelecegimiz belirleniyor baya uzun bi essay olmug
ya birkag ciimleleri birbirine combine edip combine edersen eger onlan daha akici olacak akici biraz ha
ben aym seyleri sezinledim hep okurken

A: neden o ¢iinkii biitiin citmlelerin sonu o strese ¢iktr // bicok ayr konu var ama sonucunda hepsinin
bunlarn sonucunda bunlann hepsinin // sonucunda stres ortaya ¢ikiyo

N :// evet evet evet

N: // iste aileler bask: yapiyo stress oluyo ¢ocuk su oluyo stress ohiyo

A smava giriyo stress oluyo * bu yiizden boyle oldu yani

N: iste seyden bahset yani ilk 6nce seyden girmissin en 6nemli olarak ii¢ saatte bir insanin geleceginin
belirlenip belirlenmemesinden bahsetmigsin bu giizel olmug buna mesela ¢ok daha garpic1 bi example
yani gercek hayattan mesela sen daha gegen yil tiniversite sinavina girdin kendini anlatabilirdin igte nasil
3 saatte gelecegin belirlenecek kazanamasaydin burasuu falan kendinden bu sckilde 6mek yani kuru kuru
ciimleler yazmaktansa =

A: = kendimden bahsetmedim ama arkadaglarim falan var dedim
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N: i 6mekler gergek hi real 6rnekler olursa dahaiyi olur bi de seyde su paragraf bana biraz gey geldi thm
some sts. ile baslayan ikinci developmentanda bdliim secmekten yani bu cok hani bunu biraz agikla ben
mesela diyelim bilmiyorum iiniversite Tiirkiyede iiniversite smavim bilmiyen bir insan olarak bunu
okuyorum yada senin tam kars: fikrini savunuyorum bu nedir yani bu béliim olayr nedir igte liseden
mesela bagliyo zaten egitimimizdeki yanlhishklar ordan bahsedebilirsin yani biitiin bu tniversite olaymm
zaten egitimimizdeki yanhghklardan kaynaklandigindan bahsedebilirsin akici olmug bunun haricinde de
iste biraz seyden transitionlar1 az kullanmigsin // iste seyde baglamak agismdan //

N: hep diiz diiz ciimleler eger onlan transitionlarla baglarsan daha hem akici olur hemde hep aym laflan
gevelememi§ olursun sonra bide sey bu biz sonugta 6grenciyiz ve bunun bizim tam karg: fikrimizi
savunanlar genelde ya politikacilardir yada egitimle ilgilenen // {ist seviyede insanlardir onum igin bunlara
A: // egitimcilerdir

N: ¢ok daha iste siz hig 6grenci olmadmzm gibilerinden bir soruyla baglayabilirsin

A: daha ikna edici

N: yani hi iste daha ikna edici sorular sorabilirsin ¢arpici kelimeler kullamirsan efer ¢iinkii bu bizim
gercekten gok igten bi sorunumuz // hepimizin basindan gecti iste bizde efitimci olacagiz diyebilirsin iste
ben yetigtirecegim cocuklarin {iniversite smavina igte robot gibi insanlar olmasm istemiyorum falan
bundan bahsedebilirsin sonra sey soru mesela ¢ok énemli to persuade yapmak igin birisini bence ya etkili
bi soru ciimleleri yazabilirsin seyde son ciimlede bi de

sey simdi hatalarim soylityorum 6nce sonra iyi yanlarim soyliyecem conclusionda olmusg yani conclusion
tam olarak seyi belirtmemigsin ve igte kendi diigiinceni dzetlemigsin biitiin paragrafta conclusion olmusg
iste seyin olmasi gok daha nemli kargt tarafi1:; =

A: = ikna etmek

N: ikna etme durumu bu dnemli bunun haricinde yani sey gok giizel bir konuyu ¢ok giincel bi konuyu
segmigsin ve hala da samyorum su an tek sinava indirilmesi falan tartigiiyo bu konunun (.2) bu yiizden
giincel bir komu segtigin i¢in yani carpict 6rnekler bulman ¢ok daha kolay ama bunun haricinde girig
giizel olmus yani bizim hayatimizi nasil etkiledigini // gayet giizel anlatmigsin* evet bunu giizel an

