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OZET

DOYURAN, Zeynep. Egitim Dili Olarak Ingilizce ve Tiirkge Kullamlan Universitelerde
Derslerin Karsilastirmali Kesit Coziimlemesi: Islevsel Yaklagim, Ingiliz Dilbilimi
Anabilim Dali DOKTORA TEZI, Ankara, 2006.

Soylem c¢alismalan hem yazili hem de s6zlti dili g¢esitli yaklagimlar kullanarak
incelemektedir. Biitiince inceclemesine dayanan kesit ¢oziimlemesi bu yaklagimlar
arasinda hem nitel hem de nicel inceleme teknikleri kullandigi i¢in en ¢ok tercih edilen
yaklasimlardan biridir. Biitlinceye dayanan bu yaklagim, bir dildeki kesit gesitliligini
karsilagtirmali olarak incelemeye olanak saglar. Bu ¢aligmanin amaci Ingilizce ve
Tiirkgenin egitim dili olarak kullamdif: Universitelerdeki, akademik ders sSyleminin
Ozelliklerinin sozciiksel ve dilbilgisel &zelliklerinden yola g¢ikarak kapsamli bir
betimlemesini yapmak ve sdylemin egitim dili degistiginde farklilagip, farklilagmadigini
saptamaktir. Bu ¢aliymada ¢6ziimlenen ve betimlenen sdylemsel boyutlar sunlardir;
etkilesimsel s6ylem/ bilgisel sdylem, dolaysiz sdylem/olayl sdylem, belirgin mantiksal
bagdagiklik/ gizil mantiksal bagdasikhk. Akademik ders s@yleminin alt tiirii olarak
beseri bilimler ve miihendislik sGylemi incelenmektedir. Caligmada Biber’mn (1988)
biitiinceye dayali, ¢ok boyutlu kesit inceleme ydntemi kullanilmaktadir. Modelde her
boyut, bir gurup dilbilgisel 6zelligi kapsar ve bu 6zelliklerin metinlerde ne siklikta
biraraya geldigi sayilarak, (kiictik dlgcekli inceleme) dilbilgisel &zelliklerin biraraya
geldiklerinde olugturduklar Oriintii betimlenir (biiylik 6lgekli inceleme). Calismada
kii¢iik ve biiyiik 6lgekli incelemenin sonucunda, egitim dili degistiginde, akademik ders
sOyleminin, sdzcilksel dilbilgisel ve sdylemsel 6zelliklerinin de degistigi gériilmiistiir.
Ders s6yleminde, alt tiiriin de sGylem 6zelliklerini olusturmakta 6nemli rolii oldugu
belirtilmelidir.

Anahtar Sézciikler: S6ylem Coziimlemesi, Kesit Coziimlemesi, Biitlince incelemesi,
Egitim Dili, Akademik Ders Sylemi.
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ABSTRACT

DOYURAN, Zeynep. A Comparative Analysis Of Lecture Register In Turkish
Universities With Turkish And English Media Of Instruction From A Functional
Viewpoint, English Linguistics Ph.D. Dissertation, Ankara, 2006

The study of discourse considered both written and spoken language as its subject
matter. Discourse analysis has various approaches. Register analysis based on analysis
of natural texts (corpus), is onec of the most popular one because it depends on both
qualitative and quantitative analytical techniques. Since it is a corpus based approach,
register analysis enables comparative analysis of register variation in languages. The
aim of this study is to identify the discoursal features of the academic lectures with
Turkish and English media of instruction in terms of planned versus unplanned or
interactional versus informational discourse, argumentative versus reported presentation
and overt versus logical cohesion comparatively, and to determine whether the
discourse changes with the medium of instruction. Moreover, humanities and
engineering are determined as subgenres of academic lectures. The study adopts Biber’s
multi-dimensional (MD) register analysis approach which is based on a computer
corpus to identify text based association patterns. In this approach, the discourse corpus
is analysed by counting the frequency of discourse elements categories and features
(microscopic analysis) in order to determine patterned co-occurrence of linguistic
features (macroscopic analysis). Considering the findings of the microscopic and
macroscopic analysis it is possible to state that when the medium of instruction changes
in lecture register the commonly used lexico-grammatical features and some discoursal
features may change as well. Furthermore, in the analysis of lecture register academic
sub genres or the subject matter play an important role.

Keywords: Discourse Analysis, Register Analysis, Corpus Analysis, Medium of
Instruction, Lecture Discourse.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this introduction is to give a short history of how the field of discourse
processes emerged and then to examine the current trends in discourse analysis (DA)
studies. To survey the field of discourse analysis is problematic in terms of defining
what is included in discourse analysis itself. It is generally accepted that “discourse
takes us beyond the study of the sentence” (Blakemore, 1995; cited in Schiffrin, Tannen
and Hamilton; 2002). Retrospectively, it may be claimed that the “origins of modern
discourse analysis are classical rhetoric and the grammatica, which was concerned with
the rules of correct language use” (van Dijk 1985:1). It is possible to draw a conclusion
that various approaches to language would influence the development of discourse
analysis. Therefore, the first approaches towards discourse analysis were structuralist.
The term was first used by Harris, in his book ‘Discourse Analysis Reprints’. According
to Harris (1951), “discourse is a structural unit which can be studied by analogy with
the sentence” (Blakemore, 1995; cited in Schiffrin, Tannen and Hamilton 2002). The
analogy is between grammar and discourse analysis; “grammar is about how words
combine to form sentences and discourse analysis is about how sentences combine to
form texts” (Salkie, 1995; cited in Blakemore in Schiffrin, Tannen and Hamilton,
2002:100). Following it, the term discourse analysis is used to refer to “the attempts to
study the organization of language above the sentence or above the clause, and therefore
to study larger linguistic units” (Stubbs 1996:1).

The functional approach towards the analysis of sentence and discourse structure
influenced the development of discourse analysis studies (van Dijk, 1985). In Halliday
and Hasan (1976:2) text is defined as “a unit of language in use”. This is a functionalist
approach towards discourse analysis because according to this view language must be
studied in terms of its function in communication. Stubbs (1983:9) mentions that



“discourse implies interactive dialogue; whereas text implies non interactive
monologue; one talks of written text versus spoken discourse.” Van Dijk (1997) made
distinction between the terms ‘text’ and ‘talk’. Talk refers to everyday conversations,
debates or interviews whereas text refers to written interaction or written
communication. Van Dijk (1997:3) also emphasized that “discourse studies should deal
both with the properties of text and talk in context” However, in the modern approach
the term “discourse analysis is used as a super ordinate term for a multiplicity of studies
of ‘text’, ‘conversation’ and varieties of language use at a super-sentential level”
(Bolton, 1992 in van Dijk, 1997:14). In other words, there is not a theoretical distinction
between the terms “text’ and ‘talk’. These terms are treated as unified under the name of
discourse.

In the Chomskyan approach, which favoured idealized knowledge instead of studying
the data taken from actual language use, functionalism was regarded as unscientific
(Beaugrande 1996:505). However, transformational grammar still cannot explain why
one “rewrites ‘a’ as ‘b’ in the same context™ (Stubbs 1983) or why language users prefer
passive constructions although active ones are shorter? (Ostman and Virtanen, 1995).
According to Chomsky (1986; 83), “discourse is a collection of descriptive statements
external to the mind”

In 1960’s functional orientation of linguistics regained importance. “The notions such
as topic and comment in the study of functional sentence perspective provided a natural
stimulus to take discourse studies into account” (van Dijk, 1985:4). In 1970’s discourse
studies were carried out under the category of register analysis and grammatical rhetoric
analysis. The aim of discourse analysis is to investigate the relationship between
grammatical choice and rhetorical function in written English in science. In this
approach the writer’s preferences regarding syntactic structures are determined (van
Dijk, 1989). The developments in related disciplines such as philosophy and
Psychology led to multidisciplinary studies and towards the end of 1970°s, discourse
analysis, concerned with language use, emerged as an autonomous but a multifaceted
discipline. Discourse analysis studies have a cross-disciplinary nature and despite the
differences of approach and method, it is possible to make a systematic analysis from
formal linguistics to cognitive, social and educational Psychology. In recent years,



discourse analysis of professional contexts seems to be widespread. Some of the areas

covered in this approach are, law, order and academic genres.

Discourse analysis officially flourished with the publication of the journal ‘Discourse
Processes’ in 1978. The advances in other disciplines such as cognitive Psychology,
sociolinguistics and psycholinguistics led to a new understanding that sentence level
analysis is not acceptable anymore. Graesser, Gernsbacher and Goldman (2003: 2)
explain it as the following; “Researchers became interested in discourse when they
became dissatisfied with the sentence or utterance as the unit of analysis in their
investigations of language”. During this period linguistic studies involved
decontextualized data and the idea of describing naturally occurring language in its
context has gained importance. Discourse cannot entirely be reduced to sentences and
utterances because discourse has a context, cohesion, coherence, and rhetorical structure

that weave together.

Discourse analysis has become an increasingly attractive analytic method for
researchers. According to the widely agreed upon definition, DA is the analysis of
language use beyond the level of sentence constitutes. However, “the term discourse has
gone through complex definitional vicissitudes” (Grimshaw, 1986 in Graesser,
Gernsbacher and Goldman 2003:26). First, the term developed a semantic variety, later
its semantic features disappeared and by the 19™ century the term had become “a
spoken or written treatment of a subject in which it is handled or discussed at length; a
dissertation treatise, homily, sermon or like” (Grimshaw,1986 in Graesser, Gernsbacher
and Goldman 2003:26). The term discourse analysis is explained by Trask (1999) as an
attempt to extend our highly successful analysis of sentence structure to units larger
than the sentence. Today, discourse analysis has been accepted as an umbrella term for
the analysis of spoken and written language within context. Stubbs (1998:1) explains
discourse as “attempts to study the organization of language above the sentence or
above the clause, and therefore, to study larger linguistic units such as conversational
exchanges or written texts”. DA is also concerned with language in use in social
contexts.



All the definitions of discourse have certain common points. Schiffrin, Tannen,
Hamilton (2001:1) summarize the main points of discourse analysis studies as follows:
1) Anything beyond sentence level, 2) actual language use 3) a broader range of social
practice that includes non linguistic and non specific instances of language. Van Dijk
(1997:2), on the other hand, summarizes three main dimensions of discourse: 1)
language use 2) communication of beliefs 3) interaction in social situations. As easily
observed, the common points might slightly change according to different views but
still share the main characteristics. The common concern in all these approaches is that
they stress the need to see language as a dynamic, social, interactive phenomenon. It is
emphasized that meaning is conveyed not by single sentences but by more complex
exchanges, in which the participants’ beliefs and expectations, the knowledge they share
about each other and about the world, and the situation in which they interact, play a
crucial part. Today the basic study areas of discourse analysis are written and spoken
language, because both printed texts and oral conversations consist of a sequence of
sentences and utterances (Graesser, Gernsbacher and Goldman 2003). It is obvious that
in the area of discourse analysis there are specialties such as text analysis and
conversation analysis, which employ special methods to study particular discourses.

The disciplinary link between discourse analysis and applied research is complex.
Applied linguistics is relevant to any real world, language related problem that an
interdisciplinary approach can address (Poole; in Kaplan 2002:73). This expanded focus
of applied linguistics has brought forth closer ties with DA. Poole (in Kaplan 2002: 73)
states that “With DA increasingly a methodology of choice for investigating broader
applied linguistics concerns such as the language of politics, professions, family,
language minority issues, and classroom interaction” Poole (in Kaplan, 2002:74)
suggests that applied linguistics has more far reaching propositions than DA that relates
features of language use to multiple contextual dimensions such as ideological
orientation, relations of power or institutional constraints. In recent years, a modified
version of this perspective has motivated much of the growing discourse analytic work
within applied linguistics. In DA the types of analysis have varied widely and included
the sequential organization of talk in speech activities, and the frequency, scope and
distribution of specific interactional sequences or speech acts. The complexity of these



applications is deepened by the question of whether data should also be analyzed

quantitatively, with a focus on contextualized descriptions of language in use.

When it comes to the relation of discourse to linguistics, van Dijk (1995:1) states that
the linguistic study of discourse is a part of the more general study of natural language
and it must share its basic aims with linguistic theories in general and with grammar in
particular. It is claimed that the analysis of sentence structure should be based on an
information structure of a given- new or topic-comment type in a discourse sequence
(Stubbs, 1996). Furthermore, DA is any kind of investigation of the structure of
discourse and it is an approach based upon familiar grammatical concepts; to put it
another way, DA is an attempt to extend our highly successful analysis of sentence
structure to units larger than the sentence. Stubbs (1997:3) states that “Much of the
fascination of discourse analysis derives from the realization that the boundaries of
linguistics are being redrawn.” It has become clear that a coherent view of language,

including syntax, must take account of discourse phenomena.

In recent years, discourse analysis of professional contexts seems to be widespread.
Some of the areas covered in this approach are, law, order and academic genres. In the
20" century, the quality of classroom discourse has become a prominent focus. DA is
helping to explicate the actions in which the primary goal of schools —learning is

realized.

To a great extent, the fabric of schooling is woven of linguistic interaction.
One of the central concerns of discourse analysis in educational settings has
been to uncover the ways in which talk at school is unique and thus what
students must be able to do linguistically in order to succeed there. (Adger
in Schiffrin, Tannen, Hamilton; 2001)

Since 1970 research methods have contributed significantly to developing analytic

techniques for classroom talk.

The rise in discourse analytic study of educational settings is part of a
broader embracing of qualitative study in a domain long dominated by



behavioural theory and quantitative research methods. Reasons for this shift
are complex, but a prime influence came from the imperative-moral, legal,
and economic- to educate a diverse population of students”. (Adger in
Schiffrin, Tannen, Hamilton 2001)

The research is relevant to criticizing what is going on in classrooms and to answering
questions about how and where teaching and learning succeed or fail (Adger in
Schiffrin et al 2001). Since the term ‘discourse’ refers to any stretch of spoken or
written language longer than a single sentence, recently Gee (1996; in Cazden and
Beck, 2003) made an influential distinction between the meaning of what he called little
‘d’ discourse and big ‘D’ Discourse. He made such a distinction because according to

Gee discourse with a capital D is

a socially accepted association among ways of using language, other
symbolic expressions, and artefacts of thinking, feeling, believing, valuing
and acting that can be used to identify oneself as a member of a socially
meaningful group or social network or to signal a socially meaningful role
(Gee 1996:131 in Cazden and Beck 2003).

The little‘d’, ‘discourse’ refers to any sequence of talk and ‘D’ Discourse as a particular
form of talk that expresses a speaker’s identity and interactional role. This definition
highlights the fact that “learning new ways with words entails taking on new
interactional roles and the new identities they create and express” (Cazden and Beck
2003). Thus we refer to classroom discourse with a little ‘d’ and academic Discourse
with a ‘big D’.

Most work on classroom discourse can be characterized as applied discourse analysis or
interactional analysis, which is an approach in discourse analysis and which can be
defined as the interpretation of discourse by the reader / listener (Bhatia, 1993: 8). This
approach to language use verifies that language use is an interactional activity.

Currently, there are several dominant approaches in the field of discourse; these are

discourse Psychology, computational discourse, discourse technologies, conversation



analysis, hybrid qualitative and quantitative approaches, and corpus analysis (Graesser,
Gernsbacher and Goldman 2003). Discourse Psychology covers text comprehension,
language use, non-literal speech acts. Discourse psychologists test theories by collecting
data from humans either during or after discourse comprehension or production.
Computational discourse combines discourse processes and computer science (Graesser,
Gernsbacher and Goldman 2003:12). Since discourse is at the heart of any human
machine system, technology designers need discourse researchers during the design
process of animated conversational agents or automated telephone answering systems,
therefore, technological discourse gained importance lately. Conversational Analysis
analyses moment-to-moment interaction and the sequences of linguistic discourse
actions that create meaning. The hybrid approach covers both qualitative analysis,
which identifies discourse categories sequences and patterns on various dimensions and
quantitative analysis, which analyses data with statistics and other quantitative
techniques (Graesser, Gernsbacher and Goldman 2003). Corpus analysis is one of the
most popular approaches of discourse analysis. Over the past years, corpus based
studies have become more common because it can provide a scope and reliability of
analysis. It is based on empirical analysis of natural texts (corpus) and depends on both
qualitative and quantitative analytical techniques (Biber, Conrad and Reppen 1996). In
this regard, this trend in discourse analysis is seen both in ESP/EAP (English for
Specific/Academic Purposes) research and in register variation research in applied
linguistics. Moreover, a corpus based approach enables comparative analysis of register
variation. Biber’s (1988) multi-dimensional (MD) analytic approach is also based on a
computer corpus to identify text based association patterns. This particular study also
adopts this approach.

In this approach, the researcher collects or identifies a corpus of naturalistic
discourse excerpts that are relevant to the particular research question being
investigated. The discourse corpus is analysed by counting the frequency of
discourse elements, categories, features, sequences, global patterns, or
combinations of these linguistic/discourse entities (Biber in Graesser,
Gernsbacher and Goldman 2003:7).



The frequencies can be normalized by counting the number of occurrences per number
of words (incidence score). Usually researchers collect their own corpus of discourse
samples and the discourse corpus needs to be sampled “systematically rather than with
bias” (Graesser, Gernsbacher and Goldman 2003:8). This particular study doesn’t have
the hard-core scientific approach to sampling discourse excerpts because the sample
size is small. This study adopts an alternative approach based on a small representative
sample of cases. According to corpus based analysis approach, much can be learned
from a detailed analysis of a small representative sample of cases. This study might be
considered as a register analysis as well; in fact “genre and register are the two
constituent elements of discourse” (Grimshaw in Graesser, Gernsbacher and Goldman
2003:27). Ferguson (in Grimshaw in Graesser, Gernsbacher and Goldman 2003:42)
explains genre and register like this:

The two powerful tools of analysis and understanding available to the
student of human language are the analysis of types of discourse and the
analysis of how language varies depending on the occasions of its use. The
former, the study of discourse types, is what is traditionally called ‘genre
analyses. The latter, the study of language variation by use, is referred to by

some as ‘register analysis’.

The term genre is originally a French word and in its broadest sense it means ‘kind’ or
‘sort’ and this meaning is very similar to its linguistic meaning which is a variety of
discourse such as conversation, lecture, prayer. However, Biber (2001, Schffrin, Tannen
and Hamilton) use ‘register’ as a cover term for any “variety associated with a particular
configuration of situational characteristics and purposes”. This study particularly deals
with university lectures and adopts Biber’s approach and it is considered as a study of
register which is “seen as a more inclusive domain” (Grimshaw in Graesser,
Gernsbacher and Goldman 2003:53) rather than genre analysis. The aim of it is to
determine patterned co-occurrence of linguistic features in samples of lectures whose
medium of instruction is Turkish (L1) and English (L2). The term ‘register’ has gained
acceptance for situation specific use (Hymes, 1974:59). Halliday (1976:112) accepts
register as a form of prediction.



The notion of register is a form of prediction: given that we know the
situation, the social context of language use, we can predict a great deal
about the language that will occur with reasonable probability of being
right. The important theoretical question then is; what do we need to know
about the social context in order to make such predictions? (Grimshaw in
Graesser, Gernsbacher and Goldman 2003:55)

In other words, the features of the context of situation determine the kind of language
used or what is referred to as “register, that is, the types of meaning that are selected,
and their expression in grammar and vocabulary” (Halliday 1976:50). Halliday employs
the term ‘register’ to encapsulate the relationship between texts and social processes; on
the other hand he employs genre in a more limited sense. He sees it as the
organizational structure of the text (Leckie-Terry 1995:5). The aim of recent discourse
processes is to describe the discoursal features of the text in addition to its lexico-
grammatical features. In such studies grammatical patterns and structures are being

analysed as well as their communicative purposes and social context.

Discourse analysis studies in Turkish are usually in the category of register analysis.
The following studies which are important for this particular study are also structural
rather than functional. Karas (1995) analysed the discourse structure of journals.
Demonstrative pronouns employed in newspapers are analysed in the study of Ozil and
Sendz (1996). Furthermore, connectives in newspaper articles are studied by Ilgin
(1997). The language of social science texts and literary texts is analysed by Oktar and
Yagcioglu (1996) in terms of their grammatical patterns. Ozyildirm (1999a, 1999b,
2000) analysed lexical, syntactic, discursive and cognitive patterns of the Turkish
legislative studies. Akar (2000) examined the request forms employed in business
writing. Also Uslu (2001) studied the use of causal structure in Turkish. Yarar (2002)
analysed official language of Turkish attempting to describe the lexicon-grammatical
features and discoursal features using Biber’s approach. Ozmen (2005) analysed the
discourse of news reports. Fidan (2005) analyzed discourse markers in scientific texts.
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1.2 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Spoken language use in different discourse communities and particularly, in educational
settings has been studied and described to reach an understanding of language use and
of communicative functions of certain grammatical patterns. However, the language
used in academic contexts in universities with an English and Turkish medium of
instruction in Turkey has never been described in terms of its discoursal features. The
implementation of English-medium instruction by non-native speaking lecturers to non-
native speaking students causes problems both for lecturers and students; the focus on
language production influences the lecturers’ teaching skills in the sense that they are
less flexible in conveying the contents of the lecture material, resulting in long
monologues, a lack of rapport with students, humour and interaction (Klaassen & De
Graaf, 1999).

1.3 AIMS OF THE STUDY

This study mainly aims at analysing lecture discourse in English and Turkish medium
universities comparatively. In other words the central concern of this research is
describing lexico-grammatical features of language in different academic discourse
communities with Turkish and English media of instruction and to determine whether
the discoursal features change with the medium of instruction. The study is going to
identify discoursal features of the lectures with Turkish and English media of
instruction in terms of planned versus unplanned or interactional versus informational
discourse, argumentative versus reported presentation and overt versus logical cohesion

comparatively.

1.4 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

This study has the following research questions to be answered in accordance with the

aims mentioned above.

1. Do English medium and Turkish medium academic language in Turkish

universities have different discoursal features comparatively?
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2. What are the lexico-grammatical features of the academic language of
Turkish and English medium departments?

e What are the lexico-grammatical features of Turkish medium
instruction lecture discourse in Psychology and Geological
engineering departments?

e What are the lexico-grammatical features of English medium
instruction lecture discourse in Psychology and Geological
engineering departments?

1.5 ASSUMPTIONS

In this study it is assumed that although the communicative purpose is the same in both
situations where the medium of instruction is Turkish and English there might be
register variation due to language change. Furthermore, in terms of discoursal features

and specific register markers these two registers are assumed to be different.

1.6 METHOD OF THE STUDY

1.6.1 Data Collection

This study is undertaken in two different universities, namely Hacettepe University and
METU in Ankara, in Turkey. METU is the representative of English medium
universities because the medium of instruction is English in all departments. Hacettepe,
on the other hand, is representing the Turkish medium instruction. Indeed, at Hacettepe
University medium of instruction is English in some departments, 30% English in
others and Turkish in the rest. The study will involve the two subject departments in
both universities; the department of Geological Engineering (Faculty of Engineering)
and the department of Psychology (Faculty of Letters and Humanities). The medium of
instruction in the Department of Psychology at Hacettepe University is entirely Turkish,
whereas at the Department of Geological Engineering 30% English (but for this
research a particular course with Turkish medium instruction is observed at this
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department.). These departments are chosen on purpose. The former is chosen as the
representative of Engineering Faculty whereas the latter is the representative of Social
Sciences. To be able to make a contrastive analysis, the similar, if possible the same
course is observed both with an English and Turkish medium of instruction. Since, this
is a descriptive study no judgmental conclusions will be drawn at the end. The courses
are third year undergraduate courses and the rationale behind it is that the first and
second year courses are mostly introductory courses however this study necessitates the
analysis of specific departmental courses; furthermore, first year students might be
under the influence of preparatory English in terms of oral skills. In both universities,
one year of preparatory class in English is a prerequisite for the students who do not

pass the proficiency exam.

The discourse communities were observed in their natural settings with no problem of
the ‘observer’s paradox’ (Labov, 1972). The research objectives are not known by the
observed. Field notes and tape recording during lecture observations provided the
author with data on the oral interaction discourse in lectures. In the spring semester of
2003-2004 academic year 8 lectures were taped, and the following fall semester again 8
lectures were recorded. Altogether 16 lectures have been observed and recorded. Eight
of those recordings belong to HU Geological Engineering and Psychology departments
(four lectures for each department); the other eight belong to METU Geological
Engineering and Psychology departments. The number of words in the sample of
Geological an engineering is 11.265, in the sample of Psychology it is 13.151. The
corpus of the study is 24.416 words. The lexico-grammatical features of the corpus have
been analysed. Each course is about 45-50 minutes in all departments.

1.6.2 Data Analysis

This study is based on the model developed by Biber (1988) to describe the lexico-
grammatical and discoursal features of the classroom language in Turkish universities
whose mediums of instruction are English and Turkish. Biber, Conrad and Reppen
(1998) named their approach as ‘multi-dimensional register analysis’ (MD). The
distinctive methodological characteristics of this study are; the use of the text corpus
(based on the transcripts of the taped lectures) and the use of statistical techniques to
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determine co-occurrence relations among the linguistic features. In the original model
the frequency of certain linguistic features are counted by using computer programs.
However, in the present study certain linguistic features are counted by hand because
for Turkish there is not such a computer program available; furthermore, it is very
difficult to develop such a program due to the structure of Turkish.

The statistical, quantitative analysis of lexico-grammatical patterns constitutes the
microscopic analysis of the corpus. The dimensions constitute the macroscopic analysis
of the corpus. Biber 1988; Biber, Conrad and Reppen (1996) define dimension as ‘the
set of co-occurring features’. These are groups of linguistic features that co-occur with
high frequency in texts. Having adapted the original model to the corpus of the present
study and to Turkish, the model used in the study includes three dimensions and nearly
30 grammatical patterns (Biber and Hared 1994).

Dimension 1: Structural Elaboration: Interactional (Unplanned) vs. (Informational
(Planned)

e Interactional features (Positive)
Yes/no questions, or coordination, stance adjectives, what if questions,
time deicticts, focus markers, amplifiers, down toners, imperatives, wh-

questions, 1% and 2™ person pronouns, causative adverbial clauses

o Informational features (Negative)
Relative clauses, ‘and’ clause/phrase coordination, common nouns,

complement clauses, agentless passives.
Dimension 2: Argumentative vs. Reported Presentation

e Argumentative features (Positive)
Present tense, Predicative adjectives, possibility models, concession

conjuncts

o Reported Features (Negative)
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Past tense, nouns (generic and specific)

Dimension 3: Overt vs. Implicit Logical Cohesion

e Overt Logical Cohesion Features (Positive)
Conjuncts, multi-functional adverbial subordination, discourse particles,

action verbs, post/prepositions, conditional clause connectors

o Implicit Logical cohesion (Negative features)

Nouns, possessive markers, passive constructions

The frequencies of the lexico-grammatical patterns are counted by hand and the values
are presented in terms of frequency and percentage. The statistical values of the
linguistic structures are identified using the SPSS (Statistical Program for Social

Sciences)

1.7 LIMITATIONS

First of all the corpus of the study or the sample size is nearly 25.000 words and this is
limited to make generalizations.

A second limitation is that this study was undertaken in two different universities,
namely Hacettepe University and METU in Ankara, in Turkey. METU is the
representative of English medium universities because the medium of instruction is
English in all departments. Hacettepe, on the other hand, represents the Turkish
medium instruction. The study involved the two subgenres in both universities namely,
the department of Geological Engineering (Faculty of Engineering) and the department
of Psychology (Faculty of Letters and Social Scieces). These are the representatives of
two different fields; engineering faculty and humanities or social sciences, however,
these two genres do not adequately represent academic lectures. Involving other
departments would have increased the reliability of the data.
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In addition, in the original model of the study, the frequency of certain linguistic
features is counted by using computer programs and this increases reliability. However,
in the present study, certain linguistic features are counted by hand because for Turkish

there is not such a computer program available.

Personal style of the instructors is not considered within the scope of this study because
the method of the study is structural rather than stylistic.

In the present study certain linguistic features are counted by hand because for Turkish
there is not such a computer program available due to its structure.

1.8 OUTLINE OF THE STUDY

The present study is organized into five chapters. The first one is the introduction to the
subject; discourse analysis. Furthermore, the introduction includes the aim/s of the
study, research questions, corpus and the method of the study. The second chapter is the
Background to the Study; this chapter presents information on spoken discourse
analysis, grammatical and communicative features of academic language specifically in
social sciences and engineering faculties. Moreover, this chapter comprises information
about multi-dimensional approach and register analysis. The following chapter,
Analysis of Data and Discussion, provides an analysis and description of the findings of
the microscopic and macroscopic analyses of the corpus. The last chapter, Conclusion

presents the interpretation of the results as well as future remarks.
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CHAPTER 2
BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY

This chapter intends to present background information on spoken discourse analysis,
classroom language and specifically of academic lectures, focusing on the grammatical
and discoursal features; its functions and communicative features. Furthermore, it aims
to present an overview of literature dealing with the multi-dimensional approach and
register analysis.

2.1 ANALYSING SPOKEN DISCOURSE

There has been considerable disagreement concerning the need for a linguistic
comparison of speech and writing. Historically written language was accepted as the
true form of language and speech was not worth of study. With the development of
phonetics in the nineteenth century in Britain linguists began to study speech. Biber
states that (1988:5) “through the work of Henry Sweet and Daniel Jones, encouraged
linguists to study speech. Discourse analysis have begun with the analysis of sounds;
the focus is on the sounds of spoken discourse, in other words on phonology (van Dijk,
1997). The early studies of spoken discourse analysis examined how pronunciation,
emphasis, intonation etc. contribute to the sound structures of discourse. In spoken
discourse, paralinguistic features as well as sounds such as gestures, body language, and
proximity are important, because it is believed that together with the sounds of
discourse, non verbal activity plays an important role in the interpretation of discourse.
In the twentieth century, speech was considered worth serious linguistic analysis and
speech is claimed to have linguistic primacy (Stubbs 1983). In this century, systemicist
like Firthians, were interested in the relation between language and context. Following
Malinowski, they have argued that you can not understand the meaning of what
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someone says or writes unless you know something about the context. The idea about
the relationship between language and context was taken over from Malinowski into
linguistics by Firth (Martin, 2000 in Burns and Coffin). Until very recently, most
linguists have assumed the primacy of oral language (Bloomfield, 1993, Fillmore, 1981,
Gardner 1984). Early linguists such as Boas, Sapir and Bloomfield were all speech
oriented (Stubbs, 1997).