A: J/ evet hayatinmzim ¢ogunu etkiliyo

N: latrmgsin yani bunu simdi tekrar yazarken igte birbirine baglamaya seyleri // transitionla baglamaya

A: // wransitionlar kullamcam

N: ve etkili sekilde hani ciimleleri baglarsan eminim ki ¢ok daha akici olacaktir yani sikica bir yazi
olmaktan ¢ikacak sadece Oyle kaba sanki zoraki bi sekilde bu konudaki fikrimizi belirtiyormusuz gibi
degilde yani benim i¢inde bu aym sekilde bu ¢ok fazla etkili ciimleler kullanmamigiz

A: evet yiizeysel gecilmis

N: yiizeysel kalmms bide igte real 6meklere dikkat edersek daha iyi bir essay olacagina inamyorum //

A: evet

PFS 12

H: ismim Halil Ozcan su an Yusuf Yagiz'in essayi hakkinda elestirilerimi sunuyorum konusu silahlar
hakkinda silahli satig silah satigt yasaklanmasi insanlarnm bunun sebeplerini sebepleri olarakta 1thm
silahlarm yanlis ve gereksiz kullannm ila silahlan kaza ile ateglemeyi ele almus (3) her () her
developmental paragrafinda bence sey konuyu iyi agiklanig ve drnekleri iyi vermis (.3) thesis statement:
sales of the weapons to the civilian people should be done by the government (.2) organization logical son
conclusiondan bi énceki paragrafinda refutation yapmus ve bunn bunu da karg karsit fikir olarak da
giivenligi ele almug insanlar giivenlik icin silah tagiyabilirler diye s6ylemis fakat bunu da iyi agiklammsg
ciinkii giivenligi daha bagka sekilde de saglayabilir insanlar giniimiizde savunma mekanizmalan her
zaman gelistigi icin bunun yerine silah yerine spreyleri ele alms bence uygun yani yerinde kullanmmg
transitionlar yerinde iyi kullanmig 6rnek ve ek bilgiyi additional transitionlan kullanoms

Y: ismim Yusuf Atakan Yagiz su anda Halil Ozcan’m essayi hakkinda goriiglerimi sunucam Halil’in
essayi kadmlarn askere alinmasi ile ilgili Halil’in savundugu nokta kadmlarnn askere almmamasi
gerektigi bu da iki tane ana sebeple savunmug savunmasim yapmmg bunlardan birincisi kadinlar vucut
olarak vucut giicii olarak erkeklerden daha zayif olmas: ikincisi de kadnlarin erkeklerden daha fazla
duygusal olmasi ve thm askerlidin ve savagin getirebilecegi zor sartlara dayaniklarmmn erkeklerden daha
az olmasi bunian iki ayr: paragraf halinde vermis giristen sonra daha sonra refutation boliimii yer aliyo
refutation boliimiinde kadnlann diisiince giiciniin erkeklerden daha karar verme ¢oziim bulma giiciiniin
erkeklerden daha giiglii oldugunu ve bu sebeple de askeri servislerde kullamlmas: gerekti gibi bi karsi
goriigiin olabilecepini soylemis fakat sonrada bunu iiriitecek bazi sebepler sdylemis yine yukarda
soyledigi sebepler e:: kadmlanm vucutca erkeklerden giigsiz olmalarmma askerlik sartlanna
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dayanamamalari ve yine duygusal olmalan bir insam 6ldiiremeyecek Oldiirebilecek kapasiteye sahip
olamamalan e:: sebepleri kendi sebeplerini iyi unmusg fakat burada baz karg fikirler olabilir ¢iinki ¢:: tiim
kadmlar e vucutga zayif degillerdir bunu tam bi stereotype vapamayiz ¢iikii baz1 kadinlarda erkeklerden
cok daha acimasiz olan kadunlar olabilir // giiclii olabilir

H: ama ama bunlar toplumda daha az kisidir kadinlar arasinda daha ¢ogu ince narin nazik zayif narin
yapilidir kadin dedigimizde aklinmza o gelir