From a linguistic perspective, the original discourse analysis work was motivated by a
wish to make a description of spoken interaction. (Sinclair and Coulthard 1975) Speech
act theory, which is the first approach to the study of language use as action, offered a
functional theory of meaning. It emphasizes the fact that when people use language they
are doing several things at the same time. ‘Locutionary act’ is producing an utterance in
some language. Moreover, what is new in this theory is the ‘illocutionary act’ or the
social dimension of this theory because it refers to what we do when we produce a
meaningful utterance in some context like an assertion, a question etc (van Dijk, 1997).
As Sinclair and Coulthard (1975:79) mention “Austin’s notion of ‘illocutionary force’
was a powerful agent in reconceptualizing the way language relates to the world”.
Spoken discourse comprises everyday conversations, all types of dialogues; such as
debates or doctor-patient interaction (van Dijk, 1997). Contemporary spoken discourse
studies are generally oriented towards the analysis of ongoing verbal interaction in
informal conversations as well as other formal or institutional dialogues. Indeed, talk is
often considered as the basic form of discourse (van Dijk, 1997).

2.1.1 Linguistic Features and Communicative Functions of Spoken Language

There are many linguistic studies of speech and writing, however still the characteristics
of the two modes haven’t been described in detail yet. The general view is that written
language is structurally more complex, formal and abstract whereas spoken language is
simple, concrete and context-dependent (Biber, 1988). “Writing is also more explicit
than speech, in that it has complete idea units with all assumptions and logical relations
encoded in the text” (De Vito, 1966, Olson 1977 in Biber 1988:47). Furthermore,
speech is considered personally involved and dependent on shared situation and
background knowledge (Olson, 1977, in Biber 1988). Writing is also claimed to be
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deliberately more organized and planned than speech and characterized by a higher
concentration of new information (Stubbs, 1998). To support all these generalizations
researchers have studied the specific linguistic features in spoken and written texts. For
instance in order to measure structural complexity, the frequency of different
subordinate constructions, prepositional phrases and adjectives have been measured;
because the frequent use of these features are accepted as the indicator of complexity in
texts. Explicitness, on the other hand, has been measured by features such as word
length or the ratio of the number of different words to total number of words (Biber,
1988). Frequent use of passives is accepted as the indicator of decontextualization and
frequent use of personal pronouns and questions determine personal involvement.
Therefore, the use of personal pronouns is common in spoken discourse whereas
nominalizations and participles are rare. In terms of grammatical or structural features
of spoken discourse, it is said that, there is coordination instead of subordination, active
structures rather than passive structures. However, none of these generalizations are
uniformly accepted; there are contradictions among the researchers; for example some
researchers (O’Donnel, 1974; Kroll, 1977; Kay, 1997; Chafe, 1982; and Brown and
Yule, 1983) support the findings about the frequent use of subordinate constructions in
writing, whereas, Halliday (1979) found more complex structures in speech. Also Poole
and Field (1976) found a higher ratio of dependent clauses in speech. When it comes to
passive structures there is again striking contradiction among researchers. Although
Chafe (1985) and Brown and Yule (1983) claim that frequent use of passives are the
characteristic of written language, Blankenship (1962) found nearly equal number of
passives in the two modes. There are other generalizations for spoken language; for
example, the use of conditionals (Athanasiadou and Dirven 1997; Ferguson 2001) and
the use of demonstrative modifiers and deictic terms are common in spoken language
(Chafe 1982 in Leckie-Terry 1995). The use of downtoners is quite rare when compared
to written discourse. Moreover, the use of dependent clauses is rare; especially the use
of relative clauses is less common in spoken discourse compared to written language. In
spoken language, in the use of ‘that clauses’ the complementizer ‘that’ is usually
omitted (Biber and Conrad, 2001).
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The recent trend in linguistics argues that neither speech nor writing is primary; there
are in fact no linguistic differences between speech and writing. Furthermore, the
relationship between the two modes must be investigated empirically rather than
assumed on a priori basis. The two modes are simply different systems, both deserving
careful analysis (deBeugrande 1984b, Kress 1982 in Grabe, 1984). De Beugrande
(1993: 256) supported this argument.

It is now recognized that writing and speech are distinct systems; the norms
and functions of each system fit a given situation better than those of the
other...There is hardly a dimension of textuality or text processing that does
not reflect some significant difference between the spoken and the written
modalities...

The arguments strongly favour viewing writing and speech as distinct systems. Biber
(1988) also argues that the characterizations of typical speech and typical writing can
not be generalized to all types of speaking and writing. They might only be true for
conversation and expository prose, the two genres used to represent speech and writing.
For other types of speech and writing these generalizations are inadequate or not valid
because there are general linguistic differences between these two modes.

Due to the developments, the study of discourse considered both written and spoken
language as its subject matter, and it is divided into two basic categories; written and
spoken discourse analysis. Spoken discourse analysis is concerned with speech; whereas
written discourse analysis is concerned with the language used in written texts.
Furthermore, both in written and spoken discourse analysis grammatical approach
gained importance. It means that the order of words or phrases in a sentence is not
arbitrary; it may have various functions in relation to other sentences in discourse. For
spoken discourse analysis, the syntactic study of discourse gained special importance.
There are studies on the distribution of information throughout a discourse, like the use
of definite NP’s or pronouns and the discursive functions of word order (van Dijk,
1997).
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Rather than spoken or written discourse, a more detailed division of discourse existed;
planned and unplanned discourse (Ochs, 1979). Generalising discourse in terms of
spoken and written is necessarily preliminary because, as mentioned earlier, spoken
language is considered unplanned and situation dependent; however, it is possible to
talk about planned spoken discourse as well as unplanned written discourse. The idea of
‘forethought’ and ‘organization’ determines planned or unplanned discourse. Unplanned
discourse is spontaneous, and has not been thought out or organized prior to its
expression. The possible example of unplanned spoken discourse might be dinner table
conversations and the example of unplanned written discourse might be personal letters.
Whereas planned discourse is discourse that has been thought out and organized prior to
its expression, for example, scientific articles are the examples of planned written
discourse and class lectures are the examples of planned spoken discourse. Therefore,
spoken discourse might be designed in advance; even the lexical items or structures in
which the idea is to be expressed might be designed in advance (Ochs, 1979).
Consequently, it is possible to talk about planned spoken discourse as well as unplanned
written discourse. For example, journalists, politicians, and academics usually plan
their discourse; they even work out details in advance. Similarly, as Ochs (1979:77)
mentions “a novelist trying to recreate a casual situational context will use many of the

features of unplanned discourse like deletion or hesitation™.

Some researchers, on the other hand, (Tannen 1982, Chafe and Danielewicz, 1986; cited
in Biber and Conrad, 2001) focus on the communicative task as a predicator of
linguistic variation rather than generalising the differences between speech and writing.
According to this view, “equivalent communicative tasks should be compared to isolate
the existence of mode differences” (Biber and Conrad, 2001). Biber’s (1986, 1988) MD
analysis of register is an example of this approach. Biber analyzes linguistic variation
among the range of registers within each mode, in addition to comparing registers
across the spoken and written modes. Furthermore, it is possible, with this approach, to
compare registers across the spoken and written modes. ‘Register’ in this approach;
refer to “varieties defined in terms of general situational parameters” (Biber and
Conrad, 2001: 175). Here the term register is used as an umbrella term for any variety
associated with a particular purpose and situational characteristics. Register is the
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combination of some characteristics like, the purpose of the communication, the
participants and their relationships, the setting, the level of formality and the channel of
communication (Biber and Conrad, 2001). Identification of the salient components of
the situation enables an interpretation of the roles played by particular linguistic features
within that context.

2.1.2 Components of Spoken Discourse

Components of spoken discourse influence the linguistic characteristics of it; therefore,
to analyse the components is considered important. There are several studies on the
components of the speech situation. Fishman (1972) identifies the primary components
as the participants and the relationship among them, the topic and the setting. Brown
and Fraser (1979) added several sub-categories and Biber (1988:31) summarizes those
categories as follows; 1) participant roles and characteristics, 2) relations among the
participants, 3) setting, 4) topic, 5) purpose, 6) social evaluation, 7) relations of
participants to the text, and 8) channel.

Participant roles and characteristics refer to the communicative roles as well as their
individual characteristics that influence their use of language (e.g. personality, interests,
mood etc.) However, personal characteristics are not the concern of linguistic research.
Participant roles are the addressor/speaker, addressee/hearer and the audience. The
addresser produces the message, the addressee receives the message and the audience
are the participants who hear the message. Relations among the participants refer to the
social role relations among participants. It is believed that the relations among
participants in terms of relative social power and status are important; because it is
directly related with the discourse. Moreover, personal relations like respect etc. and the
extent of shared knowledge like cultural world knowledge and specific personal
knowledge are important. Furthermore, the plurality of participants should be taken into
consideration because “addressing a large class of people is very different from
addressing an individual; similarly a group production of a message is very different
from the individual production” (Biber, 1988:31).
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Setting is the place where the communication takes place; in other words the physical
and temporal context. The presence or absence of an audience might be considered part
of the setting. The topic is about the message. Topic and purpose are closely related
components of discourse. Purpose generally refers to the participants’ expectations from
the communicative event. Social evaluation refers to the attitudes of the participants
towards the content of the message. These attitudes involve feelings, judgements or
attitudinal stance. Relation to the text is another important component of the situation. It
refers to the ability of the communicative participants to interact with the text. In a
speech situation speakers and listeners must produce and comprehend language on line.
Channel refers to the medium of the message. There are two types of channel; primary
channel refers to either speech or writing or if available sign language, telegraph etc.
There are also sub channels like lexical/syntactic, prosodic and paralinguistic. (Biber,
1988:29-30)

2.1.3 Functions of Linguistic Features

The notions of ‘function’ and ‘situation’ are closely related. The analysis of components
of spoken discourse situation is important in order to identify the functions of particular
linguistic features to variation is in the communicative situation. In register analysis
studies, linguistic variation associated with differences in use rather than group
differences are associated with the user (Biber, 1988). Brown and Fraser (1979 in Biber
1988:34) discuss the functions of linguistic features as markers of the situation, that is,
the ways in which linguistic features function to distinguish different aspects of the
communicative situation. A group of linguistic features can share a common function
and Biber’s multi dimensional approach is based on this idea; because according to
Biber (1988), textual dimensions can be interpreted by determining the most widely
shared functions underlying a group of co- occurring features. In fact Biber (1988:34)
mentions that there are seven major functions that can be served by linguistic features.
Each of these functions identifies a type of information that is marked in discourse.
These are; 1) ideational, 2) textual, 3) personal, 4) interpersonal, 5) contextual, 6)
processing and 7) aesthetic. The two most important functions are ideational and textual
functions which are ‘strictly linguistic’. They deal with clause structure and text-internal
structure.
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“Ideational functions refer to the ways in which linguistic form is used to convey
prepositional or referential content” (Biber, 1988:34). Spoken discourse, especially face
to face conversations, is usually thought to have a very low focus on informational
content. Therefore, in spoken discourse there few linguistic features of ideational
function such as frequent nouns, prepositional phrases, or a highly varied vocabulary.
There are two types of textual functions; to mark information structure or to mark
cohesion. Information structure includes marking of focus, topic comment
constructions, and theme, by features as clefts, pseudo clefts, extraposed clauses and
passives. Cohesion refers to “surface features that mark the ways in which the sentences
of a text are referentially related, for example, through the use of pronominal reference,
demonstratives, lexical substitution and ellipses” (Halliday and Hasan 1976; in Biber,
1988:34).

The other functions are not as important as ideational and textual functions. Personal
functions and interpersonal functions include personal style and group membership as
well as interpersonal relationship between participants and the extent of shared
knowledge. Contextual functions, on the other hand, include physical and temporal
setting and the purpose. Processing functions refer to the production and comprehension
demands of the communicative event. Aesthetic functions are those relating to personal
as well as cultural attitudes about the forms of language including grammatical
prescriptions or individual style (Biber, 1988).

2.2 LANGUAGE OF ACADEMIC LECTURES

This section includes the functional and situational characteristics of academic lectures
as well as the lexico grammatical features of academic discourse.

The research on spoken academic discourse lags behind its written counterpart. In the
last 15 years some work has been done with university lectures and how they are
structured. The research includes some descriptive analyses focusing on macro
structures (Camiciottoli, 2004). The term ‘macro-markers’ was first used by Chaudron
and Richards (1986). These are meta-discursive comments on how the lecture itself will
be organized, or phrases which signal to listeners what is about to happen. In other
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words as Camiciottoli (2004:40) describes “they are typically chunks based on first and
second person pronouns and modal verbs, thus constituting a form of interaction
between lecturer and audience. In another study (Rounds, 1987) lectures were described
in different phases; content, discourse structuring, conclusion, evaluation and
interaction. This has macro focuses as well. Other studies are in the area of lecture
comprehension which is considered as a major obstacle especially for non native
speakers. It is found that the presence of macro markers improved retention and recall in
the comprehension tests. However, the micro lexico-grammatical features of academic
lectures haven’t been described in detail in the literature except the multi-dimensional
studies of Biber and Hared (1994).

As Biber (1988) and Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) accept, the characterization of
academic lectures is interesting; because although they are the representatives of a
spoken genre they show the characteristics of a written genre. Sinclair (1975) states that
“classroom discourse was not specially representative, and indeed had a number of
unusual features”. Inside the classroom, there are two parties and both parties agree that
time will be spent in the transfer of information from lecturer to the listeners with the
structure of informatives, elicitations and directives to be employed by the lecturer. In a
classroom context, the lecturer is in control of structural choices as well as the topic. In
fact, in a multi-channel communication situation this case is rare; in other spoken
discourse situations, the case is not that simple since other interactants may talk any
time for the sake 6f talking.

For academic lectures, it is possible to talk about a multi-channel communication which
is one of the characteristics of a spoken genre. Physical channel refers to the primary
channel and a number of sub-channels available for communication. Academic lectures
use speaking and the auditory channel is the primary channel. The sub channels like
paralinguistic features including prosody and gestures are also available in academic
lectures. Furthermore, there is a shared space and time which is again the typical
characteristic of a spoken genre. However, in terms of other situational characteristics,
academic lectures show literate characteristics like school acquisition and high social
value. School acquisition refers to the fact that written genre or literacy is taught and
learned in schools while speech is naturally acquired in the home and Biber (1988:40)
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states that “this results in literacy taking on the de-contextualized and formal aspects of
educational institutions”. In terms of interaction, academic lectures show the
characteristics of a typical spoken genre. In academic lectures, listeners have the
opportunity to respond directly, request clarification of earlier statements or indicate
understanding. Moreover, there is almost no shared personal knowledge which refers to
the speaker’s knowledge of the addressees’ backgrounds like their personalities, beliefs,
knowledge, interests etc. Academic lectures are characterized by high informational
focus and there is a negotiable goal among the participants. It refers to the fact that just
like typical written genre, academic lectures are characterized by ideational purposes.

Functional notions, which were proposed by Chafe and Danielewicz (1986, in Biber
1988), are marked by several linguistic features. There are four functional notions;
integration, fragmentation, involvement, detachment. Integration is the way of
packaging large amount of information into a few words and in this sense it seems to be
the characteristic of written texts; however, for academic lectures it is also possible to
talk about integration. Biber (1988:43) states that “features that are used to integrate
information into a text include attributive adjectives, prepositional phrase series, phrasal
coordination and careful word choice.” Academic lectures have those features to some
extent. On the other hand, fragmentation is the typical characteristic of speech and
refers to the linguistic characteristics of text produced under time constraints. Since it is
produced under time constraint, the structure is looser and fragmented. The linguistic
features are the use of simple conjunctions or no connectives at all. Academic lectures
are not fragmented like typical spoken discourse. When it comes to involvement as the
name suggests it refers to the features that reflect the interaction between speaker and
listener. Academic lectures are involved in this sense. The linguistic features that show
the characteristics of an involved text are the use of second person pronouns, questions,
imperatives, emphatics and amplifiers. On the contrary, detached texts are marked by
agentless passives and nominalizations which show no interaction typically between the
reader and the writer. Academic lectures are in this sense neither totally involved nor
totally detached. For example academic lectures are informational texts produced under
time constraints, however, at the same time the information is given in a fragmented
manner instead of being tightly integrated into the text like in written genres. In other
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words, they are integrated but fragmented at the same time. Moreover, academic
lectures are structurally elaborated because they have markedly informational purposes.

In terms of lexico-grammatical features academic lectures have various characteristics.
Lexically, like all other types of spoken registers, academic lectures are markedly non-
elaborated in their lexical characteristics because of their on line production
circumstances. In academic lectures, there are frequent contracted forms and some WH
questions (Biber and Hared 1994). Structurally they are elaborated relying on clefts and
dependent clause constructions; like causative adverbial subordinators, more than
simple clause constructions (Biber and Hared 1994). Since academic lectures have both
the characteristics of a written genre and a spoken genre, it is possible to come across
with first and second person pronouns and discourse particles which are the
characteristics of an unplanned spoken discourse as well as nouns, adjectives, agentless
passives and relative clauses which are the characteristics of a planned written

discourse.

2.3 REGISTER ANALYSIS

Understanding language should take into account the text itself as well as the discursive
processes by which text is produced and interpreted. Such an understanding is based on
the social and institutional determinations which produced the text. To achieve this
knowledge, “it is essential to develop a means of registerally specifying texts, spoken or
written, in terms of their social, historical and discursive functions and their linguistic
structure” (Leckie-Tarry, 1995:5). Therefore, a theory of register must account for the
complex system of linguistic, social and cultural relationships between text and context.

There is considerable disagreement concerning the definition of register and its relation
to the constructs of genre, text type, and style. The term ‘register’ came into currency in
1960°s. In 1964, Ure (1964) described register as “a variety according to use in the
sense that each speaker has a range of varieties and chooses between them at different
times” (Leckie-Tarry, 1995:6). According to Halliday (1976), register is constituted by
the linguistic features which are typically associated with a configuration of situational
features. Later, Halliday’s definition includes context and he states that register is
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determined, by what is taking place, who is taking part and what part the language is
playing (Halliday, 1978 in Leckie-Tarry, 1995:5). Halliday’s perception of register puts
emphasis on context. This relating text into context view was acknowledged by many
theorists and it is accepted that register is the view that both situational and linguiatic

variables need to be an essential part of the process of register characterization.

Biber (1994) used the term as a general cover term for all language varieties associated
with different situations and purposes. The term has been used in many different ways,
as have the related terms ‘genre’, ‘text type’, ‘style’. Most researchers agree in using
register to refer to situationally defined varieties, as opposed to dialect, which refers to
varieties associated with different speaker groups. Register is generally associated by
situational variation (Biber and Finegan 1994). However, it is sometimes used as a
cover term for all situational varieties and sometimes it is only restricted to occupational
varieties. Crystal and Davy (1969:61; in Biber and Finegan 1994:51) describe register

as follows;

Register has been applied to varicties of language in an almost
indiscriminate manner, as if it could be usefully applied to situationally
distinctive pieces of language of any kind, including, for example,
newspaper headlines, church service, sports broadcasts, and advertising.

According to Halliday (1964) register analysis focuses mainly on the identification of
statistically significant lexico-grammatical features of a linguistic variety. It is also
possible to say that, register is the name given to a variety of language distinguished
according to its use. (Strevens, 1964; in Bhatia, 1993).

Indeed it is confusing, to group all these varieties under a single cover term because
they differ considerably in their situational characteristics. The term ‘style’ has been
used instead of ‘register’. It refers to the variation that occurs in the speech of a single
speaker in different situational contexts (Bhatia, 1993). It is typically used to refer to
situationally linked variation in the speech of monolingual speakers. Register is used in
the same way as style by some writers; it is used to refer to all types of socially
conditioned variation. In sociolinguistics, register is used specifically to refer to
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situational variation which occurs often when certain topics are discussed by people
with shared background knowledge. The term ‘genre’ has been used by rhetoricians
‘instead of register’. To clarify some of the basic concepts like ‘dialect’, ‘register’,
‘genre’ and ‘conversational analysis’ is important, because they may cause confusion
for the researchers. The types of variation like register and genre are relatively global
and static, although they deal with the changes in shared patterns of language structure
and use, they do not focus on changes as they take place in the course of interaction like
conversations. Conversation is a local type of variety and conversation analysis studies
language behaviour such as the principles of turn taking and the expression of deference
and in this respect they are different from register studies.

In conversation analysis the identification of attitudes held by speakers with
regard to variant forms is important... Language change that is the aspect of
conventionalization by which certain variants spread at the expense of
others, is intimately connected with speakers’ evaluative attitudes, and the
analysis of language attifudes in relation to change is correspondingly
important (Ferguson 1994:18).

Ferguson (1994:16) describes dialect variation as a kind of difference in people’s speech

and writing depending on where they come from or where they belong in their society.

the linguistic difference that correlates with different occasions of use.
People speak differently depending on whether they are addressing older or
younger, of the same sex or opposite sex, of the same or higher lower status,
and so on; whether they are speaking on a formal occasion or causally;
whether they are participating in a religious ritual, a sports event, or a court

room

The first systematic analysis of register variation began in 1960°s and it is still active
today. In 1983 Ferguson (1994) characterized the syntactic aspects of the register of a
sports announcer talk in American English. The main purpose of the paper is to show
how this variety differs from others kind of talk in American English and how to fit this
particular register variation into the larger picture of register variation, including the
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processes by which structural features of language are adjusted in response to different
communicative functions, both in English and more generally. Ferguson (1994:20)

summarized the basic assumption of register variation as follows,

A communication situation that recurs regularly in a society (in terms of
participants, setting, communicative functions, and so forth) will tend
overtime to develop identifying markers of language structure and language
use is different from the language of other communication structures.

People tend to develop similar vocabularies, similar features of intonation, and
characteristic bits of syntax and phonology. There might also be formulaic sequences or
routines which seem to facilitate speedy communication. Registers usually show unique
features of lexicon, collocations, sentence structures and linking devices. Firth used the
term ‘restricted language® “a language which serves for a circumscribed field of
experience or action which has its own grammar and vocabulary” (Beaugrande,

1993:8). Science, technology and politics are regarded as the domains of restricted
language.

Genre, on the other hand, is the analysis of different kinds of literary texts, including
their structures and uses, and goes back to Aristotle’s Poetics and the study of genres
has been active from ancient times to the present. In 1970’s, genre analysis became the
focus of much literary research. In these years, it became clear that genres in the sense
of discourse types and message forms exist also in non literary spoken or written texts
as in literary texts (Ferguson, 1994). The interest in the analysis of non literary texts has
been recent. Ferguson (1994: 21) describes genre as

A message type that recurs regularly in a community (in terms of semantic
content, participants, occasions of use and so on) will tend over time to
develop an identifying internal structure, differentiated from other message
types in the repertoire of the community.

Halliday (1964) employs ‘genre’ in a limited sense. According to Halliday (1964)
“genre is a single characteristic of a text, it is organizational structure, outside the
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linguistic system. In other words, for Halliday, genre is a lower order concept, register
the higher order concept, subsuming genre” (Leckie and Tarry, 1995:7). On the
contrary, Martin (2000) uses the term genre in a wider sense than that which it is used in
literary studies where it refers to literary text types such as poem, fable, short story or
novel. Martin (2000: 155) states that “genre is a staged, goal oriented, purposeful
activity in which speakers engage as members of our culture”. This new definition of
genre is important, because it emphasizes that genre is a social process. Furthermore,
since it is ‘goal oriented’, it is a purposeful social process; and it is staged which means
that it takes a number of steps to achieve one’s purpose (Martin, 2000). Examples of
genres are staged activities such as making a dental appointment, buying vegetables,
telling a story or writing an essay. For Martin (2000) “register is a semiotic” and a
consequence of interpreting register as a semiotic system is that you have to be able to
say how the different register choices, once selected, are realised. In his model of
language and its connotative semiotics, Martin (2000:156) presents co-tangential circles
where language functions as the phonology of register, and both register and language
function as the phonology of genre.

genre

register

)/

language

According to Swales (1985:13) genre is;

a recognizable communicative event characterized by a set of
communicative purpose(s) identified and mutually understood by the
members of the professional or academic community in which it regularly
occurs. Most often it is highly structured and conventionalized with



31

constraints in allowable comtributions in terms of their intent, positioning,
form and functional value. These constraints, however, are often exploited
by the expert members of the discourse community to achieve private

intentions within the framework of socially recognized purposes.

Just like Martin (2000), Swales(1990) thinks that genre is a brader concept than
register because register emphasizes the lexico grammatical patterns rather than
context. Register analysis emphasizes that text is a product; however for genre
analysis text is a dynamic process. These two terms are also different from each other
in terms of their approach towards the text; genre analysis consider text as a whole
and studies the complete text within the context, on the other hand, register analysis
deals with the parts of the text. For register analysis text is not a complete whole, it
deals with its parts or its constituents (Ozyildirim, 1999).

Atkinson and Biber (1994:352) state that register studies involve descriptive analysis of
actually occurring discourse aiming to characterize language varieties rather than either
the linguistic style of individuals or specific linguistic structures. Furthermore, register
studies present formal linguistic characterization of language varieties, characterizations
which obtain at various levels of language. In register analysis studies lexical choice
itself does not typically mark a register; however, grammatical routines can serve as
distinctive register markers (Biber and Finegan, 1994). In order to categorize register
studies it is important to provide analytical distinctions (Atkinson and Biber, 1994).

Register studies do not usually include the diachronic component (Ferguson, 1994).
Biber, in his work with Hared (1994) analyzed the initial linguistic characteristics of
written registers relative to spoken registers and the historical evolution of written
registers. Other register studies with a diachronic component are about the cookbook
recipe register (Culy, 1987; in Ferguson, 1994). Culy (19871987; in Ferguson, 1994)
examined English language cookbooks from the fifteenth century to the present and
found that the omission of definite noun phrases increased dramatically over time.
Register studies underlined that the distribution of grammatical structures is different
across various text types (Grabe, 1984:108). The reason is that where the field of
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activity differed there were statistically consistent differences in the frequencies of

grammatical patterns.

Register studies can be categorized as the following (Atkinson and Biber; 1994:352)

Single register versus register variation studies.

Synchronic versus diachronic register studies.

Analysis of spontaneous versus elicited discourse

Quantitative versus qualitative research methodologies

Size and type of textual database

Levels of linguistic analyses (e.g. lexical, syntactic, discourse)
Mode

Topical or disciplinary domains

Language/s studied

0 L NN AN

These categories reveal the ways of the analysis of the variation in a language. The first
one indicates that register studies may involve the analyses of only one register or they
may include the analysis of several registers and their comparisons. Synchronic versus
diachronic register studies indicate that register studies could be carried out using a
historical linguistic point of view as well as dealing with the analysis of texts of current
era. Atkinson and Biber (1994) state that synchronic single register analysis is the most
common approach adopted by researchers. Among these studies, Melinkoff’s (1963, in
Biber and Ferguson, 1994:353) study dealing with the lexis of legal language and
Leech’s (1966 in Biber and Ferguson, 1994) treatment of British television and print
advertising can be counted. Furthermore, Ferguson’s (1983) investigation of radio
sports casting is a more recent example. When it comes to studies of professional
register like legal language analysis, Danet (1985; in Biber and Ferguson, 1994:354)
analyzes the lexical, syntactic and discoursal features of the ‘assignment’ a British legal
document. Finegan (1982; in Biber and Ferguson, 1994:353) examines the functional
grammar of wills and Gustaffson (1984; in Biber and Ferguson, 1994:353) studies both
parliamentary and congressional acts. Other than legislative language, scientific
discourses are an example of professional discourse and there are attempts to
characterize it broadly as a synchronic situational variety. Reichman-Adar (1984 in
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Biber and Ferguson, 1994) gives a description of spoken ‘technical discourse’. Swales
(1990), on the other hand, gives a rhetorico-linguistic description of introduction section
of research articles and Myers (1991) investigates differences in lexical cohesion across
types of scientific writing. The language of media has also been widely treated. Van
Dijk (1988) characterizes the prepositional and discourse structure of informational
news reports and Wallace (1981) discusses a number of the distinctive features of
newspaper language. Language used in schools has also attracted the researchers’
attention. Especially there are various classroom language studies like, Sinclair and
Coulthard’s (1975) discourse structuring of classroom lessons, dealing specifically with
Initiation-Response-Evaluation (IRE). Later, Poole (1990) extends the study by
including a linguistic description of the IRE. Cazden (1988) characterizes the teacher
talk register in terms of politeness.

As can be seen register analysis has various variants. Apart from the studies mentioned
above there are other studies closely related with register studies (Atkinson and Biber,
1994:367). These are functional grammar and discourse studies which help to establish
the discourse functions of particular linguistic patterns, psycholinguistic studies of
discourse structure, ethnographic speech event and speech act analysis, studies of cross
cultural discourse and rhetorical text studies. About cross cultural studies, Biber and
Conrad (2001:176) state that;

cross linguistic comparisons of registers are problematic because, similar
linguistic features can have quite different functional roles across languages;
however, from a comparative register perspective, researchers can first
identify the configurations of linguistic features within each language that
function to distinguish among registers; then, these parameters of variation

can be used for cross linguistic comparison.