Y: o gelir fakat burda yani en azindan ona bir ciimle ile yer verebilirdin ¢ogu diyebilirdin hepsi demigsin
organizasyonu iyi dizenlenmis bir giris konuyu topici belirleyen bir giriy yaptiktan sonra kendi
goriislerini sebeplerini iki ana sebebini iki paragraf halinde toplamis ve sonu bitiristen nce de bir say bir
paragraf refutation bolitmiine ayirmus burda yine kargit olabilecek karsit goriislere ve buna karst kendinin
goriislerine yer vermis e:: bitis boliimiinde de yine aym seylerden bahsediyo ve yine thesis statementi
tekrarlanug bagka bir ciimleyle orga organizasyon olarak ¢: coherence biitiinliidii iyi saglanous fakat daha
fazla transition kullanilarak e:: akiciik daha iyi yapilabilirdi transitionlara essay boyunca pek
rastlamiyoruz bence herhalde hata sayilabilecek noktas: buras: normalde e: konn argument yapilabilecek
bir konu ve kendiside argumenti iyi yapnus sebeplerini sunmus ve karsit goriiglerede yer vermis
organizasyon olarak giizel fakat dedigim gibi sadece daha fazla transition olsayd: akicilik ve bittiinlik
yoniinden daha iyi olabilirdi

H: burda bisey unuttum ben Yusuf'un thesis statement: introductionin ilk ciimlesi olarak almig bunu
Yusuf oraya yazmis fakat bunu ilk ilk paragrafin son ciimlesi olarak yazsa daha iyi olur ¢iinkii thesis
statementin yeri orasidir

PFS 13

Y: ilk basta essayinde thesis statementtan baglamak istivorum thesis statementin gayet iyi yani fazla
argumentative degil fazla tartigmacs fazla igneleyici yumusak ve konuya hakim thesi statement en azindan
konunu iyi segmigsin daha sonra organizasyonuna gegmek istiyorum paragraflan siralayigin agisdan e::
result seyleri reason paragraflaninda conclusion refutation paragrafinda diizen olarak ¢ok iyi gramatik
olarak benim kadar hatan yok gayet iyi // gayet iyi dahadogrusu ben bulamadun pek

S : // estagfurullah

Y hata fakat neden olarak ve transition olarak biraz eksik bunlara daha effective reason yazabilirdin daha
akicr olardu daha akica derken akici degil anlamunda degil gayet akic

S: dili biraz daha agyr olsa daha iyi olurdu herhalde

Y yani konulan verig agismdan émekleri veris agisindan gayet iyi // 6rnekleri gayet iyi

S // i

Y: vermigsin yani en azindan yakalanugsin vermen gereken noktalan yakalamigsin onun kargit goriisteki
seyleri goriigleri ¢iiriitmesi agisindan conclusion ciimlende konuya uygun yani konuya hakim olarak
bitirmigsin tamamlanug essayini bagka bagka da bigey benden bu kadar

S: iyi dimi tamam tegekkiirler senin essayinde soyle bi bastan baktifimda e:: unuimus olmahisin ki seyin
yok topic yok ondan sonra senin thesis statementinda ergnmentative essay icin baya yani uygun bi essay
thesis statement sende bunu omeklerinle olsun refutation partinla olsun baya iyi desteklemigsin
organizasyonunda seninki gibi yani seninki benimki gibi giizel e:: igte introduction part development ve
refutation bide conclusion tamam e:: baya iyi ciimleler alakasiz degil hepsi birbirini tamamlar nitelikie
sende biraz gramer hatasi var e:: tabi transitionlar conjunctionlar birazcik daha fazla yani kullamilabilirdi
ozellikle sonug boliimiin igin daha etkileyici olabilirdi komum dedigim gibi baya iyi iyi secilmis bir konu
6rneklerle yeterli bence e:: =

Y': = biraz gramerden yoksun diyosun

S: gramerden baya yoksunsun baya bagka ne soyleyebilirim 6rneklerin giizel baya ikna edici bir essay
olmus (.3) bu kadar