2.3.1 General Characteristics of Register Studies

The components of register studies, according to Biber (1994:33), are; situational
features, linguistic forms and the analysis of functions and conventions. For some
scholars situational characteristics influence the choice of linguistic form, while the
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choice of linguistic features in turn helps to create the situation. In short a
comprehensive register analysis should provide tools for all three components; analysis
of linguistic characteristics of registers, analysis of situational characteristics of
registers, and analysis of the functional and conventional associations between linguistic
and situational characteristics (Biber, 1994:33).

The functional communicative requirements are purpose, social relations, production
constraints etc. Biber (in Biber and Finegan, 1994:34) state that “differences in the
relative distributions of common linguistic features typically have functional
underpinnings, while the use of specialized register markers is often conventional”. In a
comprehensive analysis, all salient linguistic characteristics of registers and the relations
among the linguistic features themselves should be specified. Furthermore, both register
markers, which are distinctive linguistic features, found only in particular registers and
all the other core linguistic features like, nouns, pronouns, subordinate clauses should be
distinguished carefully. A comprehensive analysis should also permit a complete
situational characterization of individual registers as well as precise specification of the
similarities and differences among registers (Biber and Finegan 1994).

All types of linguistic features can be distributed in a way that distinguishes among
registers. Such features are phonological features (phones and intonation patterns etc.),
tense and aspect markers, pronouns and proverbs, questions, nominal forms (nouns,
nominalizations, gerunds), passives (by passives, agentless passives), dependent clauses
(complement clauses, relative clauses, adverbial subordination), prepositional phrases,
adjectives (attributive and predicative), adverbs, lexical classes (hedges, emphatics,
discourse particles, stance markers), modals, specialized verb classes (speech act verbs,
mental process verbs), reduced forms and discontinuous structures(contractions, that
deletions), coordination, negation, grammatical devices for structuring information
(clefts, extra position), cohesion markers (lexical chains), distribution of given and new
information, and speech act types. Biber and Finegan (1994:35) state that;

A comprehensive linguistic analysis of a register requires consideration of a
representative selection of these linguistic features. Such analyses are

necessarily quantitative, because register distinctions are based on
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differences in the relative distribution of linguistic features, which in turn

reflect differences in their communicative purposes and situations.

2.3.2 Co-Occurrence in Register Analyses

Biber (1994) mentioned that the relative distribution of common linguistic features
could distinguish among registers, but, in fact, individual features do not make such
distinctions, the co occurrence of the linguistic features reveals important differences
across registers. For example, nouns, adjectives, and prepositional phrases commonly
co occur in academic prose texts, working together to provide a dense integration of
information (Biber, Conrad and Reppen 1996). Textual co-occurrence patterns as these
are important in characterizing the salient linguistic characteristics of registers. The
importance of the notion of linguistic co-occurrence has been emphasized by different
linguists. Brown and Fraser (1979:38-39) observe that

it can be misleading to concentrate on specific, isolated linguistic markers
without taking into account systematic variations which involve the co-
occurrence of sets of markers. Ervin- Tripp (1972) and Hymes (1974)
identify speech styles as varieties that are defined by a shared set of co-
occurring linguistic features. Halliday (1985:162) defines a register as a
“cluster of associated features having a greater-than-random...tendency to
co-occur” (Biber and Finegan, 1994: 35).

Biber (1988), in his multi-dimensional approach to register variation, used the notion of
linguistic co-occurrence. In his approach, different co-occurrence patterns are analyzed
as dimensions of variation. He uses a quantitative method to determine the frequency of
linguistic features. He called his approach multi-dimensional, because no single
dimension is adequate in itself to account for the range of linguistic variation in a
language and “the co-occurrence patterns underlying dimensions are identified
quantitatively rather than on a priory functional basis.” (Biber,1988:61).
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2.4 THE MULTIDIMENSIONAL APPROACH

The multi dimensional (MD) or multi feature analysis was developed by Biber in 1986
and extended in 1988. Research in this framework analyzes the distribution of linguistic
features in a computer corpus to identify text-based association patterns-sets of
linguistic features that tend to co-occur in texts (Biber, Conrad and Reppen 1996).
Theoretical antecedents to this approach are provided by Ervin Tripp (1972), Hymes
(1974), and Brown and Fraser (1979). Brown and Fraser (1979, in Biber, 1988:186)
observed that “it can be misleading to concentrate on specific, isolated linguistic
markers without taking into account systematic variations which involve the co-
occurrence of sets of markers.” The grouping of linguistic features is referred to as
‘dimension’. The dimensions are identified from a quantitative analysis of the
distribution of linguistic features in a representative corpus. Biber (1988) identifies six
major dimensions each compromising a distinct set of co-occurring linguistic features.
Each dimension defines similarities or differences among registers and registers can be
compared with respect to each of these text based association patterns by computing
dimension scores (Biber, 1988:93-94). Therefore, MD analysis has two major
components; 1) identification of the underlying linguistic parameters, or dimensions, of
variation and 2) specification of the linguistic similarities and differences with respect to
those dimensions (Biber and Conrad 2001:184). The major purpose of multi-
dimensional comparisons is to describe the linguistic characteristics of various registers.

Biber and Conrad (2001:184) summarize the steps in MD approach as the following; the
first step in an MD analysis is to obtain a corpus of texts representing a wide range of
spoken and written registers. Then, the texts in these corpora are automatically analysed
(or tagged) for linguistic features representing several major grammatical and functional
characteristics, such as tense and aspect markers, place and time adverbials, pronouns
and nominal forms, prepositional phrases, adjectives, adverbs,, lexical classes, modals,
passives, dependent clauses, coordination and questions. Next, the frequency of each
linguistic feature in each text is counted and the co-occurrence patterns among linguistic
features (the dimensions) are identified through statistical computation; i.e. factor
analysis which uses frequency counts of linguistic features. “These dimensions are
subsequently interpreted in terms of the communicative functions shared by the co-
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occurring features. Interpretive labels such as ‘Involved versus Informational
Production’ and ‘Narrative versus Non-narrative Concerns’ are given (Biber and
Conrad, 2001:187). Most dimensions comprise two groups of features; these two groups
represent sets of linguistic features that occur in a complementary pattern. That is, when
the features in one group occur together frequently in a text, the features in the other
group are markedly less frequent in that text and vice versa. A single dimension is not
adequate to explain the linguistic variation; therefore, multiple dimensions are
employed in the MD approach. According to Biber, 1988:34)

Multiple Dimensions will typically be required to adequately account for the
range of linguistic variation among registers in a language. Dimensions are
continuous scales of variation rather than dichotomous poles and the co-
occurrence patterns underlying dimensions are identified empirically rather

than being proposed on a priori functional basis.

Textual variation is analyzed through microscopic and macroscopic methods.
Macroscopic analysis attempt to define the overall dimensions of variation in a
language; whereas, microscopic analysis provides a detailed description of the
communicative functions of particular linguistic features e.g. person pronouns as
markers of personal involvement (Biber 1988). It was mentioned that most register
studies are characterized by their detailed analysis of the functions of specific features
in representative texts and usually they are based on the qualitative techniques. For
example, Thompson (1983; in Biber, 1988:61) studies the functions of detached
participle clauses in descriptive texts and Tannen (1982a; in Biber, 1988:61) contrasts
the level of immovability in written and spoken narratives. On the other hand, there are
a few studies of macroscopic analyses using quantitative statistical techniques. Biber’s
(1984, 19886a, 1986b, 1987), and Biber and Finnegan’s studies (1988b, 1988c) are
examples of this type of studies. Furthermore, Caroll (1960; in Biber 1988: 62)
examines written prose in English to uncover various dimensions of style and Poole
(1973; in Biber, 1988) identifies six underlying dimensions of restricted and elaborated

code variation.
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Micro and macro approaches to text analysis have complementary strengths and
weaknesses. Microscopic analysis is necessary to find out the exact communicative
functions of linguistic features; however, it is not able to identify the overall parameters
of linguistic variation. Microscopic analysis complements macroscopic analysis in two

ways;

1) It identifies the potentially important linguistic features and genre

distinctions to be included in a macro-analysis and

2) It provides detailed functional analyses of individual linguistic features,
which enable interpretation of the textual dimension in functional terms.
Biber (1988:62)

As can be seen, macro-analysis depends on micro analysis for the identification and
functional interpretation of potentially important linguistic features, while micro-
analysis benefits from the overall theoretical framework provided by macro analyses.

Most early studies of register variation tend to focus on especially English, however, the
MD approach has been used to investigate the patterns of register variation in Non-
Western languages (Biber and Conrad, 2001:183); Besnier’s (1988) analysis of
Nukulaelae Tuvaluan; Kim’s (1990; in Kim and Biber 1994) analysis of Korean; and
Biber and Hared’s (1992a, 1992b, 1994) analysis of Somali. Taken together, these
studies provide the first comprehensive investigations of register variation in non-
western languages. Biber (1995) synthesizes these studies together with the earlier MD
analyses of English, to explore cross linguistic patterns of register variation and the
possibility of cross linguistic universals governing the patterns of discourse variation

across registers.

Among these studies, Kim and Biber (1994) dealt with register variation in Korean.
This study is a comparison of written registers to spoken registers along with six
dimensions; online interaction versus planned exposition; overt logical cohesion versus
implicit logical cohesion; overt expression of personal stance; narrative versus non

narrative discourse; online reportage of events and honorification. Biber and Hared’s
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(1994) study is a synchronic register analysis. It specifically deals with the functional
expansion of Somali language. Biber and Hared (1994) analyze the initial linguistic
characteristics of written registers relative to spoken registers, the historical evolution of
written registers and the range of variability within and among written registers. In this
study they used three dimensions of variation; Dimension 1: Structural elaboration:
Involvement versus exposition; Dimension 2: Lexical Elaboration: On- Line versus
Planned Production; and Dimension 3: Argumentative versus Reported Presentation of
Information. Their findings show that written registers are different from pre-existing
spoken registers, and written registers greatly expanded the range of variability in
Somali. Moreover, written registers became more distinct in the last twenty years and
the variability among written registers has been reduced in some respects but expanded

in others.

Kessapidu’s study (1997), which adopts a critical discourse analysis approach, analyses
a corpus of Greek business letters using the MD approach. It is a synchronic register
analysis. In the study, specifically persuasion patterns of business letters are analysed.
The dimensions used in the study are; direct persuasion, direct versus less direct
informational presentation; meta-communicative persuasion versus hedged persuasion;
explicit versus implicit presentation of the self in argumentation; and, impersonalized

versus personalized persuasion.

In Turkish, MD approach has also been used in some studies. Bayyurt (2000) compares
various spoken and written registers in terms of formality. Only one dimension is used
in her study; involved versus informational discourse. The samples of the study are
three spoken registers, each taken from a talk show program and three written registers;

an article from a magazine, introduction of a scientific book and a printed speech.

Yarar (2002) has described the lexico-grammatical and discoursal features of the
official language of Turkish. The corpus of the study includes thirty six texts taken from
the Official Journal published in 1999. The texts analyzed represent different official
text types; namely, legislative texts, juridical texts and administrative texts. There are
four dimensions used in this study; 1) interactional versus informational discourse; 2)

explicit versus situation dependent reference; 3) overt expression of persuasion; and 4)
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abstract discourse. The findings indicate that the Turkish official language is a special
language with certain linguistic structures or register markers and discoursal features.

All MD studies describe the linguistic features associated with different registers.
Therefore, they provide a deep understanding about language use (Biber, Conrad and
Reppen, 1996). In short, it is possible to conclude that each register has its own register
markers in other words, lexico-grammatical features and discoursal peculiarities.
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CHAPTER 3
ANALYSIS OF DATA

This chapter includes mainly the analysis of the individual linguistic features (micro-
analysis) of the register of university lectures with Turkish and English media of
instruction comparatively. Moreover, there is a comparison between the registers of
Engineering Faculty and Faculty of Letters. Geological department is the representative
of Engineering Faculty whereas Psychology department is the representative of the
Faculty of Humanities and Letters. Furthermore, the macroscopic analysis including the
dimensional analysis takes place in this chapter. The overall discussion will take part in
the next chapter.

3.1 THE INDIVIDUAL LINGUISTIC FEATURES

Similar features can have ‘quite different functional roles across languages (Biber,
1988). Researchers can first identify the configurations of linguistic features within each
language that function to distinguish among registers. In this study, the following
lexico-grammatical features are used in order to analyze the register of university
lectures from the field of Psychology and the field of Geological engineering with
Turkish and English medium of instruction. These grammatical features are proposed
by Biber (1988) and they are determined specifically to analyze university lecture
register generally.

1)Yes/No Questions, 2) Or-coordination, 3) Stance adjectives, 4) What if Questions, 5)
Time deictic (Time adverbials), 6) Focus Markers, 7) Amplifiers, 8) Down toners, 9)
Imperatives, 10) Wh- questions, 11) 1% and 2™ person pronouns, 12) Causative
adverbial Clauses, 13) Relative Clauses, 14) And clause/phrase coordination, 15)

Common nouns, 16) Complement clauses, 17) Agentless Passives, 18)Present tense, 19)
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Predicative adjectives, 20) Possibility modals, 21) Concession conjuncts, 22) Past
Tense, 23) Nouns (generic and specific, 24) Conjuncts, 25) Multi-functional Adverbial
subordination, 26) Discourse particles, 27) Action verbs, 28) Post position/preposition,
29) Conditional Clause Connectors, 30) Nouns, 31) Possessive Markers, 32) Passive
constructions.

3.1.1 Questions
3.1.1.1 Yes/No questions

Both in English and in Turkish, they indicate a concern with interpersonal functions and
involvement with the addressee. Biber (1988) sometimes excludes this type of
questions, because they could not be accurately identified by automatic analysis in
spoken genres. However, since in this study all items are counted by hand, they are
included.

In Turkish, the formation of yes-no questions are made by attaching the question
particle -ml, -mU, again the choice depending on the last vowel of the word preceding
the question suffix. Without the use of —ml, question formation is not possible in
Turkish unless there is an overt wh-word as will be discussed in the following section.
Orthographically the question particle is written as a separate word, not being attached
to the preceding word as with other suffixes (TDK Yazim Klavuzu). The person suffix
usually follows the question particle except the definite past tense conjugation as can be

observed in the following examples.
(1) Gidiyor musun?

(2) Gelecek misin?

(3) Gitmis miyiz?

(4) Gittin mi?
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The position of the question particle is in final position, in which case it has a scope
over the whole sentence as can be observed in (5). If one of the elements in the sentence
is stressed, then the question particle has to be placed right after that element, as can be
seen in examples (6) and (7). In example (6), the speaker already knows that the hearer
is going to the sinema, what he/she wants to know is the phrase immediately preceding
the question particle; that is, with whom the hearer is going. In the same line, in
example (7), the speaker knows that the adressee is going somewhere with Ayse, what
he/she wants to learn is whether it is the sinema that they are going (Taylan & Serin,
2002).

(5) Yarm Ayse’yle sinemaya gidecek misin?
(6) Yarin Ayse’yle mi sinemaya gideceksin?

(7) Yarin Ayse’yle sinemaya m1 gideceksin?

3.1.1.2 Wh- questions

As mentioned before in the previ;)us section, if there is an overt wh-particle then the
question particle —ml is not used. Wh-words in Turkish are words as kim, nerede, hangi,
nasil, ne zaman, kimle, kagta etc. The position of the wh-particle is fixed; it occupies the
same position as the noun phrase in the relative answer, as can be observed from
example (8), (9) and (10):

(8) Diin Istanbul’a saat sekizde vardim.
(9) Diin Istanbul’a kagta vardin?

(10) Hangi giin Istanbul’a vardin?



3.1.1.3 Questions in the Corpus

Table 1. Frequency and Rate of Questions

Dept. of Geological Eng. TURKISH (n=6093) ENGLISH (n=5172)
Yes / No questions 57 (0.94%) 16 (0.31%)
‘What if’ questions 23 (0.38%) 1 (0.02%)
Wh- questions 74 (1.21%) 21 (0.41%)
Dept. of Psychology TURKISH (n=6636) ENGLISH (n=6515)
Yes / No questions 24 (0.36%) 9 (0.14%)
‘What if” questions 1 (0.02%) 0 (0.00%)
Wh- questions 14 (0.21%) 14 (0.21%)
Total TURKISH (n=12729) ENGLISH (n=11687)

193 (1.52%)

61 (0.52%)

In the Turkish corpus, which constitutes the lectures from the departments of Geological
engineering and Psychology there are totally 193 (1.52 %) questions; there are 81 yes
no questions , 24 what if questions and 88 Wh- questions. When it comes to the lectures
in English, there are 25 yes/no questions, only one what if question and 35 Wh-

questions. Totally there are 61 questions (0.52%).

The questions in lectures could be identified as follows:

[Ex.1] Buraya kadar sorunuz var mi1? (H.U. Dept of Geological Engineering)

[Ex.2] Butabu degismeyecek mi? (H.U. Dept of Psychology)

[Ex.3] Why do you have this feeling? (METU Dept. of Psychology)

[Ex.4] Kumlu birimde niye ilerlemiyor? (H.U. Dept of Geological

Engineering)
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[Ex.5] O halde simdi olgecegimiz nedir? (H.U. Dept of Geological

Engineering)

[Ex. 6] What if the CP values are not provided? (METU Dept of Geological
Engineering)

3.1.2 Coordination

Biber (1988:245) states that phrase and clause coordination have complementary
functions. And as a clause coordinator is a general purpose connective that can mark
many different logical relations between two clauses. Such logical relations may be
temporal or causal. And as a phrase coordinator, on the other hand, has an integrative
function and is used for idea unit expansion (Chafe, 1982, 1985; Chafe and Danielewicz
1986 in Biber, 1988:245). In Turkish the major form of and coordination is ‘ve’ .Csato
and Johanson (1988:227) state that in Turkish the post position ‘ile’ (with) is also
employed (e.g onunla ben) as can be seen in this example, in Turkish ‘and’ relations is
expressed by ‘ile’ attached to the first element. Or coordination in Turkish is expressed
by ‘ya da’ (ve)yahut (Csato and Johanson 1998; Kornfilt 1997, Lewis 1967).

3.1.2.1 Coordination in the Corpus

Table 2. Frequency and Rate of Coordinations

Dept. of Geological Eng. TURKISH (n=6093) ENGLISH (n=5172)
And clause / phrase coordination 17 (0.28%) 59 (1.14%)
Or - coordination 17 (0.28%) 8 (0.15%)
Dept. of Psychology TURKISH (n=6636) ENGLISH (n=6515)
And clause / phrase coordination 60 (0.90%) 105 (1.61%)
Or - coordination 12 (0.18%) 17 (0.26%)
Total TURKISH (n=12729) ENGLISH (n=11687)

106 (0.83%) 189 (1.62%)
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In the analysis, it is found that out of 12.729 words in the Turkish corpus only 106
(0.83) words are coordinators. In the English corpus of 11687 words, there are 189
(1.62) coordinators. What is important is that in English, the ‘and’ coordination is used
more frequently than in Turkish; (164).

Some examples of and coordination from the corpus.

[Ex.7] We were talking about birth order and we have seen the first child.
(METU Dept.of. Psychology).

[Ex.8] ... donemin karakteristik duygu, diiglince ve duygularma geri
doniigtiir. (H.U. Dept of Psychology)

[Ex.9] ...Idon’t know which way is better, whether having the same teacher
for a long time or separate teachers at each grade? (METU Dept. of
Psychology)

[Ex. 10] ...Orselenmeyi Onlemek i¢in Shelby tiipi ya da bishop kum
ornekleyicisi kullanilir. (METU Dept.of Geological Engineering)

3.1.3 Adjectives

Biber (1988:237) states that adjectives expand and elaborate information presented in
the text. Adjectives are distinguished as attributive and predicative adjectives.
Predicative adjectives are used for making stance (as heads of ‘that’ or ‘to’
complements. The present analysis emphasizes both stance adjectives and predicative.
Predicative adjectives are formed by BE +ADJ +any word (e.g. the horse is big). In
Turkish adjectives are considered as a nominal category like nouns and pronouns. In
Turkish; “a particular lexical item is classified as adjective if it is dominantly used
attributively, and is used with comparative and superlative markers” (Csato and
Johanson 1988:208). An example of stance adjectives in Turkish is, “Bu soru giizel”
(This is a good question). In Turkish, adjectives premodify noun (e.g. giizel kiz;
beautiful girl).
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3.1.3.1 Adjectives in the Corpus

Table 3. Frequency and Rate of Adjectives

Dept. of Geological Eng. TURKISH (n=6093) ENGLISH (n=5172)
Stance adjectives 10 (0.16%) 6 (0.12%)
Predicative adjectives 18 (0.30%) 7 (0.14%)
Dept. of Psychology TURKISH (n=6636) ENGLISH (n=6515)
Stance adjectives 15 (0.23%) 59 (0.91%)
Predicative adjectives 4 (0.06%) 45 (0.69%)
Total TURKISH (n=12729) ENGLISH (n=11687)

47 (0.37%) 117 (1.00%)

As can be observed from the table, the use of adjectives depends on the subject matter
rather than the language used in the lectures. In the Department of Psychology, when
the medium of instruction is English there are 104 adjectives and in the Department of
Geological Engineering, again, in English medium instruction there are only 13
adjectives. When the total amount is considered in the Turkish corpus there are 47
adjectives (0.37%) whereas in the English corpus, there are 117 (1.00%) adjectives.

In the corpus, some examples of adjectives are; effective, important, crucial, brief,
rapid, adequate, enough, giizel, hassas, farkh, garip, ¢ok basit, onemli, yiiksek,

mitkemmel etc.

[Ex. 11] The most pampered one in the familiy is in fact, is the youngest child.
(METU Dept. Of Psychology)

[Ex. 12] the solution is simple. (METU Dept. Of Geological Engineering)

[Ex. 13] determenistik bakig agisim ¢ok iyi yansitmaktadir. (H.U. Dept.of
Psychology)

[Ex. 14] This period is crucial for Adler (METU Dept. Of Psychology)
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3.1.4 Time Adverbials

Place and time adverbials could be defined as linguistic devices used for indicating
place and time in sentences in which they occur. Time adverbials, especially, are
linguistic devices used for indicating the temporal relations involved in a text. In
English these are; afterwards, again, earlier, early, eventually, formerly, immediately,
initially, instantly, late, lately, later, momentarily, now, nowadays, once originally,
presently, previously, recently, shortly, simultaneously, soon, subsequently, today,
tomorrow, tonight, yesterday (Quirk et al.; 1985:526fY). In Turkish, time adverbials may
occur in the absolute, locative and dative forms (Lewis, 1967). Some counterparts of
time adverbials in Turkish are; ‘dnce’, ‘somra’, ‘varm’, ‘din’, ‘gegen hafia’, ‘uzun
zamandir’, ‘kez’, ‘ertesi’, ‘aksamiistii’, ‘ilkbaharda’, ‘bayramda’, ‘1453’te, ‘hemen’,
‘simdiden’, ‘eskiden’, ‘ilkin’, ‘demin’, ‘sonunda’, ‘saatlerce’, ‘aksama dogru’ etc.
(Erguvanli 1984; Lewis 1967, Underhill, 1987).

3.1.4.1 Time adverbials in the Corpus

Table 4. Frequency and Rate of Time Adverbials

Dept. of Geological Eng. TURKISH (n=6093) ENGLISH (n=5172)
Time deictic / adverbials 30 (0.49%) 30 (0.58%)
Dept. of Psychology TURKISH (n=6636) ENGLISH (n=6515)
Time deictic / adverbials 13 (0.20%) 21 (0.32%)
Total TURKISH (n=12729) ENGLISH (n=11687)

43 (034%) 51 (0.44%)

The use of time adverbials is nearly the same in both lectures with Turkish medium of
instruction and with English medium of instruction. There are totally 43 adverbials
employed in the Turkish corpus (0.34) and 51 (0.44) in the English corpus.
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Some examples of time adverbials are;

[Ex. 15] in the second hour, we will deal with the enthalpy (METU. Dept. of
Geological Engineering)

[Ex. 16] at the begininng of the hour, 1 told you that.(METU Dept. of
Psychology)

[Ex. 17] dnceden bahsettigimiz gibi...(HU Dept. of Geological Engineering)

[Ex. 18] Freud 1856°da Moravia'da dogdu. (HU Dept of Psychology
Engineering)

3.1.5 Focus Markers

Focus in English is singling out some particular element of a sentence or an utterance as
representing the most important new information (Trask, 1999: 95). For example,
“Susie needs a holiday”, here it is not obvious that attention is being drawn to any
particular part of the utterance. However, “SUSIE needs a holiday” means the one who
needs a holiday is Susie not somebody else and we say that Susie is in focus. In spoken
English it is possible to put a particular element in focus by stressing it. But both spoken
and written English have another device for placing an element in focus, the use of any
of several types of cleft, eg. “It’s Susie who needs a holiday™ (placing Susie in focus) or
“What Susie needs is a holiday” (placing holiday in focus. In English, focus markers

are; also, even, only, too efc.

In Turkish, any element can be focused simply by placing it directly before the verb;
furthermore, ‘dE’ and ‘bile’ are focus markers in Turkish. In spoken discourse it is also

possible to put an element in focus by stressing it.
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3.1.5.1 Focus Markers in the Corpus

Table 5. Frequency and Rate of Focus Markers

Dept. of Geological Eng. TURKISH (n=6093) ENGLISH (n=5172)
Focus Markers 33 (0.54%) 4 (0.08%)
Dept. of Psychology TURKISH (n=6636) ENGLISH (n=6515)
Focus Markers 46 (0.69%) 13 (0.20%)
Total TURKISH (n=12729) ENGLISH (n=11687)

79 (0.62%) 17 (0.15%)

It can be clearly seen that focus markers are more frequently employed in the lectures
with Turkish medium of instruction (79) then in the lectures with English medium of
instruction (17).

Some examples from the corpus are; also, even, -de, -da, bile, hatta, mi,

3.1.6 Lexical classes
3.1.6.1 Amplifiers

Amplifiers indicate the degree of certainty towards a proposition (Biber, 1988). Quirk et
al. (1987:590) define amplifiers as the words that boost the force of the verb. Chafe
(1985, in Biber 1988) mentions that amplifiers indicate the reliability of propositions.
These adverbs do not contribute to the informational content of texts, but they indicate
the producer’s subjective attitudes towards the informational content of the text. In
English, the amplifiers are; absolutely, completely, entirely, extremely, fully, greatly,
highly, intensely, perfectly, totally, very. Amplifiers are similar in Turkish and they have
the same function. Amplifiers in Turkish are tamamen, oldukga, biiyiik dlciide (Atabay,
Kutluk ve Ozel 1983).
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3.1.6.1.1 Amplifiers in the Corpus

[Ex. 19] This situation is very similar to Adler, in terms of inferiority complex.
(METU Dept. of Psychology)

[Ex. 20] .‘..the patient, not the therapist who is ultimately responsible for
curing himself... (METU Dept. of Psychology)

[Ex. 21] Suesitlige iyice bakin bakalim (HU Dept. of Geological Engineering)

[Ex. 22] Bu formiilde sayilar yerine koymak olduk¢a basit. (HU Dept. of
Geological Engineering)

3.1.6.2 Downtoners

Downtoners are the opposite of amplifiers; they have a lowering effect on the force of
the verb (Quirk et al. 1985). Like amplifiers, downtoners do not have contribution to the
informational content of the texts. Biber (1988:240) argues that in conversations the
down toners are quite rare, in contrast in academic texts there is a wide range of
common downtoners. Downtoners in English are, almost, barely, hardly, nearly,

partially, partly, somewhat (Biber 1988:240).

Downtoners in Turkish are ‘hemen hemen’, ‘neredeyse’, ‘kismen’, ‘asag yukary’, ‘soyle
boyle’ (Atabay, Kutluk and Ozel 1983:112).

3.1.6.2.1 Downtoners in the Corpus

[Ex. 23] Freud’un bu inanc1 kismen dogrudur. (HU Psychology Dept.)

[Ex. 24] Bu alanda siirtinme hemen hemen yok gibidir. (HU Dept. of
Geological Engineering)

[Ex.25] entrophy can also be used... (METU Dept. of Geological
Engineering)

[Ex.26] The result is somewhat true... (METU Dept. of Geological

Engineering)
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[Ex.27] Adler also used, quite rarely though, hypnosis. (METU Dept. of
Psychology)

3.1.6.3 Conjuncts

Conjuncts explicitly mark logical relations between clauses, and as such they are
important in discourse with a highly informational focus. Quirk et al. (1985:634-36) list
the following functional classes of conjuncts; listing, summative, appositive, resultive,
inferential, contrastive, and transitional. Biber (1986a) finds that conjuncts occur
frequently in informational genres such as academic prose, official documents and
professional letters. Furthermore it is also stated that concessive conjuncts are more
common in writing than speech. The list of conjuncts in English are: alternatively,
altogether, consequently, conversely, eg, else, furthermore, hence, however, i.e. instead,
likewise, moreover, namely, nevertheless, nonetheless, notwithstanding, otherwise,

rather, similarly, therefore, thus, viz.

In Turkish, conjuncts are iistelik, ayrica, bir de, drnegin, tersine, benzer olarak,

sonucta, sonug olarak, kisaca, bir de, boylece, nitekim etc.

3.1.6.4 Discourse Particles

Discourse markers are used to maintain conversational coherence (Schriffin, 1987).
Fraser (1999: 931) states that these lexical expressions have been studied under various
labels, including discourse markers, discourse connectives, discourse operators,
pragmatic connectives, sentence connectives, and cue phrases. Although there is an
agreement that they are expressions which relate to discourse segments, there is no
agreement on how they are to be defined or how they function. Chafe (1985) describes
their role as ‘monitoring the information flaw in involved discourse’. They are used
mostly in conversational genres. Biber (1988:241) list them as, well, now, anyway,
anyhow, anyways. Fraser (1999: 931) states that “they have a core meaning, which is
procedural, not conceptual, and their more specific interpretation is negotiated by the
context, both linguistic and conceptual”. ‘Well’, for example, as a discourse marker,
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refers backwards to some topics is already shared knowledge among participants
(Labov and Fanshel, 1977:156; in Fraser, 1999: 932). Discourse markers have the role
of relating the current utterance with a larger discourse. Schiffrin (1987) lists them as
follows; and, because, but, I mean, now, oh, or, so, then, well, and y’know. Schiffrin
(1987) suggests that discourse markers do not easily fit into a linguistic class. She
(1987:314; in Fraser, 932) then suggests what constitutes a discourse marker as follows:

It has to be syntactically detachable from a sentence.

It has to be commonly used in initial position of an utterance.

It has to have a range of prosodic counters.

It has to be able to operate at both local and global levels of discourse

It has to be able to operate on different planes of discourse.

Syntactically, discourse markers do not constitute a separate syntactic category. Three
sources of discourse markers are, conjunctions, adverbs and prepositional phrases as
well as a few idioms like “still’ and ‘all and all’.

In Turkish, discourse markers such as ‘bir de’(also), ‘fakat’(but), ‘neyse’(whatever)
function as explicit indicators of the structure of a discourse (Yondem; 2000). In
Turkish, discourse markers cause a pause and most of the time they are considered to be
clue for topic change. Turkish is quite different than English in many ways; especially
it allows variation in word order; therefore, Yondem (2000:414) states that the place of
a discourse marker is important in determining the meaning of the whole sentence. They
may take place at the beginning of the sentence as a temporal sentence adjunct; like ‘bir
sabah’ (one morning), ‘o gece’ (that night) or within the sentence.
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3.1.6.4.1 Discourse Particles in the Corpus

[Ex. 28]

[Ex. 29]

[Ex. 30]

[Ex. 31]

[Ex. 32]

Okay then, the risky situation is being the only child because there is
a high probability of a being a problem child. (METU Dept. of
Psychology)

but you know if we want to stop that misbehavior permanently we are
suppose to child’s style of life. (METU Dept. of Psychology)

Simdi kil zeminlere gegiyoruz arkadaglar... (HU Dept. of Geological
Engineering)

Gelin 6nce ilkini hesaplayalim...(HU Dept. of Geological
Engineering)

bir de tagima giicti Snemlidir; yani lizerine kondu@u zemin acaba bu
yikleri tagir m1? (HU Dept. of Geological Engineering)

3.1.6.5 Lexical Classes in the Corpus

Table 6. Frequency and Rate of Lexical Classes

Dept. of Geological Eng. TURKISH (n=6093) ENGLISH (n=5172)

Amplifiers 27 (0.44%) 4 (0.08%)
Downtoners 12 (0.20%) 4 (0.08%)
Conjuncts 56 (0.92%) 76  (1.47%)
Discourse particles 60 (0.98%) 34 (0.66%)
Dept. of Psychology TURKISH (n=6636) ENGLISH (n=6515)
Amplifiers 23 (0.35%) 17  (0.26%)
Downtoners 0 (0.00%) 3 (0.05%)
Conjuncts 31 (0.47%) 63 (0.97%)
Discourse particles 25 (0.38%) 20 (0.31%)
Total TURKISH (n=12729) ENGLISH (n=11687)

234 (1.84%) 221 (1.89%)

This table indicates that among the lexical classes, the most frequently used category is

conjuncts in both Turkish and English medium lectures. Downtoners and amplifiers are
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remarkably low (29) in the English corpus because the lecturers arc non-native speakers
and they might have difficulty in using them. When it comes to discourse particles, just
like downtoners and amplifiers they are more frequent in the Turkish corpus;

furthermore in the English corpus there is a repetition of some discourse markers like

okay or okay then.

3.1.7 Imperatives

An imperative sentence is defined as a sentence which:

e has no surface subject (apart from occasional uses of you, as in (‘You try this’)

e has either a main verb or emphatic do (‘Do be careful’) in the base form and
without any modals. (Quirk et al.,1985: 24).

In this study all instances of let were taken to be imperatives in both first person
contexts (‘let us examine...) and in third person ones (‘Let x represent’). Some

examples of imperatives are, see, consider, note (that) +clause, let A, let us+VP etc.

In Turkish, the imperative form is restricted to second person singular (sen) and second
person plural (siz). The formation of imperative is morphologically relatively simple.
For second person singular (sen) reference, the bare form of the verb root is used.
Example: Gel, Yat, Git, Calis. For second person plural (siz), one of the suffixes —/n, |,
is used, the choice of which depends on the final vowel of the verb root. If the verb ends
with a vowel, the buffer sound [y] is inserted between the root and the imperative suffix.
This form can also be used as a more formal and polite form when addressing second
person singular. There is yet another form of the imperative, the use of which is
restricted. It is only used in very formal contexts or when the speaker is addressing a
large audience, the suffix for this form is -Inlz, -UnUz or the choice of which depends
on vowel harmony.
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(1) (Sen) Gel Uyu
(2) (S8iz) Gel-in Uyu-y-un
(3) (Siz) Gel-iniz Uyu-y-unuz

The negative of the imperative is formed by attaching the negative suffix —me or -ma
immediately after the verb root and before the imperative suffix: git-me, git-me-yin, git-

me-yiniz. There is no question form.

3.1.7.1 Optative

Optative is used to make a suggestion. The sufixes for the optative is —Ellm depending
on properties of the the last vowel of the root. If the final sound of the verb root is a
vowel, then the buffer [y] is used before attaching the optative suffix.

(4) Calig-alim

(5) Ara-yalim

The negative is formed by attaching the negative suffix —mE immediately after the verb
root and before the optative suffix: git-me-yelim, kal-ma-yalim.

The question form is also possible for the optative form, by attaching the yes-no

question particle —ml.: Calig-ma-yalim mi?, Ara-ma-yalim m?

3.1.7.2 Imperatives in the Corpus

Some examples from the corpus are;

[Ex. 33] calculate the standart enthalpy... (METU Dept. of Geological
Engineering)
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[Ex. 34] (ex 33) let me write down the formula... (METU Dept. of Geological
Engineering)

[Ex. 35] speak in English... (METU Dept. of Psychology)

[Ex. 36] kendin bul sonucunu... (HU. Dept. of Geological Engineering)

[Ex.37] presiyometre deneyini hatwrlaym. (HU. Dept. of Geological
Engineering)

Table 7. Frequency and Rate of Imperatives

Dept. of Geological Eng. TURKISH (n=6093) ENGLISH (n=5172)

Imperatives 29 (0.48%) 23 (0.44%)
Dept. of Psychology TURKISH (n=6636) ENGLISH (n=6515)
Imperatives 8 (0.12%) 3 (0.05%)
Total TURKISH (n=12729) ENGLISH (n=11687)

37 (0.29%) 26 (0.22%)

In this table, the distribution and the rate of imperatives are given. It is possible to argue
that both in English and Turkish lectures, imperatives do not have any significant
communicative roles. There are totally 37 imperatives in the Turkish and 26 in the

English corpus.

3.1.8 Pronouns

Pronouns are defined as words, which are used instead of a noun or a noun phrase.
Pronouns could be divided into two major categories: 1) personal pronouns; and 2)
impersonal pronouns. In this study, only personal pronouns, especially, first and second
personal pronouns are emphasized. Major forms of personal pronouns are; first, second
and third person singular/plural pronouns. In English, first person pronouns are I, me,
we, us my, our, myself, ourselves. Biber (1988:225) states that “first person pronouns
have been treated as markers of ego involvement in a text. They indicate an

interpersonal focus and generally involve style”. Second person pronouns are; you,
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your, yourself, yourselves. They require a specific addressee and indicate a high degree

of involvement with that addressee.

Personal pronouns in Turkish are called free pronouns by Kornfilt (1997). In Turkish
first person pronuns are singular, ‘bern’, plural ‘biz’ Second person singular is ‘sen’
plural ‘siz’. While analyzing first and second person pronouns in Turkish it is also
important to take into consideration the case markers. Nominative ‘ben’, accusative
‘beni’, genitive ‘benim’, dative ‘bana’, locative ‘bende’ ablative ‘benden’. When it
comes to second person pronouns ‘sen’ is nominative, ‘seni’ accusative, ‘senin’
genitive, ‘sana’ dative and ‘sende’ locative and ‘senden’ ablative. Furthermore, Turkish
is known as a pro-drop language however, pronouns are deleted but then recovered from
the inflection of the verb.

‘geliyorum’ (I'm coming) (first person) or

‘geldin’ (You’ve come), (second person).

3.1.8.1 Pronouns in the Corpus

[Ex. 38] We’ll see the intervention programs based on Jung’s theory. (METU
Dept. of Psychology)

[Ex. 39] You can figure out how the child feels in that situation. (METU Dept.
of Psychology)

[Ex. 40] bu sonug sizi sagirtmasin... (HU Dept of Geological Engineering)

[Ex. 41] bu tiir zeminler i¢in degerlendirmelerimiz neler olacak ona bakalim...
(HU Dept of Geological Engineering)
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Table 8. Frequency and Rate of Pronouns

Dept. of Geological Eng.  TURKISH (n=6093) ENGLISH (n=5172)

Ist and 2nd person pronouns 308 (5.05%) 115 (2.22%)
Dept. of Psychology TURKISH (n=6636) ENGLISH (n=6515)
1st and 2nd person pronouns 58 (0.87%) 109 (1.67%)
Total TURKISH (n=12729) ENGLISH (n=11687)

366 (2.88%) 224 (1.92%)

When the medium of instruction is English in lectures, the number of pronouns is nearly
the same; 115 and 109 and totally pronouns make up1.92% of the English corpus. In
Turkish corpus pronouns are employed frequently; they constitute 2.88% of Turkish
lecture register. In the department of Geological engineering where the medium of
instruction is Turkish, there are 308 personal pronouns. This may indicate that there is a
high degree of involvement in the lectures. Totally there are 366 (2.88%) personal
pronouns in the Turkish lecture register. In English, there are totally 224 (1.92%)

personal pronouns.

3.1.9 Subordination

Subordination is one kind of embedding which occurs when one clause is made a
constituent of another clause (Quirk, 1987:44). Subordination involves the linking of
units of the same rank. However, the subordinated units form a hierarchy, the
subordinate unit being a constituent of the super ordinate unit (Quirk et al., 1984:918).
Use of subordination in texts is important because, it is an indicator of structural
complexity (Biber, 1988). Sentences having subordinate clauses are called complex
sentences. Types of subordination are; relative clauses, adverbial clauses and
complement clauses (Biber, 1988, Kornfilt, 1997).
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3.1.9.1 Relative Clauses

Among these structures relative clauses are used to convey information; therefore, they
are important for academic texts whose aim is to provide information. Relative clauses
are restrictive or non restrictive modifiers of a noun or a noun phrase (Keenan, 1985, in
Diesel 2001:435). Relative clauses are devices for providing information about the
nouns. Relative clauses are the indicator of explicit and elaborated reference in planned
discourse. Biber and Conrad (2001:179) state that “Most grammatical features are
distributed in very different ways across registers” and it was found out that among the
various types of dependent clause in English, relative clauses are many times more

common in academic texts than in conversation (Biber and Conrad 2001).

In Turkish, relative clauses are in the form of participle constructions. Haig (1998:38)
states that “Participles are verbal nominals which may occur in attributive function”.
Participle suffixes that form the Turkish relative constructions are as follows: -En, -
EcEk, -DIk, -mls, etc. (Erguvanli 1984, Erguvanli Taylan 1994, Haig 1998).

The combination of the two of the participle suffixes is also used to form the relative
clauses in Turkish such as —mls —En, -mEktE —En, EcEk —En ve -mly —DIk (Akerson and
Ozil 1998).

3.1.9.1.1 Relative Clauses in the Corpus
Some examples of relative clauses are;

[Ex. 42] specific heat which is defined as the heat required to increase one
glam by one degree Celsius. (METU Geological Engineering)

[Ex. 43] Imza atmayan kimse var m1? (HU Dept of Psychology)

[Ex.44] elde edecegim deger onemlidir. (HU Dept. Of Geological
Engineering)

[Ex.45] MTA ‘da calisigmmz doénem.. (HU Dept. Of Geological
Engineering)
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[Ex. 46] siirmekte olan kuyu agma ¢ahsmalarii olumsuz etkilemektedir. (HU
Dept. Of Geological Engineering)

3.1.9.2 Adverbial Clauses

Adverbial clauses are also important for academic texts because they indicate
informational relations in a text. Furthermore, they require an interaction among the
discourse participants since they express the interactional propositions like reasons,
purposes, conditions or temporal settings (Biber, Conrad and Reppen 1988:140).
Adverbial clauses are adjuncts functioning as adverbial or ad-sentential modifiers
(Thompson and Longacre 1985:171). Adverbial clause constructions are important for
indicating informational relations in texts (Biber, 1988). The subclasses of adverbial

clauses are; causative, concessive, conditional and purpose clauses (Diessel, 2001).

Causative adverbial clauses indicate a reason or a cause of the action. In discourse,
causative clauses are important because they are used to explain or to justify, to reason
about causes and conditions. Biber, Conrad and Reppen (1998: 117) state that “a
register which is more concerned with the interaction among participants includes a
concern with reasons and causes for actions, often conveyed with causative adverbials”.
In English, ‘because’ is the only subordinator to function as a causative adverbial. Other
forms, such as, ‘as’ ‘for’, and ‘since’ can have a range of ﬁmctions, including causative
(Biber, 1988). In spoken discourse ‘because’ is used more than the other forms. In
Turkish, the word “¢iinki’ and suffixes like, -DIg! igin/diye, -DEn are used as causative

adverbial subordinators.

Concessive adverbial subordinators in English are although and though. Concessive
adverbials can be used for framing purposes or to introduce background information
(Biber, 1988: 236). In Turkish, concessive adverbial clauses are formed with the
conditional suffix

—sE and a particle such as —DA or bile and ragmen (Komfilt, 1997).



62

Conditional adverbial clauses are mainly used for discourse framing (Biber, 1988). ‘If’
and ‘unless’ are the conditional adverbial subordinators in English. A conditional
sentence is made up of two clauses; an initial or antecedent clause, and a final or a
consequent clause (Kornfilt, 1997). In Turkish, conditional adverbial clauses are formed
by the suffix —sE that is attached to the verb stem of the antecedent clause (Kornfilt,
1997).

There is one more category in adverbial clauses; these are called adverbial subordinators
having multiple functions or multi-functional adverbial clauses. In English these arc;
since, while, whilst, whereupon, whereas, whereby, such that, so that xxx, such that xxx,
inasmuchas, forasmuch as, insofar as, insomuch as, as long as, as soon as. In Turkish,
multi functional adverbial clauses are; -ErEk, (to describe the manner of an action and
to express consecutive events) -Ip, (expresses simultaneous events) -IrkEn, (indicates
the duration of an action) -mE, -mEk (used in purpose adverbial clauses), -mEkslzIn, -
mEdEn, -DIk¢A (Csato and Johanson, 1998; Ozsoy, 1999).

3.1.9.2.1 Adverbial Clauses in the Corpus

Examples of causative adverbial clauses are;

[Ex. 47] ... degerlerin bilinmesi diye birgey yok.
[Ex. 48] burada siirtiinmenin azalmasi i¢in yapilacak olan

Examples of concessive adverbial clauses are;

[Ex. 49] Siirtiinme devam etse bile artik bir 6nemi olmayacaktir.
[Ex. 50] Biling bu travmadan etkilenmesine ragmen etkilenmemis gibi yapip
bunu bilingaltina iter.

Examples of conditional adverbial clauses

[Ex. 51] ...if peers help each other it will be more useful

[Ex. 52] Kohezyonsuz bir zeminse ne olur ?
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[Ex. 53] Formiilde yerine koyup, hesaplarsak
[Ex. 54] Eger ¢ap1 B olan daire seklinde bir temel ile u§ragiyorsamz

Examples of multi-functional adverbial clauses

[Ex. 55] Mayerof diyor ki burada Henson’1 kullanzp bulursunuz.

[Ex. 56] Kare sdmel olabilmesi i¢in ne yapacagimzi bilmeniz gerek.

[Ex. 57] Riiyadan ¢ok riiya sirasinda neler hissetiginizi sorarak duygularinizi
anlamaya ¢aligtyor.

[Ex. 58] Cizdigimiz sekle bakarken, bir taraftan da hesaplamalarimz yapin.
[Ex. 59] You need to know the early collections like parents’ attitude, family
environment so that you can assess the client’s style of life.

[Ex. 60] Common traits are those that we all have to some degree, they are
more general while unique traits are more specific to particular
individuals.

3.1.9.3 Complement Clauses

Complement clauses often mark the stance of the speaker or writer; they function as
core arguments of a predicate (Noonan, 1985 in Diessel 20001:435). They can not be
omitted because they are usually the obligatory constituents of the main clause and can
not be omitted. Ochs, in Biber, 1988:230) describes complementation as a relatively
complex construction used to a greater extent in planned than unplanned discourse. On
the contrary Biber (1986a) finds that ‘that’ complements co-occur frequently with
interactive features such as first and second person pronouns and questions and that all

of these features are more common in spoken discourse.

In Turkish, complement clauses are formed by the nominalization of the embedded verb
(Ozsoy, 1999:55) by means of suffixes as —EcEk, -DIk, -mEk, and mE, (Csato and
Johanson, 1998; Erguvanli Taylan, 1994; Ozsoy, 1999). Complement clauses have two
types, complement clauses based on non-finite form in —Is and Wh- complement clauses
including phrases such as ‘ne’, ‘%kim’, ‘ne zaman’, ‘nasi’, ‘niye’ etc. Quirk et.al

(1987:1051) state that “subordinate wh interrogative clauses resemble wh questions
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semantically in that they leave a gap of unknown information represented by the wh
element”. That complements and WH complements are different in that by that clause
the known information is expressed whereas the unknown information is expressed by
Wh clause (Erguvanh 1984).

3.1.9.3.1 Complement Clauses in the Corpus

[Ex. 61] demek ki deneyi hangi derinlikte ne tiir yapacagim, bunlar1 6nceden
bilmek gerekiyor. (HU Dept. Of Geological Engineering)

[Ex. 62] ...bunlar1 g6z 6niine alarak hangi esitligi kullanacagimizi siz sSyleyin.
(HU Dept. Of Geological Engineering)

[Ex. 63] Calisifimz projede hangi giivenlik katsayisim benimsiyorsamz onun
dikkate alinmas: gerekir. (HU Dept. of Geological Engineering)

[Ex. 64] It means that we’ll find out which way the reaction goes... (METU
Dept.of Geological Engineering
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3.1.9.4 Subordination Clauses in the Corpus

Table 9. Frequency and Rate of Subordinations

Dept. of Geological Eng. TURKISH (n=6093) ENGLISH (n=5172)

Relative Clauses 81 (1.33%) 25 (0.48%)

Complement clauses 95 (1.56%) 45 (0.87%)

Adverbial Clauses (Causative +

Concessive + Conditional +

Multifunctional Adverbial 104 (L71%) 27 (052%)

Subordinators)

Dept. of Psychology TURKISH (n=6636) ENGLISH (n=6515)

Relative Clauses 143 (2.15%) 29  (0.45%)

Complement clauses 61 (0.92%) 71 (1.09%)

Adverbial Clauses (Causative +

Concessive + Conditional + o

Multifunctional Adverbial 135 (2.03%) 66 (1.01%)

Subordinators)

Total TURKISH (n=12729) ENGLISH (n=11687)
619 (4.86%) 263 (2.25%)

From this table it may be argued that lectures with Turkish medium of instruction have
complex structures. The total number of subordinating devices is 619 and they
constitute the 4.86% of the whole Turkish corpus. On the other hand, the number of
subordinating devices in the English corpus is 263 (2.25 %). The table shows that
among subordination clauses the most frequently used form in the Turkish corpus is
relative clauses (224) and adverbial clauses (247). Complement clauses are found to be
the less used form of subordination in the sample (156). In the English corpus, on the
other hand, the most frequently used form of subordination is complement clauses.

3.1.10 Nouns

Counting nouns in a text provides an overall nominal assessment of a text. Biber
(1988:227) argues that “a high nominal content in a text indicates a high (abstract)

informational focus...” A noun is a word that identifies the name of a person, place or
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thing. A noun may be common or proper. A common noun is a word, which identifies
any person, place or thing. A proper noun identifies a specific person, place or thing
such as a person’s name, a specific place or a specific thing. A noun may be concrete or
abstract. A concrete noun identifies things, which have mass and can be seen or held
such as man, automobile, or food. An abstract noun is a word, which identifies things,
which have no mass, nor can be seen or held. These nouns identify a concept, a feeling,

or an idea such as hate, passion or peace.

In Turkish, several suffixes are used to generate nouns from other nouns, verbs and

adjectives; these are, -mEk, -IL, ~lik,~cl, -mE, -I, -gI, -Ag etc.

3.1.10.1 Nouns in the Corpus

There are both common nouns and specific nouns in the corpus; some examples of
common nouns are arkadaslar, egitlikler, faktorler, tesisler, bilinmeyenler,
arastirmalar, boyutlar, insaatcilar, egri, temel, derinlik, miihendis, proje, family,

youngest child, siblings, dreams, love, social interaction, behaviour, emotions etc.

Some examples of specific nouns are; Adler, Jung, inferiority complex, neurosis,
identity crisis, grandometre, siireksizlik, tek eksenli sitkisma dayammi, zimbalama

davranigi etc.

Table 10. Frequency and Rate of Nouns

Dept. of Geological Eng. TURKISH (n=6093) ENGLISH (n=5172)
Nouns (Generic and specific) 346 (5.68%) 287 (5.55%)
Dept. of Psychology TURKISH (n=6636) ENGLISH (n=6515)
Nouns (Generic and specific) 437 (6.59%) 378 (5.80%)
Total TURKISH (n=12729) ENGLISH (n=11687)

783 (6.15%) 665 (5.69%)

Nouns are most common lexical groups in the corpus. This table indicates that nouns
are employed both in the Turkish and English corpus. This finding suggests that lectures
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have highly abstract informational focus. Especially the use of specific nouns is
common in both corpora. There totally 783 nouns in the lectures with Turkish medium
of instruction and 665 (6.15) nouns in the (5.69) lectures with English medium of
instruction.

3.1.11 Passives

According to Biber (1988:228) “Passives have been taken as one of the most important
surface markers of the de-contextualized or detached style that stereotypically
characterizes writing”). He adds that dropping the agent results in a static or an abstract
presentation of information; therefore agentless passives in texts indicate an abstract
presentation of information, in addition, agentless passives are used when the agent
does not have a salient role in the discourse. On the other hand, by passives are used

when the patient is more closely related to the discourse theme than the patient.

In Turkish passive constructions have similar roles. Passives are used to present

propositions with reduced emphasis on the agent. Leckie-Terry (1995:78) state that

In an active construction, the agent is the subject and it appears before the
verb and the effected entity, so it represents the cause-effect nature of the
event as it happens in actual time. However, in a passive construction, the
affected entity appears in the first position, thus representing a
reclassification of phenomena. Such a construction provides prominence to
an entity according to principles rather than chronological facts. In other
words, in such constructions, causality is not the main concern. Instead,
meanings reflect attribution or classification in passive constructions. As a
result, the agent of the verb is removed from thematic position and

frequently from the text.

In Turkish, the primary passive suffix is —IL. If a verb stem ends in a vowel or a
consonant 1, then the suffix —In serves as passive suffix. Similar to English, in Turkish,

passive constructions are divided into two; agentless passives and by passives. Ozsoy
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(1999:34) explains the process as follows: “... when the verbs which assign the dative —
(y)A, the ablative —Dan, the commutative «(y)IA and the locative —~Da to their objects
are passivized, the nouns do not lose their case marker and the agent is not expressed”.
Eg. Sorular belirlendi (the questions are determined); 6dev bitirildi (The assignment
completed). The by passives in Turkish is expressed by the post positional phrase
‘tarafindan’. This phrase is inflected with the possessive suffix agreeing in number and
person with the noun/pronoun and it is used optionally (Kornfilt 1997). It is also
possible to express by passives by using the adverbial suffix —CE, eg. Toplann
yonetimce iptal edildi. (The meeting was cancelled by the administration)

3.1.11.1 Passives in the Corpus

Some examples of agentless passive constructions are;

[Ex. 65] It is said that the heat capacity is the amount of heat required to
increase the tempurature of one mall. (METU Dept. Of Geological
Engineering).

[Ex. 66] Burada bozu/maya ugramis, pargalanmig, kiri/mis malzemeler
s6zkonusu. (HU Dept. Of Geological Engineering)

[Ex. 67] ...bunlar milkkemmel malzemeler olarak kabul edifir. (HU Dept. Of
Geological Engineering)

Some examples of by passives:

[Ex. 68] Freud tarafindan ortaya konulan kigilik modelinde, kisiligi yapilara
ayran, kuramci bir anlayis vardir. (HU Dept. of Psychology)

[Ex. 69] The mean ionic molality is denoted by m subscript... (HU Dept. Of
Geological Engineering)
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Table 11. Frequency and Rate of Passives

Dept. of Geological Eng. TURKISH (n=6093) ENGLISH (n=5172)
Passive constructions 45 (0.74%) 55 (1.06%)
Dept. of Psychology TURKISH (n=6636) ENGLISH (n=6515)
Passive constructions 51 (0.77%) 40 (0.61%)
Total TURKISH (n=12729) ENGLISH (n=11687)

96 (0.75%) 95 (0.81%)

In both corpora, the number of passive constructions is nearly the same. The use of
passives constitutes nearly 1% of both Turkish and English media lectures. It might be

argued that passives are not markedly used in lecture discourse.

3.1.12 Tense Markers: Present Tense and Past Tense

Tense markers are divided into the categories of present tense, past tense, future tense
and progressive tense. In this study, only present and past tense are taken into
consideration. The present tense indicates the topics and actions of immediate
relevance. Moreover, present tense markers can be used to focus on the information
being presented and to remove the focus from any temporal sequencing (Biber,
1988:224). It is also suggested that the present tense is employed to refer to general
facts and events. The present tense is important for this particular study because, it is
usually used in academic styles to focus on the information being presented and remove
focus from any temporal sequencing. In contrast, the past tense places focus on the
temporal sequence, even when used for informational purposes. In English for the
present tense, all verb base forms and third person singular forms are counted. In
Turkish, the suffix —Ir, which is called aorist, is stated as the marker of present tense
(Erkman-Akerson, 1994; Kornfilt, 1997).

Past tense forms are usually taken as the primary surface marker of narrative (Biber,
1988:223). In Turkish, two different suffixes, namely —DI and —mly, are stated as the
markers of the past tense. The difference between the suffix —DI and the suffix —mly is

usually characterized as a difference between direct and indirect experience or
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witnessed events and inference (Lewis, 1967). Kornfilt (1997:337) makes the difference
as follows; “the first is the definite past, expressed by means of the suffix —DI, and the
second is the reported past expressed by the suffix —mls”.

Since time and tense are different concepts, it is possible for tense markers to refer to
distinct temporal meanings other than their conventional references. This is valid both
for Turkish and English. For example, the present tense is said to express a future act in
the spoken language, especially when used as a promise or present tense is also used to
refer to a past event or action, particularly in narratives. Moreover, the progressive tense
marker —yor is stated having the present tense meaning in the spoken language e.g Su
buradan gegiyor ve buraya doluyor (Kornfilt, 1997; Underhill, 1987).

3.1.12.1 Tenses in the Corpus

[Ex. 70] Jung also says that resistance is important... (METU Dept. of
Psychology)

[Ex.71] This was an overview of Adler therapy... (METU Dept. of
Psychology)

[Ex. 72} Freud psikaanalist kuraminin kurucusu olarak bu alanda biiyiik bir
devrim yaratfz. (HU Dept of Psychology)

[Ex. 73] Bir bakis1 ile 6grencileri etkileyecek kadar sert bir kisiligi varmusg.
(HU Dept of Psychology)

[Ex. 74] Ustteki esitlikle aym gekilde ¢6zersiniz. (HU Dept. of Geological
Engineering)

[Ex. 75] Insaat miihendisi hangi katsay: ile ¢aligacagim bilir. (HU Dept. of
Geological Engineering)
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Table 12. Frequency and Rate of Tenses

Dept. of Geological Eng. TURKISH (n=6093) ENGLISH (n=5172)
Present tense 99 (1.62%) 180 (3.48%)
Past tense 38 (0.62%) 15 (0.29%)
Dept. of Psychology TURKISH (n=6636) ENGLISH (n=6515)
Present tense 61 (0.92%) 160 (2.46%)
Past tense 34 (0.51%) 18 (0.28%)
Total TURKISH (n=12729) ENGLISH (n=11687)

232 (1.82%) 373 (3.19%)

Since the corpus is an example of spoken discourse not all sentences or utterances in the
sample are verbal sentences. However what is striking is that in both corpora present
tense is employed more frequently than past tense. In other words in lecture register,
present tense is commonly used. This result might indicate that the information
presented is given importance and in lecture discourse general facts and events are

emphasized by using present tense.

3.1.13 Possibility Modals

They indicate the speaker’s subjective evaluation towards the occurrence of an action or
an event these are, ‘may’, ‘can’, ‘might’, ‘could’ etc. in English. Chafe (1985; in Biber,
1988) includes possibility modals among the evidentials that mark reliability.

In Turkish, the morpheme —(y)Ebil is the marker of possibility. The combination of the
suffix —Ebil with the aorist —Ir is also said to refer to possibility. (Erguvanli Taylan and
Ozsoy 1993). “The expression of impossibility is achieved by inserting the possibility
marker —(y)E into a verbal string immediately to the left of the negative suffix -mE(z);
e.g. bu sartlarda ugak inemez (under such circumstances the plane can not be landed)
Furthermore, the negative marker —-mE is also used with the possibility morpheme -Ebil,
e.g. seni affetmeyebilir (she may not forgive you).
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3.1.13.1 Possibility Modals in the Corpus

[Ex. 76] BOyle birgeyle de karsilasabilirsiniz ilerde

[Ex. 77] Temellerin boyutlar: aym olunca Slgiime gerek yok tastyabilir dedik.