Y: diizeltmen igin tesekkiir ederim

S: 1l ben tegekkiir ederim

PFS 14

I: ismim ihsan Altundal Serdar Toprak arkadasimm argumentative kompozisyon iizerine essay iizerine
yazmig oldugu essayini yorumlamak igin bu ise gorevlendirildik arkadasim Serdar police shouldn't enter
university adh bir kompozisyon yazmus bunn da peer review check list2e gére yaptigim yorumlan
agikliycam birinci soruda what is the topic of the essay? topigini sormus serdar arkadasim police
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shouldn’t enter university olarak cevaplams ikinci soruda is the topic argumentative 0°o does it have two
valid arguable sides olarak samiyorsa ben bu yazch$ essayin argumentative essay oldugunu cevapladim ve
iki tane arguable sides olup olmadig sorusuna ise gergekten oldugu izlenimine vardim bunlanda yazma
geregi duydum birincisi police make pressure on students and if the police stay in campus the pople’s
thoughlist about sts will develop undesirable ways bu iki konu fizerine Serdar arkadagim argumentative
paragrafinda savundugu fikri ispatlamaya cahismms daha sonraki soruda ise is the problem or the issue
sufficiently explained is it clear that tis is an issue 1 think he mentioned the problem sufficient way
because he wants to solve this problem for sts if we think generally on the other hand due to this topic is
about the sts feeling he wrote it maybe perfectly arkadasim burda ingilizce olarak ta agikladhfim gibi
sufficiently olarak oOzel olareak digindiigimiizde agiklarms ama genel olarak diisiindiigimiizde
sufficiently yani yeterli derecede olmamus fakat zaten biz 6zel olarak disindiigiimiiz icin bence
agiklamasi ve savunmasi yeterli olmustur e:: what is the thesis of the essay I think I understood what you
wanted to mean but he forgat to write his thesis statement as a whole sentence burda arkadagim hem
birinci paragrafta hem ikinci paragrafta aragtirdim fakat thesis statement ben anliyorum ama thesis
statementin ne oldugunu fakat ciimle olarak thesis statementi yazmamis ve diger soruda does the thesis
clearly show the writers stand on the topic sngestion on the thesis because of the fact that he didn’t write I
didn’t any comment on snggestion yani bigey yazamadify igin yazdig thesis iizerine thesis statement
tizerine herhangi bir yorum yapamuyacam fakat thm (.2) yani biraz oncede dedigim gibi genel olarak
anladifum igin thesis statement iizerine bir eger yazsayd: herhalde polislerin tiniversiteye girmemesi
gerektigini baghkta oldnfu gibi savimacakti ve gergektede baglik ile bir bagintis1 olabilecekti eger
yazsayd: altinci sorumuzda ise what are the main points the writer eses to support the thesis list them here
thm as I mentioned just before police make pressure on students and if the police stay in campiis the
society’s thoughts about studentss run in undesirable way yani iki fikir iizerinde savundugu fikri iki ana
tema iizerinde agiklanug (.3) ve yedinci sorumuzda are the reasons the writer gives her position logical
explain thm I have to appreciate him because he’s written a paragraf he was written a paragraf which is
appropriate his students he is a student and his topic is about a problem of sts ben gerci taniyorum ama
yazdify seyden yazdigy paragraftan bir yazar olmadi@ bir 6grenci oldugu belli oluyor ciinkii 6renci
psikolojisi heralde bir yazar bu kadar inemez yani onun igin (.2) kendi pozisyonunu logical olarak
belirtmis ama direkt ciimlelerle degil ben cikartdigim inferencelarla ve sekizinci soruda is each of the
points sufficiently developed and explain thm 1 think he did explain them perfectly he was able to write
smth to be evident so that he prove his thought because if I am not a student I don’t believe him so he has
to give some real facts e: burda ger¢i biraz ingilizce biraz Tiitkge kanistiriyoruz ama gergekten seyleri
agtklanus fakat eksik olan taraf bence yani bayle bi kesin delillere varmanug sadece 6grenci psikolojisi
icinde e:: kendi yasadipx belkide arkadaglariin yasadip fikirler dogrultusunda bisey yazmis belki bikag
tane boyle gergekgi bir ornek evident verseydi kargs:i tarafi inandinct olabilirdi yani ben eger 6grenci
olmasam belki de ona inanmazdim yani bu sekilde zaten halk arasmda da gergekten arkadaglanmizinda
belirttigi gibi yani 6Zrencilere karg bi tutum bi antipati oldugu igin bence direk deliller vermesi daha iyi
9. soruda ise does the writer attemt to refute opposing arguments he tried to refute but he won’t manage to
refute I think he has to give facts as I said just before ya biraz 6ncede dedigim gibi bikag tane gergekgi
deliller verse olmus olaylar iizerine bikag sey verse bir veya iki tane daha iyi olabilirdi onuncu sorumuzda
ise is the organization logical explain your answer it is almost logical because he’s appllied the rules of
argumentative essay to reach perfect one for example the order of paragraphs and his topic is the essay
coherent yes I think it is almostly coherent and what transitions has the writer used thm the transitions
which he wrote has been drown by me but I have to say I think in first paragraph after and in addition to
second paragraph many and third paragraph and and during and fourth paragraph and and final paragraph
as a conclusion olarak kullamlmus tesekkiir ediyorum