[Ex. 78] Boyle bir sonug kabul edilebilir.

[Ex. 79] molarity, molality and formality car also be defined as follows

[Ex. 80] the chemical potential of any component in the phase may be
obtained by the partial differentiation of g with respect to NI.

Table 13. Frequency and Rate of Possibility Modals

Dept. of Geological Eng. TURKISH (n=6093) ENGLISH (n=5172)
Possibility modals 27 (0.44%) 19 (0.37%)
Dept. of Psychology TURKISH (n=6636) ENGLISH (n=6515)
Possibility modals 32 (0.48%) 35 (0.54%)
Total TURKISH (n=12729) ENGLISH (n=11687)

59 (0.46%) 54 (0.46%)

In both corpora the possibility modals have the same role and they are employed in the
same rate (0.46).

3.1.14 Prepositional and Postpositional Phrases

Prepositions are important devices for packing high amounts of information into
academic nominal discourse. Chafe (in Biber, 1988: 237) describes prepositions as a
device for integrating information into idea units and expanding the amount of
information contained within an idea unit. In academic texts prepositions usually co-
occur with nominalizations and passives. Some examples of prepositions are, against,
amid, amidst, among, at, besides, between, by, during, in, into, of, off, on, opposite, out,

through, to, towards, upon, versus, with, without etc.

In Turkish, postpositions are formed with the genitive suffix —In and case marking
properties are important in Turkish postpositions. Csato and Johanson (1998:222)
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distinguish four main types of postpositions based on their case marking strategies. The
first type is similar to genitive construction like i¢inde (in) e.g. odamn iginde (in the
room). The second type is the one constructed with a particular case suffix like,
bakimindan (from the point of view), yiiziinden (because of x) and ugruna (for the sake
of). In the third type, no case suffix is attached to the postposition and the nominal is in
the nominative e.g. Gibi (like), igin (for), kadar (as much as), ile (with). The fourth
type, takes a nominal in the dative or ablative e.g. dogru (towards), dolay: (because of
this).

3.1.14.1 Prepositional and Postpositional Phrases in the Corpus

Table 14. Frequency and Rate of Prepositional and Postpositional Phrases

Dept. of Geological Eng. = TURKISH (n=6093) ENGLISH (n=5172)

Postposition / Preposition 73 (1.20%) 338  (6.54%)
Dept. of Psychology TURKISH (n=6636) ENGLISH (n=6515)
Postposition / Preposition 163 (2.46%) 147 (2.26%)
Total TURKISH (n=12729) ENGLISH (n=11687)

236 (1.85%) 485 (4.15%)

In lectures with English medium of instruction, the use of prepositions constitutes
4.15% of the whole corpus, therefore they are markedly important. Postpositions in
Turkish have similar properties but postpositions are not common in Turkish as
prepositions are in English therefore it is natural that they are not as frequent as
prepositions. In the Turkish corpus, postpositions constitute 1.85 % of the whole corpus.

Some examples of prepositions and post positions are;

[Ex. 81] The point ‘z’ is on the boundary line, on equilibrium line actually, so,
in the figure, at point z , the values of calcium carbonate are equal in
all phases. (METU Dept. Of Geological Engineering)

[Ex. 82] daha o6nceden bahsettifimiz gibi bugiin psikaanlist olan Sigmund
Freud ile basliyoruz. (HU Dept. Of Psychology)
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[Ex. 83] Biyografisi sonradan Ernest Jones tarafindan ayrintili bir sekilde
kaleme alindi. (HU Dept. Of Psychology)

[Ex. 84] Buruke’nin organizmalar ile ilgili bir gériigi var. (HU Dept. Of
Psychology)

[Ex. 85] Felsefi varsayimlara gore anlayaisimiz iki ug arasinda biryerlerde
olacaktir. (HU Dept. Of Psychology)

3.1.15 Action verbs

Verbs can be identified in different classes according to their function. For example,
there are public verbs, private verbs or suasive verbs (Quirk et al. 1985). Action verbs
are included under the category of public verbs. They involve actions that can be
observed publicly; they are primarily speech act verbs such as; say, write, protest,
claim, complain, admit, suggest etc. In Turkish, there are also similar verbs and they are
taken into consideration during the count process. The action verbs in Turkish are; ‘sor’,

‘vaz’, ‘soyle’ etc.

3.1.15.1 Action Verbs in the Corpus

Some examples of action verbs in the corpus are; learn, report, make, give, observe,
interpret, apply, apply, calculate, dissociate, carp, hesapla, ¢evir, kullan, ¢iz, deney
yap, su-bas, yay, diz, gor, soyle, gel, gog etc.

Table 15. Frequency and Rate of Action Verbs

Dept. of Geological Eng.  TURKISH (n=6093) ENGLISH (n=5172)

Action verbs 80 (1.31%) 62 (1.20%)
Dept. of Psychology TURKISH (n=6636) ENGLISH (n=6515)
Action verbs 15 (0.23%) 29 (0.45%)
Total TURKISH (n=12729) ENGLISH (n=11687)

95 (0.75%) 91 (0.78%)
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The use of action verbs are nearly the same both in English and Turkish medium of
instruction. Action verbs constitute nearly 1% of the whole corpus therefore; it may be
argued that the use of action verbs is not significant for lecture register and they do not

occur with high rates.

3.1.16 Possessive Markers

In English, a prepositional phrase is the commonest type of post-modification among
the prepositions used in post modification (Quirk et al.,1987) and it is important to
distinguish the choice between the —of construction and the genitive construction; these
are both used as possessive markers. In many cases, there is a regular correspondence
between any —of phrase and the genitive e.g. The ship’s funnel is red (genitive
construction) and The funnel of the ship is red (-of construction). The genitive
construction in English, consists of two noun phrases; one a noun phrase marked for the
genitive case by inflection, the other a succeeding and super ordinate noun phrase
unmarked for case in which the genitive noun phrase is embedded with a determinative
function which means the genitive noun phrase functions like a definite determiner eg.
The city’s population. (Quirk et al., 1987:1276). In the -of construction, the super
ordinate noun phrase precedes a noun phrase introduced by of In terms of their
grammatical status, the genitive noun phrase and the -ofphrase are different in that the
genitive noun phrase has the function of a definite determinative whereas, the -of phrase
has the function of a post modifier with the super ordinate noun phrase either definite or
indefinite. However, in terms of function there is not an important distinction therefore,

both forms have been taken into consideration during the counting process.

Possessive suffix in Turkish is followed by the noun conjugated for the agreeing

genitive marker. It is conjugated as follows:

1st person singular: Benim arabam (Benim) bilgisayarim

2nd person singular: Senin araban (Senin) bilgisayarin

3rd person singular: Onun arabas: (Onun) bilgisayart
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1st person plural: Bizim arabamiz (Bizim) bilgisayarimiz
2nd person plural Sizin arabaniz (Sizin) bilgisayariniz
3rd person plural Onlarin arabasi /arabalart Onlarwn bilgisayary/ bilgisayarlar

As can be seen from the examples, since the person information can be recovered from
the genitive suffix, the personal pronoun with the possessive suffix is usually omitted

since it can be recovered from the genitive suffix.

3.1.16.1 Possessive Markers in the Corpus

Table 16. Frequency and Rate of Possessive Markers

Dept. of Geological Eng.  TURKISH (n=6093) ENGLISH (n=5172)

Possessive markers 22 (0.36%) 12 (0.23%)
Dept. of Psychology TURKISH (n=6636) ENGLISH (n=6515)
Possessive markers 69 (1.04%) 49 (0.75%)
Total TURKISH (n=12729) ENGLISH (n=11687)

91 (0.71%) 61 (0.52%)

As can be observed from the table, possessive markers are insignificant for lecture
registers they constitute less than 1% of lecture register both with Turkish and English
medium of instruction. In Turkish, the use of the possessive marker is more frequent
due to the nature of Turkish. In Turkish, although the personal pronoun with the
possessive suffix is omitted it can be recovered from the genitive suffix, therefore

during the counting process they have been counted in the genitive suffix form.
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3.2 THE LEXICO-GRAMMATICAL FEATURES OF THE LECTURES
ALONG DIMENSIONS

The discoursal features of the language of lectures are analysed along with the
dimensional characteristics that are developed by Biber (1988). He states that frequently
co occurring linguistic features have at least one shared communicative function
(1988:63). In other words it is claimed that frequent co-occurrence of a group of
features in texts is indicative of an underlying function shared by those features. Three
dimensions are determined for the register of lectures. These dimensions are;
Dimension 1: Structural Elaboration: Interactional (Unplanned) versus Informative
(Planned), Dimension 2: Argumentative vs. Reported Presentation and Dimension 3:
Overt vs. Implicit Logical Cohesion.

Dimensionl: Structural Elaboration: Interactional/Unplanned vs. Informational/
Planned: Marks the difference between the texts with Informational /Planned Discourse
and those with Involved/Unplanned discourse. There are two groups of features of this
dimension; positive and negative features. Positive features are the markers of
Interactional/Unplanned discourse, whereas negative features are the markers of
Informational/Planned discourse. To determine these features necessitates microscopic
analysis of the text. These are the lexico- grammatical patterns. The major co-occurring

features associated with Dimension 1 are;

e Interactional/Unplanned (Positive features)
Yes/No Questions
Or-coordination
Stance adjectives
What if Questions
Time deictic (Time adverbials)
Focus Markers
Amplifiers
Down toners
Imperatives
Wh- questions
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1% and 2™ person pronouns

Causative adverbial Clauses

e Informational/Planned (Negative Features)
Relative Clauses
And clause/phrase coordination
Common nouns
Complement clauses

Agentless Passives

Positive and negative grouping does not indicate the strength of the relationship; rather
these two groups represent sets of features that occur in a complementary pattern. That
is, “when the features in one group occur together frequently in a text, the features in the
other group are markedly infrequent in that text and vice versa” (Biber and Hared 1994:
187). To interpret the dimensions it is important to consider reasons for the
complementary distribution of these two groups of features as well as the reasons for
the co-occurrence pattern within each group. When Dimension 1 is considered it can be
seen that the positive features include non declarative, interactive sentence types,
involved lexical classes and main clause features. In other words, the positive features
on this dimension show an involved, interactional, affective, fragmented and unplanned
discourse and Biber (1988:105) explains this as follows; “First and second person
pronouns refer directly to the addressor and addressee”. This means that in a highly
interactive discourse personal pronouns are used frequently. Direct WH questions also
the markers of interaction because they require a specific addressee to answer questions.
Causative adverbial clauses are used in an interactional or involved discourse because
they express a justification for an action. All these positive features tend to co-occur; for
example when there are frequent questions and contrast clause coordinators in a text,
there also tend to be frequent stance adjectives and contractions. The same is true for the
negative features because they also represent a set of co occurring features; for example
when there are frequent total dependent clauses and relative clauses in a text, there also
tend to be frequent common nouns and adjectives. Thus the positive features and
negative features belong to a single dimension and they have a ‘complementary
distribution’ (Biber and Hared, 1994).
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Dimension 2: Argumentative vs. Reported ?resentation: The term argumentative refers
to a qualified presentation of information, comparing and contrasting various
alternatives, while reported styles simply present the facts with little consideration of
alternatives possible. Dimension 3 shows a basic opposition between present tense and
past tense. However, as indicated by the co-occurrence of past tense verbs and future
tense modals (the negative features), this dimension does not represent a simple
difference between present and past events (Biber, 1988). The positive features
(possibility modals, concession conjuncts and conditional clauses) represent present
time, with frequent details and qualifying conditions and concessions and negative
features (proper nouns, generic nouns) represent projected time (past or future) with a

focus on human referents.

e Argumentative (positive features)
Present tense
Predicative adjectives
Possibility modals

Concession conjuncts

® Reported (negative Features)
Past Tense

Nouns (generic and specific)

Dimension 3: Overt vs. Implicit Logical Cohesion: Marks the texts in terms of cohesion.
Positive features mark the overt logical cohesion in the discourse and negative features
mark the implicit logical cohesion in the discourse. The lexico-grammatical patterns that
are going to be analyzed in order to disclose the discoursal features along dimension 3

arc:

e Overt Logical Cohesion (Positive Features)
Conjuncts
Multi-functional Adverbial subordination
Discourse particles

Action verbs
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Post position/preposition

Conditional Clause Connectors

e Implicit Logical Cohesion (Negative Features)
Nouns
Possessive Markers

Passive constructions

In this study, the distribution of these 31 linguistic features across 16 texts and nearly
25.000 words were analysed. The corpus was the transcription of 16 lectures and the
whole corpora were put into computer and the frequencies of all linguistic features
counted by hand since there is not an access to a tagger and there is not a tagging

program written specifically for Turkish.

The following tables 17 and 18 present the frequencies of Dimension 1 scores for
Turkish and English medium lecture register.
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Table 17. (HU. Dept. of Geological Engineering — Turkish N=6093)

Positive Negative
Features Features
Interactional | Informational | Ratio to total
Features (x) Features (y) | word count
(%)
(x-y)/n*100
Dimension | Interactional / 644 459 %3
1 Unplanned vs.
Informational / Planned
Argumentative | Reported Ratio to total
Presentation Presentation | word count
Features (x) Features (y) | (%)
(x-y)/n*100
Dimension | Argumentative vs. 144 384 %4
2 Reported Presentation
Overt Logical | Implicit Ratio to total
Cohesion (x) | Logical word count
Cohesion (y) | (%)
(x-y)/n*100
Dimension | Overt vs. Implicit 349 429 -%1.3
3 Logical Cohesion

The ‘N’ in Table 17 refers to the number of words in this particular corpus. Positive
features form the interactional pole of dimension 1, whereas negative features form the
informational pole. For dimension 2, positive features form the argumentative
presentation pole whereas negative features form the reported presentation form.
Similarly, positive features in dimension 3 form the overt logical cohesion pole and
negative features form the implicit logical cohesion. As can be observed from the table,
when the medium of instruction is Turkish there is more interaction in lectures in
Geological engineering departments; because the total number of positive linguistic
features is higher than the total number of informational features. For Dimension 2, the
number of negative linguistic features, which form the reported presentation end of the
dimension, is higher than the number of negative linguistic features. This means that in
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lectures when the medium of instruction is Turkish, lecturers use the reported style and

they simply present the facts. When it comes to dimension 3 it can be observed that

when the lecturers use Turkish there is an implicit logical cohesion.

Table 18. (METU Dept. of Geological Engineering — English N=5172)

Positive Negative
Features Features
Interactional | Informational | Ratio to total
Features (x) Features (y) | word count
(%)
(x-y)/n*100
Dimension | Interactional / 245 428 -%3.5
1 Unplanned vs.
Informational / Planned
Argumentative | Reported Ratio to total
Presentation Presentation | word count
Features (x) Features (y) | (%)
(x-y)/n*100
Dimension | Argumentative / 208 302 %1.8
2 Reported Presentation
Overt Logical | Implicit Ratio to total
Cohesion (x) | Logical word count
Cohesion (y) | (%)
(x-y)/n*100
Dimension | Overt / Implicit Logical | 522 354 %3.2
3 Cohesion

Table 18 demonstrates that when the medium of instruction is English, the
informational features rather than the interactional features are higher. In other words

when the medium of instruction is a foreign language there is less interaction in a class.

However, in the second dimension the results are similar with Table 18 and it means
that no matter what the medium of instruction is the style in lecture register is reported.

However in dimension 3 it can be clearly observed that there is overt logical cohesion

when the medium of instruction is a foreign language, specifically English.
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Table 19 Dimension 1: Structural Elaboration (Geological Engineering)

Interactional / Unplanned Discourse TURKISH ENGLISH

Features (Positive) (n=6093) (n=5172)

Yes / No questions 57 (0,94%) 16 (0,31%)
Or - coordination 17 (0,28%) 8 (0,15%)
Stance adjectives 10 (0,16%) 6 (0,12%)
‘What if” questions 23 (0,38%) 1 (0,02%)
Time deictic / adverbials 30 (0,49%) 30 (0,58%)
Focus Markers 33 (0,54%) 4 (0,08%)
Amplifiers 27 (0,44%) 4 (0,08%)
Downtoners 12 (0,20%) 4 (0,08%)
Imperatives 29 (0,48%) 23 (0,44%)
Wh- questions 74 (1,21%) 21 (0,41%)

1% and 2™ person pronouns

308 (5,05%)

115 (2,22%)

Causative adverbial clauses

24 (0,39%)

13 (0,25%)

TOTAL 644(10,57%) 245 (4,74%)
Informational / Planned Discourse TURKISH ENGLISH

Features (Negative) (n=6093) (n=5172)

Relative Clauses 81 (1,33%) 25 (0,48%)
And clause / phrase coordination 17 (0,28%) 59 (1,14%)
Common nouns 225 (3,69%) 251 (4,85%)
Complement clauses 95 (1,56%) 45 (0,87%)
Agentless passives 41 (0,67%) 48 (0,93%)
TOTAL 459 (7,53%) 428 (8,28%)
IEND RESULT 185 (3,04%) -183 (3,54%

Table 19 shows the frequencies of both positive and negative features of Dimension 1.
As can be seen from the table this part of the corpus is based on the lectures from the

faculty of engineering, department of Geological engineering. The number of words for
Turkish medium of instruction (HU Dept. of Geological Engineering) is 6093 and for
English medium of instruction (METU Dept. of Geological Engineering) is 5172. In
the first column of the table, the frequency of each linguistic feature is given and in the

second column the percentages are given both for Turkish and English medium lectures.

In table 19 it is possible to observe that Dimension scores are computed by adding the

frequencies of positive features (simple responses, yes/no questions, or coordination,

stance adjectives and so forth and then subtracting the frequencies of negative features
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(relative clauses, common nouns complement clauses etc). The end result in this table

refers to this mentioned score.

From Table 19 it can be seen that yes no questions are more frequent when the medium
of instruction is Turkish and it can be concluded that the interaction is more frequent
when the lecture is in the mother tongue. The same is true for the use of complement
clauses and causative adverbials. These complex structures are frequently used when the
lecture is in the mother tongue. It is also possible to say that the lecturer avoids using
these complex structures when the medium of instruction is a foreign language. When
the sum results are considered it can be said that when the medium of instruction is
Turkish, the mother tongue, the discourse structure is more interactional and when the
medium of instruction is English the discourse structure is more planned and
informational.

The positive features of Dimension 1 can be seen from Figure 1.

Figure 1: Dimension 1: Structural Elaboration (Interactional / Unplanned Discourse
Features - Positive)

DIMENSION 1: STRUCTURAL ELABORATION
{(Interactional / Unplanned Discourse Features - Positive)

W TURKISH DENGLISH |

(8.00%) ]
(5.00%) T
(4.00%)

(3.00%)
(2.00%)
(1.00%) -
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Yes / No questions i
Or - coordination
Stance adjectives i
‘What if questions
Focus Markers
Amplifiers
Downtoners
Imperatives
Wh- questions [
1st and 2nd person |
pronouns i

Time deictic / adverbials

Causative adverbial clauses
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As can be seen from Figure 1, among positive features which constitute the interactional
./ unplanned pole of dimension]1 the most frequent linguistic features are first and second
person pronouns. Furthermore, there is a considerable difference between Turkish and
English medium lectures. In Turkish the rate of personal pronouns is 5% whereas in
English it is 2%. The reason might be the structure of Turkish; in Turkish personal
pronouns are also called free pronouns (Kornfilt,1997) and can be used on their own
just like English but they can also be deleted and then recovered from the inflection of
the verb. There is also a considerable difference in the use of WH questions. When the
medium of instruction is Turkish, wh~ questions appear more frequently. Since WH
questions are the indicators of interaction, it is possible to say that there is more

interaction when the lectures are in the mother tongue.
The negative features of Dimension 1 can be seen from Figure 2.

Figure 2. Dimension 1: Structural Elaboration (Informational / Planned Discourse
Features - Negative)

DIMENSION 1: STRUCTURAL ELABORATION
(Informational / Planned Discourse Features - Negative)
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When negative features of Dimension 1 are considered, the most frequent linguistic
features are ‘common nouns’. The textual function of nouns is that they indicate a high
informational focus or a high nominal content in a text (Biber, 1988). Therefore, since
the communicative function of lectures is to give information it is natural that nouns are
used frequently. When the use of relative clauses and complement clauses is considered
it can be seen that when the medium of instruction is Turkish in engineering lecture
discourse the use of complex structures are frequent. The major function of relative
clauses in a text is to provide elaborated information about the discourse referents.
Consequently they usually take part in lecture discourse; however when the medium of

instruction is English lecturers might prefer simpler constructions.

Figure 3. Dimension 1: Structural Elaboration (Geological Engineering Lecture

Discourse)
DIMENSION 1: STRUCTURAL ELABORATION (End Result)
Interactional / unplanned discourse
(10.00%)
(5.00%)
TURKISH
—o— (3.04%) {
(0.00%)
ENGLISH
= -(3.54%)
-(5.00%)
-(10.00%)

Informational / planned discourse

As seen in Figure 3, the discoursal features of university lecture are closer to the
interactional / unplanned pole when the medium of instruction is Turkish at the
engineering faculty. On the other, hand when the medium of instruction is English the
register is closer to the informational and planned end of Dimension 1. In fact just like

the other spoken registers university lectures have values around 0-3, reflecting a lesser
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but balanced use of both the involved and interactional features and structural

elaboration features. For university lecture registers it is not likely to be extremely

involved and interactional.

Table 20. Dimension 2: Argumentative vs. Reported Presentation

Argumentative Presentation TURKISH ENGLISH
Features (Positive) (n=6093) (n=5172)
Present tense 99 (1,62%) 180 (3,48%)
Predicative adjectives 18 (0,30%) 7 (0,14%)
Possibility modals 27 (0,44%) 19 (0,37%)
Concessive conjuncts 0 (0,00%) 2 (0,04%)
TOTAL 144 (2,36%) 208 (4,02%)
Reported Presentation Features TURKISH ENGLISH
(Negative) (n=6093) (n=5172)
Past tense 38 (0,62%) 15 (0,29%)
Nouns (Generic and specific) 346 (5,68%) 287 (5,55%)
TOTAL 384 (6,30%) 302 (5,84%)
[END RESULT -240 -(3,94%) -94 (1,82%))|

As can be seen from the table, at Geological engineering department when the medium

of instruction is English the total number of argumentative presentational features are
144 whereas when the medium of instruction is Turkish the total number is 208. When

the negative end or the reported presentational features are considered the total number

for mother tongue medium of instruction is 384 and for foreign language medium of

instruction is 302. When the end results are considered it is seen that the register in both

media is reported and this is the general characteristic of lecture registers.
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Figure 4. Dimension 2: Argumentative vs. Reported Presentation (Argumentative

Presentation Features - Positive)

DIMENSION 2: ARGUMENTATIVE vs. REPORTED PRESENTATION
(Argumentative Features - Positive)
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It can be observed from Figure 4 that among the linguistic features that constitute
argumentative presentation end of Dimension 2 the most striking difference is in the use
of present tense. When the medium of instruction is English the percentage of present
tense is 3.50% and 1.50% when the medium of instruction is Turkish. Another point is
the use of concessive conjuncts. As can be seen in both registers there is infrequent use
of concessive conjuncts. Similarly other linguistic features like modals and predicative

adjectives are infrequent.
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Figure S. Dimension 2: Argumentative vs. Reported Presentation (Reported

Presentation Features - Negative)

DIMENSION 2: ARGUMENTATIVE vs. REPORTED PRESENTATION
(Reported Presentation Features - Negative)
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In Figure 5, it is observed that nouns are used frequently in the register of Geological
engineering lectures and there is not a considerable difference when the medium of
instruction is English or Turkish. In the use of past tense there is a slight difference
between Turkish and English medium of instruction. When the medium of instruction is
Turkish, past tense is slightly more preferred.
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Figure 6. Dimension 2: Argumentative vs. Reported Presentation (End Result)

DIMENSION 2: ARGUMENTATIVE vs. REPORTED PRESENTATION

(End Resulf)
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Reported Presentation

From Figure 6 it can be observed that in the register of academic lectures of the
engineering faculty the linguistic features that constitute the reported presentation end is
used frequently; therefore, the register is reported whether the medium of instruction is
Turkish or English.

The two ends of Dimension 3 are Overt vs. Implicit Logical Cobesion. In Table 5 the
frequencies and percentages of the linguistic features of this dimension are presented.
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Table 21. Dimension 3: Overt vs. Implicit Logical Cohesion

Overt Logical Cohesion TURKISH ENGLISH
(Positive) (n=6093) (n=5172)
Conjuncts 56  (0,92%) 76 (1,47%)
Muiti-functional adverbial

subordination 34  (0,56%) 7 (0,14%)
Discourse particles 60 (0,98%) 34 (0,66%)
Action verbs 80 (1,31%) 62 (1,20%)
Postposition / Preposition 73 (1,20%) 338 (6,54%)
Conditional Clause

Connectors 46 (0,75%) 5 (0,10%)
TOTAL 349 (5,73%) 522(10,09%)
Implicit Logical Cohesion TURKISH ENGLISH
(Negative) (n=6093) (n=5172)
Nouns 362  (5,94%) 287 (5,55%)
Possessive markers 22 (0,36%) 12 (0,23%)
Passive constructions 45  (0,74%) 55 (1,06%)
TOTAL 429 (7,04%) 354 (6,84%)
[END RESULT -80 -(1,31%) 168 (3,25%)

When the total results are considered in Table 21, it becomes clear that when the
medium of instruction is Turkish, the total number of linguistic features constituting the
positive end of the dimension is 349 and the negative end of the dimension is 429 the
end result is the subtraction of negative end from the positive end, it is -80 which means
that there is implicit logical cohesion when the medium of instruction is Turkish. On the
other hand, when the medium of instruction is English the total number of linguistic co-
occurrences constituting the positive end of Dimension 3 is 522 and the negative end is
354. The end result is 168 and this means that there is overt logical cohesion when the
lecture is taught in English.
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Figure 7. Dimension 3: Overt vs, Implicit Logical Cohesion (Overt Logical Cohesion -

Positive)
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The point that is worth attention in this figure is that prepositions in English are used in
a high frequency in the register of university lectures when the medium of instruction is
English. This is inevitable when the structure of English is taken into consideration.
When the medium of instruction is Turkish naturally it is only possible to talk about
postpositions rather than prepositions; however, they are not used as frequently as
prepositions and this is due to the structure of Turkish. There is also a considerable
difference between the use of multi-functional adverbial clauses in Turkish and English
lectures. When the medium of instruction is Turkish the use of multi-functional
adverbial clauses is more frequent. The adverbial clauses play an important role in
constituting the logical cohesion as well as the informational dimension (Biber, 1988).
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Figure 8. Dimension 3: Overt vs. Implicit Logical Cohesion (Implicit Logical
Cohesion - Negative)
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As can be seen from the figure, nouns are used frequently in lecture register. The use of
passive constructions in Turkish medium of instruction is more frequent and when it
comes to the use of possessive markers there is not a considerable difference between

Turkish and English medium of instruction.
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Figure 9. Dimension 3: Overt vs. Implicit Logical Cohesion (End Result)
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From Figure 9 it is observed that when the medium of instruction is English in
university lecture register there is overt logical cohesion and when the medium of

instruction is Turkish there is implicit logical cohesion.
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Psychology department is chosen as representative of social sciences. The following
findings are based on the corpus taken from HU Department of Psychology (the
medium of instruction is Turkish) and METU Department of Psychology the medium of
instruction is English).

Table 22. (HU. Department of Psychology — Turkish N=6636)

Positive Negative
Features Features
Interactional | Informational | Ratio to total
Features (x) Features (y) | word count
(%)
(x-y)/n*100
Dimension | Interactional / 229 592 -%S5.5
1 Unplanned vs.
Informational / Planned
Argumentative | Reported Ratio to total
Presentation Presentation | word count
Features (x) Features (y) | (%)
(x-y)/n*100
Dimension | Argumentative vs. 109 471 -%S5.5
2 Reported Presentation
| Overt Logical | Implicit Ratio to total
Cohesion (x) | Logical word count
Cohesion (y) | (%)
x-y)/n*100
Dimension | Overt vs. Implicit 342 557 -%3.2
3 Logical Cohesion

As can be observed from the table, when the medium of instruction is Turkish the
findings are dissimilar to the findings of engineering lecture register in Dimensionl;
because the total number of positive linguistic features is lower than the total number of
informational features. It can be concluded that in the department of Psychology, when
the medium of instruction is Turkish the lecture register is informational rather than
interactional. For Dimension 2, the number of negative linguistic features, which form

the reported presentation end of the dimension, is higher than the number of negative
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linguistic features and these findings are parallel to the findings of Geological
engineering lecture register. This means that in lectures when the medium of instruction
is Turkish, lecturers use the reported style and they simply present the facts. When it
comes to Dimension 3 it can be observed that when the lecturers use Turkish there is an
implicit logical cohesion and this is also parallel to the findings of Geological

engineering lecture register.

Table 23. (METU Department of Psychology — English N=6515)

Positive Negative
Features Features
Interactional Informational | Ratio to total
Features (x) Features (y) | word count
(%)
(x-y)/n*100
Dimension | Interactional / 293 510 -%3.3
1 Unplanned vs.
Informational /
Planned
Argumentative | Reported Ratio to total
Presentation Presentation | word count
Features (x) Features (y) | (%)
(x-y)/n*100
Dimension | Argumentative / 245 396 -%2.3
2 Reported Presentation
Overt Logical | Implicit Ratio to total
Cohesion (x) | Logical word count
Cohesion (y) | (%)
(x-y)/n*100
Dimension | Overt/ Implicit 292 467 202.7
3 Logical Cohesion

Table 23 displays that when the medium of instruction is English, the informational
features rather than the interactional features are higher. In other words when the
medium of instruction is a foreign language there is less interaction in a class and these
findings are parallel to the findings of Geological engineering lecture register. In the

second dimension the results are similar with the results of Geological engineering
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lecture register and it means that no matter what the medium of instruction is the style

in lecture register is reported. However in Dimension 3 it can be clearly observed that

there is implicit logical cohesion when the medium of instruction is a foreign language,

specifically English and this is contrasting with the results of Geological engineering

lectures because the results indicate that in Geological engineering when the medium of

instruction is English there is overt logical cohesion however, as can be seen in Table

23 in Psychology Department lecture register whether the medium of instruction is

English or Turkish there is implicit logical cohesion.