S: ben Serdar Toprak Thsan Altundal’m argumentative essay hakkinda yazdig: kompozisyonu inceliycez
simdi birincisi topic sentence olarak private schools should be opened for children whit aids aidsli
cocuklar icin 6zel okul agilmahdir konulu bir argumentative essay goriiyoruz ee tartisilabilir bir konu ve
iki tane kendisine savunacak konudan bahsedilmis bunlarin birincisi birinci savundugu konu ¢ocuklarin
psikolojisi ve gelecegi konusunda tahribata yol agma acismdan yani okula gitme eger sayet okula
gitmezseler bumum ¢ocuklar iizerinde yapacag etki iistiine ve ikinci ikinci destekledigi konu ise insanlar
arasmda toplumdaki insanlar arasinda egitlik haklarma bir bask: olacag konusunda savunmus e:: ikinci
soru ise evet tartigilabilir bir konu iki tane az once soyledigim gibi iki tane tartisilabilecek destegi de var
tigiincii soru icin ise evet gene agiklamalar diizgiin bir sekilde yapilnus ve kesin delillerde var e:: thesis
statement olarak yazar aids li gocuklar igin onlarn egitim gérmeleri igin okul ve okullar agiimahdir bu
sekildeki yasakgi uygulama aidsli gocuklarm psikoloji ve gelecegi konusunda tahribata yol agmakla
kalmayip toplumdaki insanlar arasindaki egitlik haklarma da bir baski olacaktir seklindeki bir ciimle ile
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cok giizel bir bicimde agiklamig e:: ve az once de dedifim gibi thesis statementda biitiin aynntilar
verildigi icin ne okuyacafimzi segebiliyoruz (.3) altinct soru igin writer iki tane point segmis ve bunlan
desteklemeye caligmus ee: essayi yazilis sekli logical yani iginde istedigimiz konular var refute paragraf
olsun veya agiklayici taraflar olsun giris ve sonu¢ ciimlesi olarak var ve bunlarda giizel bir sekilde
agiklanmng fakat burda refute paragrafinda bir kissm var yazar burda refute paragrafinda tamamen
¢iiriitmek yerine onlara bir destek vermis yani dogru oldugunu nigin agilmadiklanm kendine gére dogru
oldugunu savunmus genel olarak inceledifimiz zaman paragraf argument essayi uygun bir paragraf ve
giizel yazilmg fakat organizasyonda refute paragrafi introduction paragraftan sonra almabilirdi yani bu
sadece olabilir bu da bir fikirdir ve genelde uyumlu bir essay transition olarak bi ¢ok transition kullannmsg
transition kullamlmaktan cekinilmemis giizel bir paragraf en son Gnerim ise bu paragraf icin refutation
paragrafi daha diizgiin olmasdi yani arkadas destekledigi icin insanlarda bi karss tepki olugmuyor ve yani
kars1 tarafi giiriitmek igin onlarm tezini giiriitmeye ¢aligmah ve daha gergekci olunmaya calisimahidwr
buda ekleyecegim son nokta fakat sonug olarak giizel bir paragraf dedifim gibi ve gerekli 6rnekler
verilmis paragraf giizel bir sekilde gelistirilmis tek biitiin demek istedigim bunlar

PFS 15

B: istersen ben bagliyayim &nce simdi gordiigiim kadanyla daha dogrusu okudugum kadanyla televizyon
programlarmin kontrol edilmesi sinrlanmasi hakkinda bir essayin var ve ithm topic gergekten thm
argumentative ve bu 1h toplumun yada statetin 1h igte giivenligi icin () televizyon programlarnmnm kontrol
edilmesinin savunmugsun ve karst bir goriisii de burada belirtip refutation partinda diizenlemissin
basariyla (.3) yalmz benim surda samnm 1h 3. developmental paragrafta anlamadigin bi boliim var gimdi
burda demigsinki iste immoraliteden yada viobuttan bagka thm insan haklarinin 1h yani insan haklarim
nasil diyim =

T: = insan haklan ihlali

B: th insan haklan ihlali ile ilgili yayinlar yapihyo ve buda state zarar veriyo demissin yalniz burda daha
sonra most of the people could be ex nasil okunuyo bu

T: externalized

B: by his neigh bour because he is declared as guilty by the tv chanel demissin bunu anlayamadim ben
yani bunun bu bi 6mekmi yoksa bi support falan nmm ?