Table 24. Dimension 1: Structural Elaboration

Interactional / Unplanned Discourse TURKISH ENGLISH
Features (Positive) (n=6636) (n=6515)

Yes / No questions 24 (0.36%) 9 (0.14%)
Or - coordination 12 (0.18%) 17 (0.26%)
Stance adjectives 15 (0.23%) 59 (0.91%)
‘What if” questions 1 (0.02%) 0 (0.00%)
Time deictic / adverbials 13 (0.20%) 21 (0.32%)
Focus Markers 46 (0.69%) 13 (0.20%)
Amplifiers 23 (0.35%) 17 (0.26%)
Downtoners 0 (0.00%) 3 (0.05%)
Imperatives 8 (0.12%) 3 (0.05%)
Wh- questions 14 (0.21%) 14 (0.21%)
1% and 2™ person pronouns 58 (0.87%) 109 (1.67%)
Causative adverbial clauses 15 (0.23%) 28 (0.43%)
TOTAL 229 (3.45%) 293(4.50%)
Informational / Planned Discourse TURKISH ENGLISH
Features (Negative) (n=6636) (n=6515)
Relative Clauses 143 (2.15%) 29 (0.45%)

And clause / phrase coordination 60 (0.90%) 105 (1.61%)
Common nouns 292 (4.40%) 275 (4.22%)
Complement clauses 61 (0.92%) 71 (1.09%)
Agentless passives 36 (0.54%) 30 (0.46%)
TOTAL 592 (8.92%) 510(7.83%)
IEND RESULT -363 -(5.47%) -217(3.33%
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Table 24 shows the frequencies of both positive and negative features of Dimension 1.
As can be seen from the table this part of the corpus is based on the lectures from the
faculty of Letters, department of Psychology. The number of words for Turkish medium
of instruction (HU Dept. of Psychology) is 6636 and for English medium of instruction
(METU Dept.of Psychology) is 6515. In the first column of the table, the frequency of
each linguistic feature is given and in the second column the percentages are given both
for Turkish and English medium lectures. Furthermore, it is possible to observe that
Dimension scores are computed by adding the frequencies of positive features (simple
responses, yes/no questions, or coordination, stance adjectives and so forth and then
subtracting the frequencies of negative features (relative clauses, common nouns
complement clauses etc). The end result in this table refers to this mentioned score. In
this table the end result is -363 for Turkish medium of instruction and -217 for English

medium of instruction.

Figure 10. Dimension 1: Structural Elaboration (Interactional / Unplanned Discourse
Features - Positive)

DIMENSION 1: STRUCTURAL ELABORATION
(interactional / Unplanned Discourse Features - Positive)
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Figure 10 displays the positive features (interactional / unplanned) of Dimension 1 with
their percentages. Use of personal pronouns is frequent especially in lectures with
English medium of instruction the use of pronouns is 1.80%. Another frequent linguistic
feature is stance adjectives 1.00%. These results are different from the results of
Geological Engineering this is due to the subject matter. In the engineering lecture
register the use of stance adjectives is infrequent while in the Psychology lecture
register the use of stance adjectives is frequent.

Figure 11. Dimension 1: Structural Elaboration (Informational / Planned Discourse
Features - Negative)

DIMENSION 1: STRUCTURAL ELABORATION
(Informational / Planned Discourse Features - Negative)
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As can be seen the use of nouns are very frequent both for Turkish medium of
instruction and for English medium of instruction. Use of nouns is a general
characteristic of academic lecture register. Another important point is the use of relative
clauses, when the medium of instruction is Turkish the use of relative clauses is higher
this is similar to the findings of Geological engineering and it might be concluded that

when the course is in the mother tongue the use of complex structures is frequent.
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Figure 12, Dimension 1: Structural Elaboration (End Result)

DIMENSION 1: STRUCTURAL ELABORATION (End Result)
Interactional / unplanned discourse
(10.00%)
(5.00%)
{0.00%)
l ENGLISH
—8—-(3.33%)
+(5.00%) ——T5.47%) -
TURKISH
10.009
Ld( %) Informational / planned discourse

As can be observed the lectures at the department of Psychology is closer to the
negative end of Dimension 1. In other words, whether English medium of instruction or
Turkish medium of instruction the lectures at the Department of Psychology are
informational and planned.
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Table 25. Dimension 2: Argumentative vs. Reported Presentation

Argumentative Presentation TURKISH ENGLISH
Features (Positive) (n=6636) (n=6515)

Present tense 61 (0.92%) 160 (2.46%)
Predicative adjectives 4 (0.06%) 45 (0.69%)
Possibility modals 32 (0.48%) 35 (0.54%)
Concessive conjuncts 12 (0.18%) 5 (0.08%)
TOTAL 109 (1.64%) 245 3.76%)
Reported Presentation Features TURKISH ENGLISH
(Negative) (n=6636) (n=6515)

Past tense 34 (0.51%) 18 (0.28%)
Nouns (Generic and specific) 437 (6.59%) 378 (5.80%)
TOTAL 471 (7.10%) 396 (6.08%)
[END RESULT -362 -(5.46%) -151  (2.32%)]

As can be see from the table, at the department of Psychology when the medium of
instruction is English the total number of argumentative presentational features are 245
whereas when the medium of instruction is Turkish the total number is 109. When the
negative end or the reported presentational features are considered the total number for
mother tongue medium of instruction is 471 and for foreign language medium of
instruction is 396. When the end results are considered it is seen that the register in both
media is reported and this is the general characteristics of lecture registers and the

findings are parallel to the findings of Geological engineering.
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Figure 13. Dimension 2: Argumentative vs. Reported Presentation (Argumentative

Presentation Features - Positive)

DIMENSION 2: ARGUMENTATIVE vs. REPORTED PRESENTATION
(Argumentative Features - Positive)
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It can be observed from Figure 13 that among the linguistic features that constitute
argumentative presentation end of Dimension 2 the most striking difference is in the use
of present tense. When the medium of instruction is English the percentage of present
tense is 2.50% and 1.00% when the medium of instruction is Turkish. Another point is
the use of predicative adjectives as can be seen predicative adjectives are more frequent

when the medium of instruction is English.
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Figure 14. Dimension 2: Argumentative vs. Reported Presentation (Reported
Presentation Features - Negative)

DIMENSION 2: ARGUMENTATIVE vs. REPORTED PRESENTATION
(Reported Presentation Features - Negative)
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As can be seen that nouns are used frequently in the register of university lectures and
there is not a considerable difference when the medium of instruction is English or
Turkish. The results are parallel to the results of Geological engineering. The use of past
tense is statistically insignificant.



104

Figure 15. Dimension 2: Argumentative vs. Reported Presentation (End Result)
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From Figure 15 it can be observed that in the register of lectures of the Psychology
department the linguistic features that constitute the reported presentation end is used
frequently; therefore, the register is reported whether the medium of instruction is
Turkish or English.



Table 26. Dimension 3: Overt vs. Implicit Logical Cohesion

Overt Logical Cohesion TURKISH ENGLISH
(Positive) (n=6636) (n=6515)
Conjuncts 31 (0.47%) 63 (0.97%)
Multi-functional

adverbial subordination 95 (1.43%) 14 (0.21%)
Discourse particles 25 (0.38%) 20 (0.31%)
Action verbs 15 (0.23%) 29 (0.45%)
Postposition /

Preposition 163 (2.46%) 147 (2.26%)
Conditional Clause

Connectors 13 (0.20%) 19 (0.29%)
TOTAL 342 (5.15%) 292 (4.48%)
Implicit Logical TURKISH ENGLISH
Cohesion (Negative) (n=6636) (n=6515)

Nouns 437 (6.59%) 378 (5.80%)
Possessive markers 69 (1.04%) 49 (0.75%)
Passive constructions 51 (0.77%) 40 (0.61%)
TOTAL 557 (8.39%) 467 (7.17%)
lEND RESULT -215- (3.24%) -175 (2.69%
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When the total results are considered in the table, it is observed that when the medium
of instruction is Turkish, the total number of linguistic features constituting the positive
end of the dimension is 342 and the negative end of the dimension is 557. The end
result is the subtraction of negative end from the positive end; it is -215 which means
that there is implicit logical cohesion when the medium of instruction is Turkish. On the
other hand, when the medium of instruction is English the total number of linguistic
features constituting the positive end of Dimension 3 is 292 and the negative end is 467.
The end result is -175 and this means that there is implicit logical cohesion when the
lecture is taught in English.
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Figure 16. Dimension 3: Overt vs. Implicit Logical Cohesion (Overt Logical Cohesion

- Positive)
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As can be seen in the figure prepositions in English are used in a high frequency in the
register of university lectures when the medium of instruction is English. When the
medium of instruction is Turkish post positions are used; however, they are not used as
frequently as prepositions and this is due to the structure of Turkish. There is also a
considerable difference between the use of multi-functional adverbial clauses in Turkish
and English lectures. When the medium of instruction is English the use of multi-
functional adverbial clauses is more frequent. This result is parallel with the results of
Geological engineering, when medium of instruction is Turkish all types of
subordination structures are used frequently; and when the medium of instruction is a
foreign language lecturers avoid using complex structures. The adverbial clauses play
an important role in constituting the logical cohesion as well as the informational
dimension (Biber, 1988).
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Figure 17. Dimension 3: Overt vs. Implicit Logical Cohesion (Implicit Logical
Cohesion - Negative)
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As can be seen from the figure, nouns are used frequently in lecture register. The use of
passive constructions in Turkish medium of instruction is more frequent and when it
comes to the use of possessive markers there is not a considerable difference between

Turkish and English medium of instruction.
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Figure 18. Dimension 3: Overt vs. Implicit Logical Cohesion (End Result)
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From Figure 18 it is possible to observe that in register of Psychology lectures there is
implicit logical cohesion both in Turkish and English medium of instruction. This result
is different from the results of the Geological engineering register. In that register,
lectures in Turkish are marked as implicit logical cohesion whereas lectures in English

are marked as overt logical cohesion.
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CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION

Chapter IV includes the overall discussion of both the lexico-grammatical features
(microscopic analysis) and the dimensional or discoursal features (macroscopic
analysis) of the lecture register with English and Turkish medium of instruction
comparatively. Macroscopic approach seeks to define the overall parameters of
variation among registers and it is built on the previous microanalyses to interpret the
patterns in functional terms. A Microscopic approach, on the other hand, focuses on the
discourse functions of individual linguistic features in particular registers. Microscopic
and macroscopic analyses have complementary strengths. A microscopic analysis can
pinpoint the exact communicative functions of individual linguistic features in
particular registers; but it does not provide the basis for overall generalizations

concerning differences among registers.

4.1 THE LEXICO GRAMMATICAL FEATURES OF THE LECTURE
REGISTER WITH TURKISH AND ENGLISH MEDIA OF INSTRUCTION

Based on the findings of the analysis, it could be stated that lecture register is a special
and restricted language with specific lexical and grammatical characteristics. In this
section, the discussion of lexical and grammatical features will be presented to provide a

clear description of lecture register.

In the analysis chapter it is clear that, contrary to the general belief, questions both in
the Turkish and English corpus do not have a signiﬁcantv role. Especially when the
medium of instruction is English questions are rare; there are only 35 Wh-questions. On
the other hand, in the Turkish corpus, the most frequent question type is Wh-questions;
there are 88 Wh-Questions (See Table 27). It can be argued that when the lecture is in

Turkish, lecturers ask more Wh- questions and there is more participation in class
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because asking and answering questions in the mother tongue is easier both for the
students and the lecturers. What if questions are the most important type of questions in
terms of interaction; however, in the English corpus there is only one what if question

wheras in the Turkish corpus, there are 24 what if questions.

Table 27. Frequency and Rate of Lexico-Grammatical Features

TURKISH (n=12729) ENGLISH (n=11687)

Questions 193 (1.52%) 61 (0.52%)
Coordinations 106 (0.83%) 189 (1.62%)
Adjectives 47 (0.37%) 117 (1.00%)
Time Adverbials 43 (0.34%) 51 (0.44%)
Focus Markers 79 (0.62%) 17 (0.15%)
Lexical Classes 234 (1.84%) 221 (1.89%)
Imperatives 37 (0.29%) 26 (0.22%)
Pronouns 366 (2.88%) 224 (1.92%)
Subordinations 619 (4.86%) 263 (2.25%)
Nouns 783 (6.15%) 665 (5.69%)
Passives 9 (0.75%) 95 (0.81%)
Tenses 232 (1.82%) 373 (3.19%)
Possibility Modals 59 (0.46%) 54  (0.46%)
Prepositional and Postpositional 236 (1.85%) 485 (4.15%)
Phrases

Action Verbs 95 (0.75%) 91 (0.78%)
Possessive Markers 91 (0.71%) 61 (0.52%)

In terms of coordination, what is important is that in English, the ‘and’ coordination is
used more frequently than in Turkish. The reason may be that as Camicitolli (2004:41)
states “the non native speakers often overused the coordinating conjunction ‘and’ as a
generic discourse marker to substitute clearer topic shifters”. It seems that ‘and’ is used
as a discourse marker rather than a real coordinator. The use of coordinators is

considered as a contribution to expand informational content of lectures.
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The use of adjectives and adverbs are infrequently used both in the English and the
Turkish corpus. In fact adjectives also contribute to the elaborated presentation of
information. Similar to adjectives and adverbs, the use of focus markers are not
markedly significant neither in the Turkish medium lectures nor in the English medium

lectures.

Conjuncts are important discourse structuring devices and they have been found to have
a positive effect on lecture comprehension, particularly with audiences of non-native
students (Chaudron and Richards, 1986). Downtoners and amplifiers are remarkably
low in the English corpus because the lecturers are non-native speakers and they might
have difficulty in using them.

In Turkish corpus pronouns are employed frequently; they constitute 2.88% of Turkish
lecture register. In the department of Geological engineering where the medium of
instruction is Turkish, there are 308 personal pronouns. This may indicate that there is a
high degree of involvement in the lectures. In English, there are totally 224 (1.92%)
personal pronouns. Due to the structure of Turkish, it is natural to use more personal
pronouns, because in Turkish, pronouns can be deleted and then recovered from the
inflection of the verb.

Subordination reflects the structural complexity. It is possible to conclude that lectures
with Turkish medium of instruction have complex structures. Subordinating devices
constitute 4.86% of the whole Turkish corpus. On the other hand, the percentage of
subordinating devices in the English corpus is 2.25 %. Among subordination clauses,
the most frequently used form in the Turkish corpus is relative clauses and adverbial
clauses. Complement clauses are found to be the less used form of subordination in the
sample. In the English corpus, on the other hand, the most frequently used form of
subordination is complement clauses. The findings are consistent with the assumption
that relative clauses are used to convey information; therefore, they are important for
academic texts whose aim is to provide information (Biber, 1988). Furthermore,
adverbial clauses are also important devices for academic lectures because “they require
an interaction among the discourse participants since they express the interactional

propositions like reasons, purposes, conditions or temporal settings”(Biber, Conrad and
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Reppen 1998:140); therefore they are commonly used in the lectures. All these
subordination devices are low in the English corpus because lecturers are non native
speakers and they might avoid using complex structures with the fear of making a
grammatical mistake; therefore they prefer to use simple structures rather than complex

ones.

Nouns are the most common lexical groups in the corpus. This table indicates that
nouns are employed both in the Turkish and English corpus. This finding suggests that
lectures have highly abstract informational focus. Especially the use of specific nouns is
common in both corpora. The common use of nouns indicates the abstract and

informational nature of lecture register.

In both corpora, the number of passive constructions is nearly the same. The use of
passives constitutes nearly 1% of both Turkish and English media lectures. It might be

argued that passives are not markedly used in lecture discourse.

Since the corpus is an example of spoken discourse not all sentences or utterances in the
sample are verbal sentences. However what is striking is that in both corpora the present
tense is employed more frequently than the past tense. In other words in lecture register,
present tense is commonly used. This result might indicate that the information
presented is given importance and in lecture discourse general facts and events are

emphasized by using present tense.

In both corpora the possibility modals have the same role and they are employed in the
same rate (0.46%). Since possibility modals indicate the speaker’s subjective
evaluation, they are not commonly used in the lecture discourse.

In English, prepositions are important devices of packing high amounts of information
and for integrating information into idea units; therefore, they are important for lecture
register. In lectures with English medium of instruction, the use of prepositions
constitutes 4.15% of the whole corpus, therefore they are markedly important.
Postpositions in Turkish have similar properties but postpositions are not common in

Turkish as prepositions are in English therefore it is natural that they are not as frequent
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as prepositions. In the Turkish corpus, postpositions constitute 1.85 % of the whole

corpus.

Action verbs constitute nearly 1% of the whole corpus therefore; it may be argued that
the use of action verbs is not significant for lecture register and they do not occur with

high rates.

Possessive markers are insignificant for lecture registers they constitute less than 1% of
lecture register both with Turkish and English medium of instruction. In Turkish, the
use of the possessive marker is more frequent due to the nature of Turkish. In Turkish,
although the personal pronoun with the possessive suffix is omitted it can be recovered
from the genitive suffix, therefore during the counting process they have been counted

in the genitive suffix form.

4.2 DISCOURSAL FEATURES OF THE LECTURE REGISTER WITH
TURKISH AND ENGLISH MEDIA OF INSTRUCTION

This section deals with the discussion of the discoursal features of academic lectures
with Turkish and English media of instruction. The lectures are from the departments of
Geological engineering and Psychology. The study was undertaken in two different
universities, namely, METU and HU. In Metu, the medium of instruction is English but
both the lecturer and the students are Turkish and their mother tongue is Turkish. In
other words, there is a uni-cultural atmosphere. Furthermore, English is a foreign
language both for the lecturer and the students.

The analysis here uses the Multi-Dimensional (MD) register variation approach. The
approach is based on the centrality of linguistic co-occurrence in analyses of text
variation. In the MD approach, linguistic co-occurrence is analyzed in terms of
underlying dimensions of variation, with the explicit assumption that multiple
dimensions will typically be required to adequately account for the range of linguistic
variation among registers in a language. Three dimensions are identified as significant
for this study. These are; 1) involved (unplanned) vs informational (planned), 2)
Argumentative vs reported 3) overt vs implicit logical cohesion. All these dimensions
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have both positive and negative features. Positive and negative features within a
dimension are related to one another. Biber (1988:10) states, “When a text has several
occurrences of the features with negative weights, it will have few of the features with
positive weights and vice-versa”. That is, these two groups represent sets of features
that occur in a complementary pattern. The interpretation of the dimensions is based on
the assumption that co-occurrence reflects shared function; that is, features co-occur
frequently in texts because they serve shared, underlying communicative functions

associated with the situational contexts of the texts.

In this study, the distribution of these 31 linguistic features across 16 texts and nearly
25.000 words were analysed. The corpus was the transcription of 16 lectures and the
whole corpora were transferred into computer and the frequencies of all linguistic
features have been counted by hand since there is not an access to a tagger and there is

not a tagging program written specifically for Turkish.

4.2.1 Dimension One: Involved (Unplanned) versus Informational (Planned)
Discourse

Dimension one characterizes personal involvement versus informational exposition.

Dimension one also distinguishes between unplanned and planned discourse types.

There are two groups of features of this dimension; positive and negative features.
Positive features are the markers of Interactional/Unplanned discourse, whereas
negative features are the markers of Informational/Planned discourse. To determine
these features necessitates microscopic analysis of the text. These are the lexico-

grammatical patterns. The major co-occurring features associated with Dimension 1 are;

¢ Interactional/Unplanned (Positive features)
Yes/No Questions
Or-coordination
Stance adjectives
What if Questions

Time deictic (Time adverbials)
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Focus Markers

Amplifiers

Down toners

Imperatives

Wh- questions

1 and 2™ person pronouns

Causative adverbial Clauses

e Informational/Planned (Negative Features)
Relative Clauses
And clause/phrase coordination
Common nouns
Complement clauses

Agentless Passives

Here, the positive features like yes no questions indicate an associated interactive
function on this dimension. First and second person pronouns are also highly associated
with interactiveness, because they refer directly to the addressor anc: addressee (Biber,
1988). In contrast the negative features are associated with an explicit and elaborated
presentation of information. Just like direct WH questions, personal pronouns require a
specific addressee. In addition, direct questions require a specific addressor present in
the discourse. Among positive features, causative adverbial clauses express a
justification for an action; therefore they are used in involved discourse. Many of these
features reflect clause complexity and various types of structural embedding like
relative clauses or complement clauses. These are all devices for specifying and
elaborating the presentation of information. Nouns are also explicitly marked for

informative texts,

The results show that along with Dimension 1, the most significant discoursal feature of
academic lectures is its being an informational and planned discourse. Also, the
structural elaboration dimension shows that there is a limit on the extent to which
lecture register like other spoken registers can be structurally elaborated, even when
they have markedly informational purposes. This result is natural since the primary
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communicative purpose of academic lectures is to provide information. Furthermore, in
terms of production circumstances, it might be stated that academic lectures are planned
registers. Information is carefully organized prior to its presentation. In fact, this is
usually an attribute of written registers; at this point, although being a spoken register,
academic lectures show the characteristics of a written register. Since the medium of
instruction is a variable in this study, it is also possible to say that when the medium of
instruction is English, usually the lectures are more planned and less interactional. The
logic behind this result seems to be that since English is a foreign language for the
lecturers they tend to plan the lecture more carefully or in detail due to language barrier.

Another variable of this study is the chosen departments or fields. Geological
engineering is chosen as the representative of engineering lecture register and
Psychology department is chosen as the representative of the register of social sciences.
It is assumed that in terms of personal involvement and informational exposition the
lecture register may vary in different fields. If Figures 19 and 20 are compared it is
obvious that the lecture register may vary due to the medium of instruction as well as
the subject matter or the field of study.

Figure 19. Dimension 1: Structural Elaboration (Geological Engineering Lecture

Discourse)
DIMENSION 1: STRUCTURAL ELABORATION (End Result)
Interactional / unplanned discourse
(10.00%)
(5.00%)
TURKISH
——(3.04%) ¢
(0.00%)
ENGLISH
+ i ~(3.54%)
-(5.00%)
~{10.00%) - -
Informational / planned discourse
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First of all, it should be emphasized that whatever the medium of instruction is, the
lecture register is relatively informational; in other words, in between these two
extremes lecture is an intermediate register. Nouns, adjectives and prepositional phrases
usually co occur in academic texts to provide a dense integration of information. This
dimension is interpreted as primarily reflecting author/speaker purpose; which is
personally involved expression versus informational exposition. Therefore, this table
shows that in the engineering register, when the medium of instruction is Turkish, there
is more involvement and interaction and when the medium of instruction is English
there is less interaction in the lectures. Furthermore, it is also possible to say that when
the medium of instruction is English, the discourse is more planned. These

characteristics can be observed in the given examples;
Example (April,12 2004 HU.Geological Engineering)

Imza atmayan var mi arkadaglar? Gegen derste ¢ozdiigiimiiz problemlerle ilgili takilan
var mi arkadagslar? Simdi kil zeminlere gegiyoruz bunun giizellidi surada, sizin
calisacagimiz kil aym zamanda, igsel siirtiinme agisina da sahipse ne yapacaksiniz?
Biraz Onceki egitliklerde gordiiniiz, yok boyle bir olay yoktur. Ama su gordiigiiniiz
esitliklerde bir ifade var nedir bu? Bir sinirlama var, si serit temeller icin 6nerilmis.
Peki ya temelin sekli degisikse ne yapacaksimz? Yine katsay: énemli, yani B bolii B
esittir yakilagik sifir ise, Simdi esitlife bakalim NC bunu biliyorsunuz kohezyon ile ilgili.
N gama boyutsuz tagima faktorleri, bu esitlikte C kohezyon, Y birim agirhg:, B
sOmelgenigligi, q ise Ortll yikii. Burada dikkat edin piyasada ileride bagimza dert
acarsiuz niye bu iki esitlige bir bakin burada Q’yu degistirsem ya da N gama’y: ya da
C’yi degistirsem ne olur 1500 en azindan tagima giicli hesaplanz. Dolayisiyla sizin
ingaat mithendisine sormamiz lazim arkadag, hangi derinlikte hangi tir kenarly

yapacagim?

Example (March,25 2004 METU Geological Engineering)

Now, I’d like to move to another concept, which is the activity fugacity. We said thar as
geochemists the actual materials we deal with are rocks and minerals and the
information, the chemical information are expressed in concentration units; but while
dealing with a chemical equilibrium we use another form of concentration rather than
mole fraction we use activity. Activity is our total concentration. Activity is defined as a
measure of a concentration of a reactant or product in a reaction. The relationship
between activity and concentration is expressed by the equation: activity is equal to
concentration times the activity coefficient. We said thar we are dealing with solutions,
with solid or liquid solutions, and we are dealing with gaseous solutions.
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Figure 20. Dimension 1: Structural Elaboration (End Result) (Department of

Psychology)
DIMENSION 1: STRUCTURAL ELABORATION (End Resuit)
Interactional / unplanned discourse
(10.00%)
(5.00%)
(0.00%)
ENGLISH
—8=-(3.33%)
-(5.00%) ——5.47%)
TURKIS
-{10.00%)

Informational / planned discourse

In the Department of Psychology, both with English and Turkish medium of instruction,
the register is closer to the informational and planned end of the dimensionl.
Furthermore, the medium of instruction does not have a significant effect. This might be
due to the subject of that particular recorded hour; because in recorded classes
sometimes the lecturers are more active and the participants are not involved due to the
subject. When compared to the engineering register, when the medium of instruction is
English both registers are quite similar; (-3.54% and -3.33%). This result can be
interpreted as follows; when the lecture is in a foreign language, whatever the subject
matter is, the register is usually planned and informational. On the other hand, when it
comes to the lecture in the mother tongue, it can be more interactional as can be

observed in Figure 20.
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4.2.2 Dimension 2: Argumentative vs. Reported Presentation

In this dimension, the term °‘argumentative’ refers to a qualified presentation of
information, comparing and contrasting various alternatives, while reported styles
simply present the facts with little consideration of alternatives possible. In addition to
the present tense, the major positive features on Dimension 3 are adjectival forms and
qualified statements (possibility modals, concession conjuncts). The negative
features,on the other hand, are the past tense and specific and generic nouns. Dimension
2 shows a basic opposition between the present tense and the past tense. However, as
indicated by the co-occurrence of past tense verbs and future tense modals (the negative
features), this dimension does not represent a simple difference between present and
past events (Biber, 1988). The positive features (possibility modals, concession
conjuncts and conditional clauses) represent present time, with frequent details and
qualifying conditions and concessions and negative features (proper nouns, generic

nouns) represent projected time (past or future) with a focus on human referents.

e Argumentative (positive features)
Present tense
Predicative adjectives
Possibility modals

Concession conjuncts

e Reported (negative Features)
Past Tense

Nouns (generic and specific)
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Figure 21. Dimension 2: Argumentative vs. Reported Presentation (End Result)

(Geological Engineering)
DIMENSION 2: ARGUMENTATIVE vs. REPORTED PRESENTATION
{End Result)
(10.00%) Argumentative Presentation
(5.00%)
(0.00%)
t (1.82%) ENGLISH
TURKISH == -(3.94%)
-{5.00%)
-{10.00%)

Reported Presentation

Along with Dimension 2, the most striking discoursal feature of university lectures is
that they are characterized by a heavy reliance on past tense forms, proper nouns and
specific nouns combined with markedly infrequent present tense forms, adjectives and
concessive conjuncts. In other words, it is possible to say that Geological engineering
lecture register is characterized by reported style whether the medium of instruction is
English or Turkish. It depends on the presentation of facts. These discoursal features

can be observed from the following examples;

Example (April,5 2004 HU)

Evet, arkadaslar simdi ne dedik, tasima kapasitesi dnemlidir dedik bir de oturma miktar:
dedik degil mi? Simdi oturmay: gordiik; iste kil tipi zeminlerde konsolidasyon oluyordu
vesaire dedik diil mi, kumiarda da yap: bitinceye kadar bir oturma bekleniyordu, yapt
bittikten sonra oturma oluyordu, simdi gelelim kaya tirii zeminlerdeki tasima
kapasitesine, kaya tiirii zeminlerde ingaa edilecek zeminler icin degerlendirmelerimiz
neler olacak ona bakalim. Aslinda kaya tirii zeminler arkadaglar bdyle c¢ok agiri
parcalanmig, kirilmis, kiigiik pargalara ayrilmus, ileri derecede bozulmaya ugramis
malzemeler degilse, normalde yap: temelleri igin mitkkemmel malzemeler olarak kabul
edilir, yani, hemen hemen beforun ortalama sikigma dayamm, iste betonun kalitesine,
grandometresine, kullanillan malzemeye vesaireye gbére degismekle birlikte, 40-50
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megapascali asmaz befonun seyi ec tek eksenli stkisma dayanimi ama bunun yaninda
kayalarin birgogu bu degerin {izerindedir.

Example (March, 11 2004 METU)

And we had an example on Tuesday just to show how we use CP’s to calculate
the reaction enthalpies at elevated temperature and remember again that in these
examples we provided the CP values for the substances involved in the reactions. What
if the CP values are not provided directly but rather in this way giving the constant a,b
and c for the substances. Now let us see how we calculate the reaction enthalpies using
Cp as higher or another different temperature. So, let us say that in cases, where heat
capacity data are provided indirectly, that is to say, providing the coefficients a, b, ¢
rather than providing direct CP values for the substances, the determination of enthalpy
change or requires the use of equations three point thirty-two and three point thirty-
three and that’s one example.

Figure 22. Dimension 2: Argumentative vs. Reported Presentation (End Result)
Department of Psychology

DIMENSION 2: ARGUMENTATIVE vs. REPORTED PRESENTATION
(End Result)
Argumentative Presentation
(10.00%)
(5.00%)
(0.00%)
ENGLISH
—a—~(2.32%)
o 0,
(6.00%) —t—-(5.46%)
TURKISH
-(10.00%)
Reported Presentation

Very similar to Geological Engineering lecture register, Psychology lecture register is
characterized by the reported style whether the medium of instruction is English or
Turkish. It depends on the simple presentation of facts with little consideration of

alternative possibilities.
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The dimension Argumentative versus Reported Presentation of Information relates
primarily to discourse purpose and is thus independent of mode consideration (oral and
literate characterization). The purpose in university lecture register is to give
information; however, it is possible to present information with comparing and
contrasting various alternatives rather than simply reporting the facts. When the
medium of instruction is English, it is possible justify this result because of the language
barrier; however when the medium of instruction is Turkish, the lecture register is still
characterized by reported style. The reason behind this result is most probably the
lecture delivery style. In the corpora the delivery technique is usually ‘rhetorical style’.
There is no reading but not actual discussion as well. Usually in the lectures, the topic is
planned and there is little interaction between the lecturer and the students. In these
corpora the lectures exhibit what Swales, ( 1990in Camicioletti 2004) refers to as the
‘open style’ in spoken academic discourse. “This is characterized by strong signals of
speaker’s presence; context bound references and noun groups that reflect the
specialized vocabulary of the topic at hand” (Camicioletti 2004:44).

4.2.3 Dimension 3: Overt vs. Implicit Logical Cohesion

Positive features mark the overt logical cohesion in the discourse and negative features
mark the implicit logical cohesion in the discourse. The lexico-grammatical patterns that
are going to be analyzed in order to disclose the discoursal features along dimension 3

are:

e Overt Logical Cohesion (Positive Features)
Conjuncts
Multi-functional Adverbial subordination
Discourse particles
Action verbs
Post position/preposition
Conditional Clause Connectors

o Implicit Logical Cohesion (Negative Features)

Nouns



123

Possessive Markers

Passive constructions

The positive features in this dimension relate primarily to textual cohesion, specifying
the logical relations among propositions. Clause connectors and conjuncts clearly have
this function, including explanative connectors such as ‘because’, explanative conjuncts
such as ‘therefore’ and general discourse connectors like, ‘and’, ‘but’. Furthermore,
coordinate connectors and conditional connectors (‘if’) have the same function.
Adverbial subordination specifies a particular relation between the main clause and
subordinate clause propositions. All these devices result in an explicit marking of
logical cohesion, overtly specifying the relations among clauses. The co-occurrence of
expressions with these positive features shows that there is an explicit marking of
logical cohesion. The negative features are fewer in number, but they show a nominal as
opposed to a verbal style (nouns, possessives, adjectives) and a frequent use of passive
clauses as opposed to active clauses. Most importantly, among negative features, none

of them marks logical relations.

The results show that along with Dimension 3, the significant discoursal feature of
university lectures is that they are marked with implicit logical cohesion. Logical
cohesion markers show how the lectures are structured and they guide listeners through
the lecture therefore it is important for lecturers to use them. However, cohesion in
spoken discourse is also established through paralinguistic features and non-verbal
channels such as intonation, gesture and eye gaze, therefore, using overt logical
cohesion markers is not the only way of guiding the lecturers. In some studies,
(Khuwaileh, 1999; Olsen and Huckin, 1990; Thompson, 1994), the use of logical
cohesion and all other discourse structuring devices has been found to have a positive
effect on lecture comprehension, particularly with audiences of non-native speakers. In
a study done by Williams (1992), it is concluded that non native teaching assistants
need to make more explicit use of discourse markers and connectors to compensate for
other problems relating to pronunciation and grammatical accuracy. Therefore, for this
particular study, it is hypothesized that when the lectures are in L1, overt logical
cohesion is less frequent compared to the lectures in a foreign language, specifically,
English.
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Figure 23. Dimension 3: Overt vs. Implicit Logical Cohesion (End Result) for
Department of Geological Engineering

DIMENSION 3: OVERT vs. IMPLICIT LOGICAL COHESION

(End Result)
(10.00%) Overt Logical Cohesion
. 0
(5.00%)
(0.00%)
TURKISH g -(1.31%)
~5.00%)
-(10.00%) _ : :
Implicit Logical Cohesion

In Figure 23 it can be observed that when the medium of instruction is English in
Geological engineering, there is extensive overt logical cohesion and when the medium
of instruction is L1 there is implicit logical cohesion. This result supports the hypothesis.
The discoursal features can be observed in the following examples;

Example ( April, 5 2004 HU)

Temel nasil yenilir, yani durup dururken tizerine binay1 kondurdugunuz zaman, ya da
igte yukii koydugumuz zaman temel nasil yenilir, alttaki temel? Temel dedigim iste
alttaki dogal malzeme kaya, zemin vesaire nasil yenilir bakalim. Baktigimiz zaman
arkadaslar,( grafik lizerinde) su zimbalama geklinde yenilme olabilir, bu da bakin su
noktadan sbyle bir catlak beliriyor ve su aradaki seyin agagiya dogru c¢okmesi
sonucunda veya bir tarafa yatmas: sonucunda temeli yatirir, bozar, kirar bu da tstlindeki
binay: yikar atar, degil mi? Zimbalama nasil olabilir? Zimbalama su sekilde gatlaklarin
gelismesi seklinde olabilir ve bunlar da saga sola yine, beton temel altindaki temel
zemininin hareketine sebep olur ki bu da temel lizerindeki yapiya zarar verir. Bir de
temel zemin altindaki malzeme pargalanabilir, ileri derecede parcalanmalar olusabilir
ve bunlar, temellerin ve binamin hasar gbrmesine sebep olur. Bir de kamalanma
gercekiesebilir,
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Example ( April, 5 2004 METU)

Well the solution is, first of all please note that since CP is expressed in terms of, in
units of Joule per mol per degree Kelvin, we have fo convert the temperature values
from degree Celsius to Kelvin, So then we have two temperatures twenty five degree
Celsius which is equal fo twenty five plus two hundred and seventy three that is two
hundred and ninety-eight degree Kelvin and three hundred degree Celsius is equal 7o
five hundred and seventy-three Kelvin. Delta H is equal 7o a plus bT minus cT power
minus two times dT when going from the temperature of reference fo the temperature of
interest. That was one of our earlier equations. Okay, I think that was given in equation
number three point thirty two. So what comes out when we take these out of the
integrated sign we have a times t minus T ref plus over two times T square minus T ref
square plus C times one over T minus one over T ref. So here the temperature of
reference and the temperature of interest are known.

Figure 24. Dimension 3: Overt vs. Implicit Logical Cohesion (End Result) for
Psychology Department

DIMENSION 3: OVERT vs. IMPLICIT LOGICAL COHESION
(End Result)
Overt Logical Cohesion
{10.00%)
(6.00%) !
{(0.00%)
TURKISH (2.69%)
| . 0, il -\ L. (]
(3.24%) ENGLISH
-(5.00%)
-(10.00%)

Implicit Logical Cohesion J

In the Psychology department, both in L1 and L2 lectures, there is implicit logical
cohesion. Indeed, Dimension 3 represents the overt marking of logical cohesion versus
other discourse organizations that rely on implicit relations among propositions; the
label ‘Overt vs. Implicit Logical Cohesion’ reflects this interpretation. Due to this, it is
possible to conclude that Psychology as a field may not necessitate overt logical
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cohesion. In Geological engineering, for example, when the subject is the
implementation of an experiment, overt cohesion devices are commonly used, because
the text itself presents a sequence of events, and students require an overt specification
of logical relations since they have only a class hour for comprehension, furthermore, if
there is problem solution process it is important to specify the relations among the steps.
On the other hand, in the Psychology department, subjects are presented with implicit
logical cohesion, because there is usually a text in front of the students and usually they
have an opportunity to infer logical cohesions. Since, non native lecturers need to make
more explicit use of discourse markers and connectors to compensate for other problems
relating to pronunciation and grammatical accuracy; it might be possible to say that the
lecturer in the Geological engineering department might feel insecure and use more

cohesive devices.
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CHAPTER§
CONCLUSION

The major aim of this study was to analyse lecture discourse in English and Turkish
medium universities comparatively. Furthermore, it was intended to describe the lexico-
grammatical features of language in different academic discourse communities with
Turkish and English media of instruction. The study identified the discoursal features of
the lectures with Turkish and English media of instruction in terms of planned versus
unplanned or interactional versus informational discourse, argumentative versus

reported presentation and overt versus logical cohesion comparatively.

Generally, it can be concluded that the most significant discoursal characteristic feature
of academic lectures is its being informational and planned discourse. Although
academic lectures represent a spoken genre, they show literate characteristics for shared
knowledge among participants and information load. Still, the register of academic
lectures has its own specific lexical, grammatical, and discoursal peculiarities.

Considering the findings of the microscopic and macroscopic analyses presented in
Chapter III, it is possible to argue that when the medium of instruction changes in
lecture register the commonly used lexico-grammatical features and some discoursal
features may change as well. Furthermore, the field of study is another variable in this
study and it could also be stated that the field of study plays an important role in the
analysis lecture register.

When the results of micro-analysis are taken into consideration, it is possible to argue
that there are some differences in Turkish and English medium of instruction. Since the
corpus is limited, none of the lexico-grammatical features are accepted as register
markers; in other words, statistically they are not significant. However, at the lexical

level, nouns are frequently used in lecture register both with Turkish and English
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medium of instruction. Among 12.729 words in the Turkish corpus, 783 nouns are
found (6.15%) and in the English corpus among 11.687 words, 665 (5.70%) are nouns.
This result indicates that lecture register has an informational nature.

In the analysis, it is found that nearly 5% of Turkish corpus is made up of subordinating
devices. However, in the English corpus there are 263 (2.25%) subordinating devices.
Depending on the fact that subordination reflects the structural complexity, it is possible
to argue that lecturers, being non-native speakers of English, avoid using complex
structures. However, when the lectures are in the mother tongue, subordinating devices
and complex sentences are employed. When the communicative purpose of lectures is
taken into consideration, which is the transmission of information, it is natural to use
subordinating devices such as relative clauses, because especially relative clauses are
used to convey information about the referents in the text. Similarly “adverbial clauses
express interactional propositions like reasons, purposes or temporal settings” (Biber,

Conrad and Reppen, 1996:29) adverbial clauses are used in academic lectures.

Since there is an interaction between the discourse participants in lectures the use of
first and second person pronouns are also frequent. 366 (2.88%) pronouns are used in
the Turkish corpus and 224 (1.92%) pronouns are used in the English corpus. In fact the
interaction like in conversations is not a common concern for lecture register, but still
there is interaction in the classroom, therefore the use of personal pronouns is important.
The use of pronouns is more frequent in the Turkish corpus due to the structure of
Turkish. In Turkish, as stated earlier, pronouns can be deleted and then recovered from
the inflection of the verb.

Prepositions and post positions are also used moderately in both Turkish and English
corpora. Especially in the English corpus, 485 (4.15%) prepositions are found. Both
prepositions and postpositions are used to expand the informational load in texts

therefore it is natural to use these devices in lecture register.

Present tense markers are more frequent than past tense markers in academic lecture
register. Nearly 5% Present tense markers are used to focus on the information being

presented and to refer to general facts and events. The past tense is usually used for
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narratives however, past tense is not frequently used. Especially the reported past tense
marker —mlg in Turkish is very rare. Therefore, it can be concluded that in academic
lecture register, general facts and events are presented and the focus is on the

information.

Questions, in academic lecture register, are not statistically significant, In the analysis,
yes/no questions, Wh questions and what if questions are considered. Among these three
types of questions the most frequent type of questions are yes no questions. ‘What if’
questions are very rare both in the English and the Turkish corpus. Another result is that
all types of questions are more frequent in the lectures with Turkish medium of
instruction. In the Turkish corpus there are 193 questions whereas in the English corpus
there are only 61 questions. Especially Wh questions are much more frequent in the
Turkish corpus. Since questions indicate a concern with interpersonal functions and
involvement with the addressee, it can be argued that when the lectures are in a foreign

language there is less involvement due to the language barrier.

Phrase and clause coordination is infrequent in the corpora; however, the clause
coordinator ‘and’ is moderately frequent when the medium of instruction is English
(1.69%). ‘And’ as a clause coordinator is a general purpose connective that can mark
many different logical relations between two clauses, since English is a foreign
language both for the lecturers and the students ‘arnd’ might be overused as a generic

discourse marker to substitute other topic shifters such as ‘let’s.

The use of other features such as lexical classes, namely amplifiers, downtoners,
discourse particles and conjuncts are nearly the same in both Turkish and English
medium lectures. In the Turkish corpus, there are 234 words and in the English corpus
there are 221 words under the category of lexical classes. Among lexical classes, the
most frequent device used in the corpus is conjuncts which are important in discourse
with a highly informational focus. However, they are usually more common in writing
than speech but, as stated earlier, lectures are the examples of planned discourse and
they show the characteristics of written register. Amplifiers and downtoners are not
frequently used in both Turkish and English corpora; however, especially in the lectures
with English medium of instruction they are very rare. Amplifiers mark certainty and



130

act of convincing towards the proposition, therefore to convince the addressee is not one

of the communicative purposes of the lectures.

Adjectives and adverbs seem to elaborate and expand the information presented in a
text. Furthermore, they are used for idea unit integration and expansion. However, they
are not frequent in the lecture discourse. In the Turkish corpus, there arel17 adjectives
among 11.687 words. It is possible to explain this result depending on the fact that the
type of information being elaborated by using adjectives and adverbs is different;
adjectives and adverbs are used for elaborating descriptive kind of information rather
than logical, nominal types of information. In lecture discourse, the type of information
being presented is usually logical, nominal types of information, therefore adjectives

and adverbs do not have a significant function in lecture discourse.

The majority of features like; imperatives, possibility modals and action verbs are
rarely employed in the sample. All of these features are less than 1% in the corpora.
Imperatives are 0.29% in the Turkish corpus and 0.22% in the English corpus. Similarly
possibility modals are 0.46% in both corpora. Possibility modals and action verbs are
between 0.55-0.75% in the sample. It is possible to argue that they do not serve for the
communicative purposes of lecture register. Passives are also not frequent in the
sample; because passives are important surface markers of the decontextualized style
that typically characterizes writing. In a passive construction, dropping the agent results
in a static abstract presentation of information. From this perspective, they are not

commonly employed in lectures.

In the macroscopic analysis of the corpus, three dimensions are analyzed compartively
in two different fields; social sciences and engineering. These dimensions are; planned
versus unplanned or interactional versus informational discourse, argumentative versus
reported presentation and overt versus logical cohesion. Therefore, some discoursal
characteristics of academic lectures with Turkish and English medium of instruction can
be interpreted as follows:

The most significant discoursal feature of the language of academic lectures is its being

an informational discourse, furthermore, in terms of production circumstances, it might
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be stated that academic lectures are planned registers. Information is carefully organized
prior to its presentation. However, it must be emphasized that when the medium of
instruction is Turkish in the field of engineering, the discourse is more interactional and

less planned.

Both the Geological engineering lecture register and Psychology lecture register are
characterized by reported style whether the medium of instruction is English or Turkish.
This is another discoursal feature of academic lectures. Discourse depends on the
simple presentation of facts with little consideration of alternative possibilities. The
purpose in university lecture register is to give information by simply reporting the
facts. Nouns can be considered the register marker of lectures; therefore, the discourse
depends on reported presentation of information rather than argumentative presentation

of information.

Another discoursal feature of university lectures is that they are marked with implicit
fogical cohesion. This does not mean that the conjuncts and other devices are not used
in the lectures; however, in lectures there are other meta discursive monologic
expressions used to structure on going speech like “today we’re gonna discuss ions and
cations in the next hour”. Especially, when the lectures are in L1, overt logical cohesion
is less frequent compared to the lectures in a foreign language. Using overt or implicit
cohesion devices depends on the subject matter as well as the medium of instruction. In
other words, it is supposed that since lecture comprehension is usually a major obstacle
for non-native speakers, the presence of overt logical connectors and similar devices are
beneficial in guiding students. Furthermore, using overt logical cohesion both in L1 and
L2 lecture register is also necessary for many disciplines, particularly, science and
engineering. In this study, in the Geological engineering department, when the medium
of instruction is English, there is extensive overt logical cohesion and when the medium

of instruction is Turkish there is implicit logical cohesion.

Although it has some limitations, this study also suggests a number of possibilities for
further research. Further research with a wide disciplinary focus would likely reveal

interesting differences in how academic lecture discourse is structured in various
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academic disciplines. Moreover, for register comparison studies, this particular study

might be considered as a starting point.

From a pedagogical viewpoint this study might also be considered important. The
findings of the study might help both the L2 lecturers and lecture audience to enhance
the awareness of the important function of certain lexico-grammatical features in
constituting the discoursal features and ultimately contribute to more successful
lecturing.

This study might also be considered important from an educational discourse viewpoint;
for the reason that ‘medium of instruction’ is a classroom discourse problem and
necessitates in depth discourse analysis. On the other hand, the criticisms directed at
foreign language medium instruction, are largely based on the evaluations and
observations of the instructors and students. However, this is a scientific discourse study
and depending on the results of the study the issue of medium of instruction might be

reconsidered.



133

REFERENCES

ADGER, D. “Discourse in Educational Settings”. The Handbook of Discourse Analysis, D.
SCHRIFFRIN, D. TANNEN and H. E. HAMILTON (Eds.), Blackwell, 2001: 1-10.

AKAR, D. "Gereginin Yapilmasim Rica Ederim: Is Yazigmalarmda Kullanilan Istek
Bigimleri." Dilbilim Arstirmalari, 2000: 9-16.

AKAR, D. "Wh-questions in Turkish." Current Issues in Turkish Linguistics. Proceedings of
the Fifth International Conference on Turkish Linguistics, Vol. 2, 2001: 67-74.

ATABAY, N., I. KUTLUK and S. OZEL. Sézciik Tiirleri, Ankara: Olgag Yayinevi, 1983.

ATHANASIADOU, A. and R. DIRVEN. "Conditionality, Hypotheticality, Counterfactuality.”
On Conditionals Again, A. ATHANASIADOU and R. DIRVEN (Eds.), Amsterdam /
Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 1997: 61-96.

ATKINSON, D. and D. BIBER. "Register: A Review of Empirical Research." Sociolinguistic
Perspectives on Register, D. BIBER and E. FINEGAN (Eds.), New York and Oxford:
Oxford University Press. 1994:351-385.

BAYYURT, Y. "Tiirkge'de "Resmiyet' Kavramma TV Sohbet Programlar1 Cergevesinden Bir
Bakis." Dilbilim Arastirmalary, 2000: 17-37.

BEAUGRANDE, R. de. "Register” in Discourse Studies: A Concept in Search of a Theory.”
Register Analysis. Theory and Practice. M. GHADESSY (Ed.), London: Taylor &
Francis. 1993 7-25.

BEAUGRANDE, R. de. "Textlinguistics." Handbook of Pragmatic Manual, J.
VERSCHUEREN, J. O. OSTMAN and J. BLOMMAERT (Eds.), John Benjamins. 1995:
536-544.



134

BEAUGRANDE, R.de. "The "Pragmatics" of Doing Language Science: The Warrant for
Large-Corpus Linguistics." Journal of Pragmatics 25, 1996:503-535.

BEAUGRANDE, R. de. "Textlinguistics at the Millennium: Corpus Data and Missing Links."
Text 20 (2), 2000:153-195.

BESNIER, N. “The Linguistic Relationships of Spoken and Written Nukulaclae Registers”.
Register, 64, 1988: 707-36.

BHATIA, V. K. Analysing Genre: Language Use in Professional Settings. London & New
York: Longman, /993,

BIBER, D. Variation across Speech and Writing. Cambridge University Press, 1988.

BIBER, D. "An Analytic Framework for Register Studies." Sociolinguistic Perspectives on
Register, D. BIBER and E. FINEGAN (Eds.), New York and Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1994:31-56.

BIBER, D. and E. FINEGAN. "Introduction. Situating Register in Sociolinguistics.”
Sociolinguistic Perspectives on Register, D. BIBER and E. FINEGAN (Eds.), New York
and Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994: 1-7.

BIBER, D. and M. HARED. "Linguistic Correlates of the Transition to Literacy in Somali:
Language Adaptation in Six Press Registers." Sociolinguistic Perspectives on Register,
D. BIBER and E. FINEGAN (Eds.), New York and Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1994: -182-216.

BIBER, D. and S. CONRAD." Register Variation: A Corpus Approach." The Handbook of
Discourse Analysis, D. SCHRIFFRIN, D. TANNEN and H. E. HAMILTON (Eds.).
Blackwell, 2001: 175-196.

BIBER, D., S. CONRAD and R. REPPEN. "Corpus-Based Investigations of Language Use.”
Amnnual Review of Applied Linguistics 16, 1996: 115-136.

BIBER, D., S. CONRAD and R. REPPEN. Corpus Linguistics. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1998.



135

BLACKMORE, D. “Discourse and Relevance” The Handbook of Discourse Analysis, D.
SCHRIFFRIN, D. TANNEN and H. E. HAMILTON (Eds.), Blackwell, 2001.

BLANKENSHIP, J. “A Linguistic Analysis of Oral and Written Style. Quarterly Journal of
Speech 48, 1962: 419-22.

BLOOMFIELD, L. Language. New York. Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1933.
BROWN, G. and YULE, G. Discourse Analysis. London: Cambridge University Press, 1983.

BROWN, P. an FRASER, C. “Speech as a Marker of Situation” Social Markers in Speech K.R.
SCHERER an h. GILES. Cambridge: CUP, 1979:33-62.

CAMICIOTOLLYL, B.C. “Interactive Discourse Structuring in L2 Guest Lectures: Some Insights
From a Comparative Corpus Based Study” Jowrnal of English for Academic Purposes 3,
2004: 39-54.

CAZDEN, C.B. Classroom Discourse: The Language of Teaching and Learning (2™
Ed.).Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann, 20001.

CAZDEN CB. and BECK. “Classroom Discourse”. Introduction to the Handbook of
Discourse Processes, AD.GRAESSER et.al.,(Eds.). Mahwah, NJ, 2003: 165-197.

CHAFE, W. “Linguistic Differences prouced by Differences Between Speaking and Writing”.
Literacy, Language and Learning. D. OLSEN, N. TORRENCE and E. HILYAR (Eds.).
Cambridge: CUP, 1985: 105-123.

CHAFE, W L. and DANIELEWICZ, J. “Properties of Spoken and Written Language”.
Comprehending Oral and Written Language, R. HOROWITZ an S.J. SAMUELS (Eds.)
New York: Academic Press, 1989.

CHOMSKY, N. Knowledge of Language: Iis nature, origin and Use. Prager: New york, 1989.

CSATO, E. A. and L. JOHANSON. "Turkish." The Turkic Languages, L. JOHANSON and
LA. CSATO (Eds.), London and New York: Routledge, 1998:203-235.



136

CHAUDRON, C. and RICHARDS, J.C. “The Effect of Discourse Markers on the
Comprehension of Lectures” Applied Linguistics. 7, 1986:113-127.

DIESSEL, H. "The Ordering Distribution of Main and Adverbial Clauses: A Typological
Study." Language 77 (3), 2001: 433-455.

DEVITO, J. “Psychogrammatical Factors in Oral and Written Discourse by Skilled
Communicators. Speech Monographs, 33, 1967: 73-6.

ERGUVANLL E. E. The Function of Word Order in Turkish Grammar. Berkley: University of
California Press, 1984.

ERGUVANLI TAYLAN, E. "Yantiimcelerde Tamlayan Ekinin Islevi Uzerine." Dilbilim
Arastirmalari, 1994: 31-41.

ERGUVANLI TAYLAN, E. and A. S. OZSOY. "Tiirkge'deki Baz1 Kiplik Bigimlerinin
Ogretimi Uzerine." VIL Dilbilim Kurultay: Bildirileri, 1993: 1-9.

ERGUVANLI TAYLAN, E. and A. S. OZSOY. "Tiirkge'deki Belirtecimsilerin Sozdizimsel
Ozellikleri." VIIL Dilbilim Kurultay: Bildirileri, 1994: 99-109.

ERKMAN AKERSON, F. "Tiirkge Yiiklemde Gorlinliy, Zaman ve Kip." VIII Dilbilim
Kurultay: Bildirileri, 1994: 79-88.

ERKMAN AKERSON, F. and S. OZIL. Tirkcede Niteleme. Sifat Islevli Yan Tiimceler.
Istanbul: Simurg, 7998.

ERVIN-TRIPP, S. “On Sociolinguistic Rules: Alternation and Co-Occurance.Directions in
Sociolinguistics, J.,GUMPERZ and D. HYMES (Eds.) New York: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, 1972: 213-50).

FERGUSON, C.A. "Dialect, Register, and Genre: Working Assumptions about
Conventionalization.” Sociolinguistic Perspectives on Register. D. BIBER and E.
FINEGAN (Eds.), New York and Oxford: Oxford University Press, 71994 15-30.



137

FISHMAN. J. “The Sociology of Language”. Language and Social Context. P.P. GIGLIOLI
(Eds.) New York: Penguin Books, 1972: 45-48.

FORD, C. E. and S. A. THOMPSON. "Conditionals in Discourse: A Text-Based Study from
English." Or Conditionals, E. C. Traugott et. al. (Eds.), Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1986: 353-372.

FRASER, B. “What are Discourse Markers’ .Journal of Pragmatics 31, 1999:931-952.

GRABE, W. "Written Discourse Analysis." Annual Review of Applied Linguistics 5, 1984: 101-
123,

GRAESSER, A.C., GERNSBACHER, M.A., GOLDMAN, S.R. Introduction to The Handbook
of Discourse Processes, Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum, 2003.

GRIMSHAW, A.D. “Genres, Registers and Contexts of Discourse” Introduction to The
Handbook of Discourse Processes, AD GRAESSER et.al. (Eds.), Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum,
2003: 25-75.

HAIG, G. "Turkish Relative Clauses: A Tale of Two Participles." Turkic Languages 1(2), 1997:
184-209.

HAIG, G. Relative Constructions in Turkish. Weisbaden, Harrassowitz, 1998.

HALLIDAY, M. A. K. An Introduction to Functional Grammar. London: Edward Arnold,
1985.

HALLIDAY, M. A. K. and R. HASAN. Cohesion in English. London and New York:
Longman, 1976.

HYMES, D. “Modals of the Interaction of Social Life” J.GUMPERZ and D. HYMES (Eds.)
Directions in Sociolinguistics, Holt: New York, 1972: 35-71.

HARRIS, Z. Structural Linguistics. Chicago. University of Chicago Press, 1951.



138

ILGIN, L. "Yazih Kullammda Tiimce Baglama." XI. Dilbilim Kurultay: Bildirileri, 1997: 47-
59.

KAPLAN, R. Oxford Handbook of Applied Linguistics.Oxford University Press, 20002.

KARAS, M. "The Language of Newspaper Reporting-Ideological Transformation of Discourse:
How Newspapers Get Their Messages Across.” Modern Studies in Turkish Linguistics
(Proceedings of the 6" International Conference on Turkish Linguistics), 1995: 39-54.

KAY, P. “Language Evolution and Speech Style” Sociocultural Dimensions of Cultural
Change, B. B. BLOUNT and M. SANCHEZ, New York Academic Press, 1977:21-33.

KESSAPIDU, S. "A Critical Linguistic Approach to a Corpus of Business Letters in Greek."
Discourse and Society 8, 1997: 479-500.

KHUWAILEH, A.A. “The Role of Chunks, Phrases and Body Language in Understanding Co-
Ordinated Academic Lectures”. System, 27, 1999: 249-260.

KIM, Y.J. and D. BIBER. "A Corpus-Based Analysis of Register Variation in Korean."
Sociolinguistic Perspectives on Register, D. BIBER and E. FINEGAN (Eds.), New York
and Oxford: Oxford University Press, 71994: 157-161.

KORNFILT, J. Turkish. London: Routledge, 1997.

KROLL, B. “Ways Communicators Encode Propositions in Spoken and Written English: a
Look at Subordination and Coordination” Discourser Across Time and Space, E.O.
KEENON and T. BENNET (Eds.) Los Angles: University of Southern California,
1977:69-108.

LABOV, W. “The Logic of Non Standard English®, Language and Social Context. P.
GIGLIOLI (Eds.). New York: Penguin Books, 1972:179-215.

LECKIE-TERRY, H. "The Specification of a Text: Register, Genre and Language Teaching."
Register Analysis. Theory and Practice. M. GHADESSY (Ed.), London: Taylor &
Francis, 1993: 26-42,



139

LECKIE-TERRY, H. Language and Context. A Functional Linguistic Theory of Register.
London and New York: Pinter, 1995.

LEWIS, G.L. Turkish Grammar. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1967.

MARTIN, J.R. “Technicality and Abstraction: Language for the Creation of Specialized
Texts”.Analysing English in a Global Context. A Reader. A. Burns and C. Coffin (Eds.).
London and New York: rouledge, 2000.

OCHS, E. "Planned and Unplanned Discourse." Syntax and Semantics, Vol. 12, T. GIVON
(Ed.), Academic Press, 1979: 51-80.

O’DONNEL, R.C. ‘Syntactic Differences between Speech an Writing® American Speech, 49,
1974:102-110

OKTAR, L. and S. YAGCIOGI, U. "Tiirkge Metin Tiirleri: Bir Smuflandirma Caligmas1." IX.
Dilbilim Kurultay: Bildirileri 1996: 205-220.