T: do support yani sdyle bir 6rek oraya yazsam da olur baz: insanlann yani masum olduklan halde suglu
gibi gosterilebiliyo / Kanunda su vardir bir insan mahkum sucglu oldufu mahkeme karanyla
belgelenmedikten sonra mahkum edilemez gosterilemez hichir kimse

B: // suglu gosteriliyor

T: ok biiyiik etki yapryor arkadaglart tarafindan diglantyor o insan

B: tamam anladim

T: OK!

B: OK! simdi benim essayime gelelim

T: simdi senin essayde yani konun euthonasia 6t6nazi ve konuyla hichir sorun yok bence thesis statement
harika argumentative bir essay onun diginda 1h:: sadece bence burda bi Vangoh émegi bu kulaklarim
kesmesi =

B: = It o Vangoh 6rnegini ben su yiizden verdim thm simdi Vangoh sadece kulag: orta kulak iltahabs
hastalipina yakalaniyo ve e:: bunun kulagin keserek gecebilecegini diisimnityo ve kulagim kesiyo yalniz
igte ben bunu sadece seyin tibbin giin gectikce ilerledigini / yani hi¢ bugin iste ¢aresi olmayan bi
hastaligin gelecekte caresinin bulunabilecegini gostermek icin ciinkii Vangoh’un yasadifs zamanlarda
orta kulak yoktu

T: //

B: iltahabinin bir seyi ¢aresi yoktu

T: da bunun tenazi ile ilgisi ne diye diisiiniiyorum // yani kesmekle ttenazi

B: // yani ben bunu sadece // tibbin ilerleyecegini gostermek icin sdylemistim

T: // ibbin tibbin

T: bide yani ikinci ve dordiincii paragraftaaym sekilde tibbin gelismesinden bahsetmigsin bu iki paragraf
birlestirilebilir ve dordiincii paragraf olarak da iki ayr seydende bahsediyo ashnda

B: ne gibi

T: yani tibbin gelismesine bagh olarak insanlann daha ¢ok yasama istegi ve bunun igin ¢ahsmalan var
dordiincii paragrafta ikinci paragrafinda da vani tibbin gelismesi var ve bu sayede insanlarm yani su an
igin ¢oziimsiiz olan bir seyin ilerde bulunabilecegi su ikinci ve bir sonraki figiincii dérdiincii paragraf
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B: ha burda ben iste Gtenazinin tibbn ikiye ayirdigim soyledim yani bi taraf bunu yapmaya yanagiyo bi
taraf bunu yapmaya yanasmiyo ben burda sadece bunu anlattim ve tibbin ilerledigini ashnda haklism iki
tane topic olmus orda

T: ilerlemesi her ikisinde de bahsettin aym paragrafin biraz degisik bir sekilde aciklanmas: gibi dedigin
gibi // burda sadece* tip dinyasummn iki ayn parcaya boliin

B: // 0 zaman onu degistircim

T: mesi olarak anlatiyorsun birbirinden farkh bir paragraf var

B: o zaman onlan birlestiricem iki topigi // iki ayn paragrafta anlatmam lazim =

T: // yani ikisini

T: = sadece burda drnekler farkh birinde Vangouh drnegi var birinde insanlarn iste daha ¢ok yasama
istegi var onlan biraraya getirebilirsin. Eger istersen tabi

B: isterim

T: ama bdyle kalsin diyosan o da sorun degil

B: tamam baska // bir sorun

T: // onun chginda transitionlarda (.3) key repetation of key words (.3) =

B: =yok mu ?

T: yani ne kastetdigine bagh yani bu seyler paragrafa baglarken in addition to this seklinde diyerckten
vani bir dnceki konuda anlattigin seyin bir phra // halinde girmen bence ¢ok faydali olur

B: // Evet senin de bu konuda baya bagarih oldugunu soyleyebilirim // key*

PFS 16

N: Serpil simdi senin konun ¢ocuklarm kacirilma olyr hakkmda topic’in =

S: = haywr kacinlma olayr degil // cocuklarn evlathk verilmesi

N: // ne?

N: h1 ¢ocuklarin evlathk verilmesi hakkmda topiZin bu bence tartsiiabilir bir konu ¢iinkii sen burda th
(-3) hiikiimet buna izin veriyor vermeli yada vermemeli diye iki kargit goriis var bu argumentative essaye
uyuyo thh ve (.2) Smekler vermigsin mesela bunu (.2) haberlerde izledim falan diye ama bu 6rnegi mesela
gelistirebilirdin surda demigsin I saw this in new last day // o 6rnegi gelistirebilirdin thh=

S: // 1

S: peki o drnegi gelistirirsem daha fazla gereksiz konu saptama olacag icin sadece onu kisa bir bdlim
olarak anlagilacak bicimde yani haberlerden duyuldugu anlagilacak sekilde vermek istedim

N: 1ht olabilir (.3) burda senin thesisin hitkiimet bu gocuklann ee iste yabanc: aileye verilmesini kontrol
ctmeli diyorsun ve ee: refutation boliimiinde de bunu soyliiyorsun ve (4) thesisimt da gocuklar iste daha
iyi ai ailelere verilmeli ailelerin // zenginligi maddi

S: // zenginligi maddi durumlan

N: durumlan * kigilerin karakterleri 6nemli diyosun ve sana gore bence en énemli burda kiginin
karakterleri dii mi? Bunu ikinci // olarak gostermigsin =

S: // evet onu ikinci olarak gosterdim = ve 6zellikle de orda bir arastirma konusu yapilan bir aragtumamn
sonmcunu sundum

N: 1h1 o arastirmada bence sayisal bir veri versen daha iyi olabilir buras

S: belki de yalmz daha fazla gergek ya pek de facte girmesin diye ee say1 verme iginden vazgectim

N: ve bu verdigin iki reason bence mantikli ve bunlan evet dedigin sekilde 6rneklerle gelistirmigsin (.3)

S: peki organizasyon diizenleme hakkinda ne diigiiniiyorsun?

N: organizasyon ilk once iste introduction boliimii yapmigsin daha sonra refutation boliimiinii yapmigsimn
sonra reasonlarmi soylemigsin ilk etapta reasonlarnda gercekten mantikl ve en Gnemlisi iste in addition
partna ikinci boliime koymussun kisilerin bireylerin karakterleri énemlidir diye ve sonucu yine thesis
statementim bagdastirnugsin yani bence uygun bir argumentative paragraf olmus bu

S: zaten kelimeler arasmda anlam biitimliigii saglamak icin de =

N: = Coherence olarak evet first inaddition gibi // tiimceleri kullannagsin

S: // because as gibi baglaclan kullanmdim

N: evet

S: Nihal topic olarak aile egitimini segmigsin // fakat buna thesis statementta dogru

N: // evet

S: olarak vurgulamanugsin ¢iinkii thesis statementa diyosun ki aile bir disiplin yontemi segmeli demissin
// fakat bu essayin argumentative olmasi igin

N: // evet

S: bunu birde opponent fikri yani kars: fikri olmak zorunda ve // aile her aile
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N: // evet

S: bir disiplin yontemi segmek zorundadir cocugu icin her aile bunn savunur gergi yapamayabilirler ama
bunu savunmayan insan yoktur bence thesis statemant: soyle bir sekilde degistirebilirsin mesela ¢ocuga
disiplin ailede verilmelidir ve disanda // verilmelidir gibi iki farkh gériiste savunulabilir yani bu essayin
argumentative olabilmesi icin senin fikrin ve senin karsit goriisiinde

N: // 1

S: olan bir fikrin olmasi gerekiyor // refutation boliimiinde gayet giizel aciklmigsm

N: // iht

S: karsit fi // kirde olanlarm dii*

N: ama bu kisim argumentative formatina uymamus yani

S: evet giris paragrafin yani introduction kismmda knllandifin thesis // argumentative paragrafa nymamms

N/ n

N: tamam

S: refutation kisminda gayet iyi aciklamugsin  kargi tarafin fikrini vermigsin ee gocuklann eger aileden
egitim almazlarsa anti sosyal olabileceklerini iste dikkat eksikligi olabilece@ini ee falan gibi émeklerle
belirtmigsin // ondan sonra gayet giizel agiklanmgsin

N: // 1

S: sonra igte disiplin olarak yeme aligkanliklarini uyuma alisgkanhiklarim ve =

N: = temizlik

S: temizlik aligkanliklanim ele almigsin bunlarda gok giizel fakat ahgkanbiklan support ederken daha kabul
edilebilir pointler sunsan daha yi olurdu

N: nasil? Daha genel mi ornekler?

S: daha genel mesela iste surda bir ciimlen var mesela eating randomly and always keeping the mouth by
and some act full is  injunees to the body

N: injuries to the body

S: demigsin fakat bunlan daha agiklayic: bir sekilde e: a::

N: = tam hani argumentative gibi boyle olsayd: boyle olurdu gibi

S: evet cocugun

N: ¢ok gencllememi olmug burasi?

S: biraz daha genellemeye gidiyo gibi // burasi

N: senin mesela senin paragrafindaki gibi 6zel 6rnekler vermem gerekiyo

S: evet daha // 6rneklemen lazim daha

N: // giinkii 0 zaman okurlar daha iyi anlayabilirler

S: tabi 0 zaman daha mantikl olur yani

N: 1

S:pointlerin giizel pointler vermigsin disiplininm evde verilebilecek disiplinler yemek abgkanhkian
temizlik aligkanhklan wynma aligkanhiklan yalniz uyuma ahgkanliklan ya bu aligkanhp degisik bir tarzda
anlat yada bu ahgkanlif ¢ikar // ()

N: // niye?

S: ciinkii uyuma aligkanlifa cocuga disiplin agismdan yani en azmdan bi iyi yeme aligkanhigy ve digeri
neydi?

N: temizlik

S: temizlik aliskanlhif gibi pek bi yaran olacak gibi degil yani en azmdan ¢ocuun bagka bir ahgkanligim
yeme ahigkanhigy degil diyelim ki gocuBa ne saglar? Iste bunun iginde nasil yeme // yemek yenilebilecegi
ogretiyo temizlik aligkanlify da toplum iginde

N: // tabi evet

S: yasadign zaman temiz kalmay: Ggretivo fakat uyuma ahgkanhgim bu konuda digiiniirsek toplumun
icinde kaldip1 zaman nasil uyunabilir aliskanhigim kazandirmiyo

N: // ama ya gocuk

S: anlatmak istedifim e // sleeping habit yani // uyuma ahgkanhiginm bir yaran var // gocugun

N: // ee // uyuma ahiskanhfimm // ee

S: fiziksel disiplinini // sagliyor ama diger iki aligkanhk dire olarak etkilerken uyuma

N: // tabi ki

S: ahgkanhg indirekt olarak etkiliyor yani bu ii¢ aliskanh@ ya direkt olarak cle al bence boyle daha
uygun olur yada indirekt olarak ele al cocugu etkileyenler mesela yeme aligkanhi direk etkiliyo // fakat
uyuma ahgkanhpy direkt etkilemiyor gocugun sadece daha diizenli olmasim sagliyor ama direkt bir
sekilde gocugun diizenli

N: /1
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S: olabilmesi igin bagka aliskanliklarada ihtiyaca var bence boyle daha uygun ondan sonra ee (.3) sonug
kasmna gelince sonug kismmnda da iyi agiklamugsin sonu¢ kisrm gayet diizgiin duruyo fa eee seyde sta
giris introduction paragrafim farkh bir gekilde ele almigsin saminin Gyle degil mi? ondan sonra yani ee
organizasyonun hakkinda soylemistim o sleeping uyku ahgkanhgim ¢ikarsan daha iyi olur onun yerine
baska bir ahgkanlik koysan yani direk etkileyen bir ahgkanlik koysan bdylece o diizenleme daha logic bir
sekilde yani heg direkt direkt / bir sekilde olur

N: // 1ha tabi

S: tabi bumu yaparken de essayi yazarken transitionlan kullannmgsm if transtionunu kullannugsm
conversely transtionunu kullansmussm yani sonug kxsmunda insan dogal olarak bunlan giriyo igte in order
to gibi firstly similarly gibi transtionlan kullannussin transitionlarm gayet giizel yani ciimleler arasinda
bir bag saglamais oluyo (.) transition kisminda bir sorun yok
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