OLSEN, L.A. and HUCKIN, T.N. “Point Driven Understanding in Engineering Lecture
Comprehension”. English for Specific Purposes, 9, 33-47.

OLSON, D.R. “From Utterance to Text: The bias of Language in Speech and Writing.”
Harvard Educational Review, 47, 1977:257-81.

OZIL, S. and C. SENOZ. "Tiirkge'de "Bu", "Su" Sozcikleri." X. Dilbilim Kurultay: Bildirileri,
1996: 27-39.

OSTMAN, J. and 1. VIRTANEN. "Discourse Analysis." Handbook of Pragmatic Manual, J.
VERSCHUEREN, J. O. OSTMAN and J. BLOMMAERT (Eds.), John Benjamins,

1995:239-253.

OZBEK, N. "Tiirkce'de SSylem Belirleyicileri.” Dilbilim AraStrmalari, 1998:37-47. OZEL, S.
Tirkiye Tiirkgesinde Sozciik Tiiretme ve Bilestirme. Ankara: TDK Yaymlar1.

OZSOY, A. S. Tiirkce. Istanbul: Bogazigi Universitesi Yaymlari, 1999.



140

OzSOY, A. S. and E. ERGUVANLI TAYLAN. "Tiirkge'nin Neden Gosteren [lgeg
Yanttimceleri." Dilbilim AraStrmalari, 1998°.116-125.

OZYILDIRIM, 1. "Turk Yasa Dili." Hacettepe Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi 6. (1),
1999a: 89-114,

OZYILDIRIM, I. "Tiirk Ceza Kanunu: Yasal S6z Eylemlerin Coziimlenmesi." Hacettepe
Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Dergisi 16 (2), 1999b: 95-106.

OZYILDIRIM, I. "Hukuk Diline Bir Ornek: Sézlesmeler."Hacettepe Universitesi Edebiyat
Fakiiltesi Dergisi 17 (1), 2000: 43-60.

POOLE, D. “Discourse Analysis an Applied Linguistics” KAPLAN (Eds.),O xford Handbook
of Applied Linguistics.Oxford University Press, 20002.

POOLE, M.and FIEL, T.W. “A Comparison of Oral and Written Code Elaboration.Language
and Speech, 19, 1976:305-11.

QUIRK, R., S. GREENBAUM, G. LEECH and J. STARTVIK. 4 Comprehensive Grammar of
the English Language. London and New York: Longman, 1987.

SANSA TURA, S. "DIR in Modern Turkish." Proceedings of the 2™ International Conference
on Turkish Linguistics, 1986:145-158.

SCHRIFFRIN, D., D. TANNEN and H. E. HAMILTON. "Introduction." The Handbook of
Discourse Analysis, D. SCHRIFFRIN, D. TANNEN and H. E. HAMILTON (Eds.),
Blackwell, 2001: 1-10.

SEARLE, J.R. Speech Acts. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1969.

SINCLAIR, JM and COULTHARD, R.M. fowards an Analysis of Discourse: The English
Used By Teachers and Pupils. London: Oxford University Press, 1975.

STUBBS, M. Text and Corpus Analysis. Oxford: Blackwell, 1996.



141

STUBBS, M. "An Educational Theory of (Written) Language." Written Language, T. BLOOR
and J. NORRISH (Eds.), Warwick, 1997: 3-38.

STUBBS, M. "Judging the Facts: An Analysis of One Text in Its Institutional Context." The
Sociolinguistic Reader, Vol. 2, J. CHESHIRE and P. TRUDGILL (Eds.), London and
New York: Arnold, 1998: 348-367.

STUBBS, M.Discourse Analysis. Chicago. The University of Chicago Press, 1983.

SWALES, J. M. Genre Analysis. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990.

TRASK, R.L. Key Concepts in Language and Linguistics. London: Routledge, 1999.

UNDERHILL, R. Turkish Grammar. 5" Edition, MIT Press, 1987.

USLU, Z. "Tiirkge'de Neden Bildirme Iglevi: ‘I¢in' Ilgeci ve ‘-dAn' Eki." XV. Dilbilim
Kurultay: Bildirileri, 2001: 123-129.

van DIJK, T. A. "Introduction: Discourse Analysis as a New Cross-Discipline." Handbook of
Discourse Analysis, T.A. van DIJK (Ed.), London: Academic Press, 1985:1-10.

van DIJK, T. A. "Discourse Semantics and ldeology." Discourse and Society 6(2), 1995:243-
289.

van DIJK, T. A. "The Study of Discourse." Discourse as Structure and Process, T. A. van DIJK
(Ed.), London: Sage Publications, 1997a:1-34.

van DIJK, T.A. "What is Political Discourse Analysis?" Political Linguistics II, J.
BLOOMMEART and C. BULCAN (Eds.), John Benjamins, 1997b:11-52.

WIILIAMS, J. “Planning, Discourse Marking and the Comprehensibility of International
Teaching Assistants”. TESOL Quarterly, 26, 1993: 693-711.

YARAR, E. The Official Language of Turkish.. A Formal and Functional Approach.
Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation. Ankara: Hacettepe University, 2002.



142

YONDEM, M.T. “Effect of Discourse Markers on Turkish Discourse Segmentation” Studies In
Turkish Linguistics: Proceedings of The Tenth International Conference in
TurkishLinguistics, Istanbul: Bogazigi University Press; 2000: 411-419



143

APPENDIX
SAMPLE LECTURE ANALYSIS

METU Geological Engineering (March, 11 2004)

Dimension 1: Structural Elaboration: Interactional (Unplanned)vs Informational

(Planned)

e Interactional Features (Positive features)

Yes/No questions: 9 e.g. Is this an equivalancy? Isn'’t it? Ok?

Or Coordination: 4 e.g. ...she will be the third person in this team or you know she can
make a team with another people in section two...

Stance ajectives: 4 e.g. famous, cold etc.

What if questions: 1 e.g.What if the Cp values are not provide directly...?

Time deictic: 8 e.g.last week,in the secon hour, today etc.

Focus Markers: 3 e.g. We also konow, entrophy can also be used

Amplifiers: 8 e.g.extremely, fully, greatly, highly, intensely, perfectly...

Downtoners: 2 soinewhat, fairly

Imperatives: 10 e.g. calculate the stanart enthalpy, try to arrange your groups.

Wh Questions: 13 e.g. which way the reaction goes at twenty five degree Celcius? What
comes out when we take this out?

1st an 2nd person pronouns: 42

Causative adverbial clauses: 7 e.g. this is because exhotermic process, elevated

temperature because the reaction of formation of most of te substances...

e Informational Features (Negative features)
Relative Clauses: 7 e.g. Specific heat which is defined, in cases where etc.
And clause/phrase coordination: 23 ... one glam by one degree Celsius and the heat
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capacity is a measure
Common Nouns: 66 e.g. student, grpoups, homework assignments elc.
Complement Clauses: 14 e.g.  think that...t, it is natural to say that..., It means that...
Agentless Passives: 16 eg. teams are supposed to consist of 3 stuents, quartz is heated,

when salt is stirredetc.

Dimension 2: Argumentative vs Reported Presentations

e Argumentative Presentation (Positive features)

Present tense: 72 e.g. says, requires, comes out, take place, seems, appears, describe,
becomes, adds, increases etc.

Predicative Ajectives:2 I'm not sure, That’s right.

Possibility Modals: 9 e.g. enthalpy changes can be used fairly satisfactoriliy ...

Concession Conjuncts: 2 although it is entirely natural..., despite the fact that...

e Reported Presentation (Negative Features)

Past Tense: 9 e.g. distributed, were able to, had, provide, involved, consiered

Nouns: 66

Dimension 3: Overt vs Implicit Logical Cohesion

e Overt Logical Cohesion (Positive Features)

Conjuncts: 23for alcoholic reactions that is to say the reactions, elevate temperature
beacuse the reaction...as a conclusion, furthermore, in fact...

Multi-functional Adverbial subordination: values provied inirectly while giving the

coefficients

Discourse Particles: 10 e.g. now, all right, ok,well, you know etc.

Action Verbs: give,d istribute,prepare, put, make a note, write down,

Prepositions:87 e.g. in, of, at, with, down, to, of etc.

Conditional clause coordinators: 1 processes do not occur unless energy is supplied

¢ Implicit Logical Cohesion (Negative Features)
Nouns:66 (18 specific) e.g. enthalpy, equation, Gibbs free energy etc.
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Possesive Markers: - )
Passive constructions:16 e.g.CP is expressed in terms of..., the temperature of interest

are known..., when this salt is stirred...

H.U. Department of Psychology ( November,11 2004)
Boyut 1: Yapisal Ayrintilandirma: Etkilegisel (Plansiz) vs Bilgisel (Planl)

¢ Etkilesimsel f)zelﬁkler

Evet/ Hayir sorulari : 3 e.g. acar misiniz, degismeyecek mi, sorunuz var mi?

Ya da/ veya baglac1: 2 esas olarak ben ya da benlik, benlik ya belirlenmistir ya da..
Tutum sifatlari:8 Cok biiyiik bir adam, sert bir kigi

O halde sorulart: -

Zaman belirtegleri: 12 daha dnceden, dersin baginda, 1939 °da, kisa siire sonra etc.
Odaklayicilar: 11 bagska eserleri de var, sonrasinda da aymdir.

Anlam gii¢lenirici belirtegler: 19 en iyi, en ¢ok, en iyi tamamen

Anlam zayiflatic1 belirtegler: -

Emir Tiimceleri: -

‘Ne’ Sorular::

1. ve 2. kisi adillari: 8 e.g. bahsettigimiz, calistik, devam edece@im.

Neden gésteren belirte¢ yan tlimceleri: 4 e.g. oldugu igin, ¢linkd.

o Bilgisel Ozellikler

Ortaclar: 45 e.g. getirdigi, anlatildig1, yasayan organizma, yagamig insan,
netlestiremeigimiz kavramlar

‘Ve’ 8bek/ tlimcecik baglaci: 20

Adlar: 58

Tiimleg yan tiimceleri: 13 biyografi veriyoruz ki baglant: kurabilelim.

Edensiz edilgen: 8 getirildi, dzetlenebilir, kaplanmistir, tammlamyor, ¢alisiliyor, etc.
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Boyut 2: Dolaysiz vs Dolayh Séylem

e Dolaysiz

Genis Zaman: 51 igerisindedir, yansumaktadir, icermektedir, ortaya ¢ikarmigtir efc.
Sifat Tuimceleri: -

Olasilik kipleri: 4 ozetlenebilir, kullanilabilecegini

Odiinleyici belirteg yan tiimceleri : 1 bilinmedigi halde

o Dolayh
Gegmis zaman: 17 sigmmuglards, galistik, ediyormus, algiliyormusg, calistyormus
Adlar: 105 e.g.olaylar, yaganty, insanlar, kavramlar, benlik, canlilar, temel yapilaretc.

Dimension 3: Overt vs Implicit Logical Cohesion

e Overt Logical Cohesion (Positive Features)

Mantiksal bagdagiklik belirleyiciler: 4 e.g.dolayisyla, kisaca, drnegin etc.

Cok iglevli belirte¢ yan tlimceleri: 25 giivenceye alacak kadar ¢ok para..., arzularin
doyurduguna inanyor.

Soylem Belirleyiciler: 5 e.g. yani, gercekten de, evet etc.

Hareket gosteren eylemler: 15 imzalatmak, yayinlamak, al, agikla etc.

Son ilgegler:65 e.g. gibi,icin, ile, yoluyla, gire, kadar gibi, itibaren

Kosul Tiimceleri: 1

¢ Implicit Logical Cohesion (Negative Features)

Adlar: 105 (58+47) e.g. totem, tabu, psikopatoloji, psikaanaliz, Freud, giidii, libido,
insan, alt benlik

Iyelik ekleri: 30 dersinin sisteminde, babas, Freud un kurami,Freud’un determenistik
bakis agist

Edilgen Ttimceler:10
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METU Geological Engineering (March, 11 2004)

I'm going to give you a homework assignment OK? As you remember, last week I
distributed the forms and homework assignment will consist of a set of six problems,
problem sets and each set will be_containing three or four or five questions all right? So
as far as I know you are now 22 students and teams are supposed to consist of three
students, so probably one student will work alone and whatlie or she can do is either
join one of the teams in this section so he will be or she will be the fourth person in this
team or you know she can make a team with anather people in section two., because I
think in section two there will be alsa one student who work alone. So what I would like
you to do is prepare a list in the break for the second hour, I would appreciate all right?
And I will be distributing you the first homework assignment taday because the home
works will be due to eighteenth of march, next Thursday, so please try to arrange your
groups and so that you can let me know in the second hour and I will distribute the
homework accordingly and remember again the grading of the assignment of each team
will be reflected in the grading of the students making up the team and it is your
responsibility to make the work arrangement of each student in the team or during the
solution of the problem set. OK?

All right, well, today we will continue with the concept of heat capacity, remember that
the heat capacity is the amount of heat required to increase the temperature of one mall
above one degree Celsius. Somewhat identical with heat capacity is the specific heat
which is defined as the heqt required ... to increase one glam by one degree Celsius and
the heat capacity is a measure of aa is a me an to provide the calculation of reaction
enthalpy that the elevated temperature because the reaction of formation of most of the
substances of geologic impress are elevated for twenty five degree Celsius. Remember
CP was being defined as dq over dt and for alcoholic reactions that is to say the
reactions taking place at constant pressure temperatures we were able to define this as
dh over dt which which is for alcoholic cases substance p denoting the constant pressure
conditions. We alsa have anather expressian for Cp and that is3 point twenty eight yes,
CP are alsa being expressed by equation a plus bt minus Ct to the power minus two

a,b,c being constant relevance to the substances involved in the reactions and that was
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our equation three point thirty . .And we had an example on Tuesday just to show how
we use CP's to calculate the reaction enthalpies at elevated temperature and remember
again that in 'these examples we provided the ¢p values for the substances involved in
the reactiops. if the CP values are not provjded directly but rather in this way giying the
constant a,b and ¢ for the substances. Now let us see how we calculate the reaction
enthalpies using Cp as higher or anather different temperatures. So, let us say that in
cases, where heat capacity data are provided indirectly, that is to say, providing the
coefficients a, b, c rather than providing direct CP values for the substances, the
determination of enthalpy change or requires the use of equations three point th,irty-two
and three point thirty-three and that' s the /' one example. The problem says how does
the enthalpy of one mal quartz change if it is heated from twenty-five degree Celsius to
three hundred degree Celsius? Note that the heat capacity can be expressed as CP equals
a plus bt minus ¢T power minus two I joule per mole per Kelvin where the coefficience
a equals to forty-six point ninety-four b is equal to point O three four three and ¢ is
equal to one, one two point nine six. So this is the equation provided and those are the
coefficients so you are going to find out the change in enthalpy while the quartz is
heated from twenty-five to three hundred degree Celsius. Well the solution is, first of
all please note that since CP is expressed in terms of,. in units of Joule per mal per
degree Kelvin, we have to convert the temperature value s from degree Celsius to
Kelvin, So then we have two temperatures twenty five degree Celsius which is equal to
twenty five plus two hundred and seventy three that is two hundred and ninety-eight
degree Kelvin and three hundred degree Celsius is equal to five hundred and seventy-
three Kelvin. Delta H is equal to a plus bT minus ¢T power minus two times dT when
going from the temperature of reference to the temperature of interest. That was one of
our earlier equations. Okey, I think that was given in_equation number three point thirty
two. So what comes out when we take these out of the integrated sign we have a time{t-
minus T ref plus ovfer two times T square minus T ref square plus C times one over T
minus one over T ref. So here the temperature of reference and the temperature of
interest are known. So let' s find putting the values, the temperatures as well as the
coefficients a, b and ¢ what you have is Del H is equal to forty-six point ninety four
times five hundred seventy three minus two hundred ninety eight plus point O three four
three, that was coefficient b, over two times zero five hundred seventy three power two
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minus two hundred ninety eight power two that was the second champ in the equation,
plus for coefficient b, we have one, one two nine six eight O times one over five seven
three minus one over two nine eight. Ok so these are the three terms; one two and three
for you do the combination we obtained one two nine O eight point five plus point O
one seven one five times three two eight three two nine minus eight eight eight O four
plus one one two nine six eight O times point O O one. seven four five two minus point
00 three three five five seven. Ok I think you can make a check of these at home; what I
obtained from these calculations is that Delta H is equal to one five one nine six point
Joule per mol nine or Del h is equal to Five point one nine seven kilo joule per moule.
This is the example in cases where the Cp values provided indirectly while giving the
coefficients a, b and ¢ rather than giving Cp's.Yes, Okey so I'm not sure whether you
have an example of the calculations using Cp in your homework -"experiment. I think
you have one question of the problem set. Okay, now let' s have a look at a concept
which is the relationship between the heat of reaction or enthalpy and the probability of
the occurrence of a reaction. We express this as enthalpy change as a measure of
reactivity. Well, I would like to write down some important expressions here and later
on we can discuss this. Well first of all at a first glance it looks as if enthalpy changes
might be a key to answer questions like "will a reaction take place?" Now, thi-s is
because exothermic processes often take place spontaneously. Enthalpy changes might
be an indication of reactivity and this is because exothermic processes often take place
spontaneously while endothermic processes do not occur unless energy is supplied.
Furthermore, the more exothermic a reaction is, that is to say, the higher its negative
Del H, the more energetically we expect it to proceed. In fact we will s.ee from the
examples that we will consider in the coming hour, when we look at a reaction and
calculate its enthalpy change if it becomes an exothermic reaction if Delta H value ends
up with a negative value we say that OK the reaction proceed from this product to this
reactor; but this is a sort of generalization, it means not to be so always Ok?

So, I should say here that although it is entirely natural to say that the energy available
in a reaction d etermine s how readily and how violently the reaction will take place,
this generalization cannot be strictly true for chemical reactions. Some reactions take
place spontaneously despite the fact that they are endothermic. The best example is the

dissociation of potassium nitrate when this salt tirred in water; the container quickly
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becomes cold because the reaction is potassium nitrate an endothermic reaction. And
the delta H value is a positive value, which is thirty-five kilo joule per' mol. So although
it seems at the first sight that the enthalpy reaction can be an indication of whether the
reaction will happen or not it is not by itself a true indicator, we should always need so
me other criteria and that we will introduce later as the pre energy or the x pre energy
but let' s just make a not e here in our famous blue boxes that the enthalpy change is by
no means an infallible measure of the tendency of a reaction to take place but the size of
enthalpy change provides a gross indication of reactivity. In the absence of other data,
enthalpy changes can pe used fairly satisfactorily to make predictions about the
directian of reactions and the behaviour of substances. Let’s consider one example.
For the reaction, Fe two 03 in solid form; you know which mineral is this? That's right
carbonic acid; plus two males of carbonic acid in aqueous form H two CO three is
carbonic acid; and two males of iran calgonte and how about this? Any idea about the
mineral name? I think we considered this the last hour didn't we? Iron calgonate? No,
led calgonate we considered. This is siderite. Plus half a mole of oxygen in gases form
plus two males of H two O in liquid form. So we are given this reaction

SI: Hocam,
Yes ...
SI: Is this an equivalency? Or like an equation equivalency I mean? This? Isn't it?
No it doesn't matter I mean in ord er to find out you know, if I put an arrow this
directian it means that directly the reaction will go to the this side, I just put this
equation sign because at the moment we are not sure which way the reaction will go
okay? So don't worry ifI'm using here a sign like this or an arrow but for the moment
because we don't know in which directian the reaction will go this time. So don't worry
about this.
Now, the first question is to calculate the standard enthalpy change at twenty five
degree Celsius.
The second one is which way the reaction goes at twenty-five degree Celsius? Which is
more stable at twenty-five degree Celsius, hematite or siderite?
If you natice, in this example by using the enthalpy change we will find out which way
the reaction goes.

What we do here for a, we are going to determine the Delta Hr
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The Del Hr is equal to two males of delta H for siderite plus half Del H O two plus two
times of Del H,for H two O those are the Del H values for product, minus Del H for
hematite plus two times Del H for H two C O three, which is carbonic acid. I think we
didn't go through this did we? Each element has a zero enthalpy in its elemental form.
Okay we considered this. So this is zero because oxygen is in gaseous form and gaseous
form is the elemental form of oxygen so, at twenty-five degree Celsius it has zero
enthalpy and we carry out this calculation and end up with plus thirty six point seventy
six kilo calorie ; so this is the standard enthalpy change at twenty-five degree Celsius
for this reaction.
So can you arrwer part B, which way the reaction go es at twenty-five degree Celsius?
S2: To the left
To the left Okay. As I said I mean this is or this may not be strictly true, because we
need to see the other data like Gibbs frec energy, free energy change that we will
consider later on but for the time being this value gives out an indication of the
reactivity and we say that since this is an endotherrnic reaction we have to supply
energy to the system to make it work, unless we supply it will go to the left hand side.
So for this case, the reaction will go to the left side.
If this is so, which one of these substances is more stable at twenty-five degree Celsius
hematite or siderite?
S3: Hematite.
Hematite is more stable because, the reaction will go this way, so hematite is more
stable. So as a conclusian for this we use enthalpy change as a measure of reactivity the
necessary requirement is achieved through the use of anather property, related to
enthalpy again known as Gibbs free energy. So the new section now is Gibbs free
energy.
We will start first of all with the definition of Gibbs free energy. From the preceding
sections it appears that the tendency of a reaction depends on two factofs; one is the
change in enthalpy that we have just considered and the second one is, the change in the
degree of disoroer. So the tendency to react can be expressed as Del h enthalpy change
plus change in disorder. In this respect, we have a combination of both and we also
know from the previous sections the change in disorder is measured by what?
S2:Enthrophy.
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That' s right so we also know that entrophy can also be used used as a measure-of the
degree of disorder as an energy term than we can express the change in disorder as; T
Del S. And in this respect, we can describe 'tendency to react as a. new variable called
change in, free energy' which is symbolized as del G.

Del G is equal to del H minus T del S.This is the definition of free energy. I think you
have noticed the minus sign here, because we said that the tendency to react is a
summation of Del H and the change in disorder, right? We have a minus sign here, what
do you think this is so? This is because, you know, the enthalpy change in enthrophy at
in a sort of reverse order, reverse in the sense that-when--uhm, when Delta H becomes
more and-more 'negative, we have a tendency for the reaction. The reaction will occur I
mean. Okay? When this becomes negative butthe entrophy is increasing force the
dirction of the reaction. I mean the reaction will tend to occur as Del h becomes
negative, and del s Increases, so they are behaving in an opposite sense to each other so
I should not e that the minus sign means that an enthrophy increase adds to the negative
value of Del h, in other words, this enthropy increase, increases the tendency of a
reaction to take place. So then, the reactivity is expressed as a summation of the
enthalpy change and the change in disorder but two parameters act in epposite sense that
is to say, an enthropy increase adds to the value of Del H in other words enthropy

increase , increases the tendency of a reaction to take place.

H.U. Department of Psychology ( November,11 2004)

Daha 6nceden bahsettigimiz gibi bugiin klasik psikanalist olan Sigmund Freud ile
baghyoruz Bu kisilik kuramlari dersinin sisteminde her dersin baginda dnce biyografi
veriyoruz ki kuram ile kuramcimn yasam Oykiisii arasinda benzerlik kurabilelim.
Sigmund Freud psikanalist kuramumn kurucusu oldugu igin gok bilylik bir adam, bu
alanda biiyiik bir devrim yaratti yani getirdigi kuram o nedenle, ¢ok incelendi hayati da
incelendi, arkadaglan ile iligkileri aile yasamu hep incelendi ve birgok makaleye, kitaba
konu oldu. Biyografisi de sonradan Ernest Jones isimli bir psikanalist tarafindan
ayrmtih bir gekilde kaleme alindi. Ernest Jones'un biyografisinden kisaltaraktan burada
Sigmund Freud'u tamitacafiz 6nce Freud 1856’da Moravia'da dogdu. Simdi Cek
Cumbhuriyeti topraklan igerisinde kalan bir Alman bdlgesi. Zamanminda Avusturva
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kapsaminda. Bu sekiz kardesin en biiytigii bir kigi, annesi babasimn ikinci esi ve Freud'u
21 yasindayken doguruyor. Freud dogdugunda babasi 41 yagindaymus yiin tiiccar: bir
baba. Yahudi anne ve baba. Viyana'ya tagimiyorlar Freud 4 yasindayken ... 17 yagmna
geldiginde tip fakiiltesine gitmeye bagliyor ve noroloji derslerinde &zellikle 6n plana
¢ikiyor, ¢ok basarili oluyor. Fotographic belleginin ¢ok gii¢lii olmasi ile tlinliiymiis bir
gordiigiinii bir daha unutmuyor. En ¢ok profesorii Bruke'den etkileniyor, fizyoloji
hocas1 olan bir profesér bu. Cok disiplinli bir adammis bir bakisi ile Sgrencileri
etkileyecek kadar sert bir kisiligi varmis. Buruke'nin organizmalar ile ilgili bir goriisti
var. Yagayan bir organizmadaki tek kuvvet kapah bir enerji sistemi iginde etkilesen
fiziksel kimyasal kuvvetlerdir diye inaniyor. Bu goriis sonradan Freud'un kuraminda
oldukgea etkili olacak goreceksiniz, insanin kapali ve igerisinde enerji dolagan bir kisilik
sistemine sahip oldugunu ongorecek. Freud herseyden dnce arastirmaci bir bilim adami.
Birgok bulusu var ve bunlarin patentlerini aliyor bu sayede de kendini giivenceye alacak
kadar ¢ok para kazamyor, yaptig1 kesifler arasinda aragtirmalar arasinda erkek yilan
baliginin testisi bulundugunu ortaya ¢ikarmugtir. Baliklarin sinir hiicrelerinin yeni bir
takim kiitleler tasidigimi kesfetmis, sinir dokusunu inceleme amaci ile ilkk kez, altin
klirid pigmenti ile boyamay1 gelistirmis, hiicreler aras1 temas noktas1 demek olan ki su
anda synaps olarak biliniyor o zamanlar bilinmedigi halde bu terimi hatirlatan
kavramlar kullanmig. Kokainin anestetik madde olarak kullanilabilecegini g6stermesi de
iiniinii oldukga ilerletmis bu kesfi kokaini bizzat kendi {izerinde deneyerek bulmasina
bagli bu da projenin en 6nemli derslerinden birini kamthyor bilmedigi olaylar
karsisinda, onu agiklayincaya dek higbir seyden kaginmiyor herseyi deniyor. Sonradan
bagina da bela agilabiliyor, mesela kokainman olmakla suglanmig daha sonradan halbuki
sadece deney amaciyla kullanmig. Yagamu boyunca da kendi kendini analiz etmeyi
birakmamis bir insan, her giin yarim saatini bu ise ayiriyormus, kendisini egsiz bir vaka
olarak test etmeye calistyormus. Birisinin davramsimi anlayamadifn zaman bunu
esrarengiz kabul ediyormus, algihyormus ve ¢aba gosteriyormus anlayabilmek igin en
Onemli eseri Rilyalarin Yorumu' kendi riiyalarinin analizine dayamr. Freud riiyalarin
insanlarin giinliikk yasamda doyuramadigi arzularim1 doyurduguna inaniyor1920'lerde
yaymlamis oldugu Riiyalarin Yorumundan sonra, bir sene sonra, Giinliik Yagamin
Psikopatolojisi isimli kitabim yaymlamigtir bu da kendi giinlik yagamimn analizine
dayanmaktadir. Bellekte, konusmada okumada ve yazmada meydana gelén goriiniir baz1
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hatalarin, stirgmelerin anlanu ile ilgili goriiglerini icermektedir bu kitabi. Bu iki kitap
Freud'un determenistik bakis agisint ¢ok iyi yansitmaktadir. Insan davraniglan ile ilgili
kazayla ya da sansa bagli olarak meydana gelmis hicbirsey yoktur Freud'a gére. Freud'a
gore kigilik ile ilgili hersey belirlenmigtir ya da psikolojik bir nedene baglhidir bu
nedenleri ortaya g¢ikarmak ve anlamak sadece yapmamz gereken seydir. Biyoloji
okuyup, :fizyoloji deneyleri yapmasinin hatirlattiginin aksine Freud, biyolojik degil,
psikolojik bir determinizmden bahsediyor. Insanlann birgeyi neden /yaptigin1 agiklarken
bu psikolojik determenizm ilkesinden hareket ediyor Freud.bilinglilik, bilingsizlik ve bu
gibi geylerin sinir hiicrelerinden falan haberi yoktur demis yani biyolojik bir nedene
dayandirmayor. Bazilarindan farkli olarak Freud, kendi kigisel yagantilar ile ilgili, gizli
yonleriyle ¢ok daha yakindan temas halinde olabiliyor, kendi gergekleriyle yliz ytize
gelebiliyordu, higbir seyden korkmadan cesaretle yiizlesiyordu. Dolayisiyla kendini
temel bir denek, en birinci denegi yapmusti ve bunu kullamp davramglanmn gizhi
kokenlerini aragtirmak i¢in 6niinde engel kalmamigti yani ne anlamda s6yliiyorum bunu
¢iinkii daha o zaman adi konmamis bir olaydir bilingdigi meselesi &yle kolay
koydugunuz yerden alamiyorsunuz o nedenle bagka insanlarda yapmak, dogrudan
dogruya ilk seferde,tehlikeleri de icat edilmemis daha neticede miimkiin degil, o
hissettigi boyle bilingdig1 birgeyler var bastirilmig olaylar var seklinde hissettiklerine en
kolay nerede ulagacak, subjektif olmakla beraber kendinde ulagacak. Birinci denek
olarak o nedenle kendini kullantyor daha icat edilmemis, biling dis1 teknikleri, onun i¢in
ilk hareket noktas1 kendisi. olmus oluyor. Annesi ile iligkisinin yakmhigmni, babasina
yonelik diismanca tutumunu fark etmesi ile birlikte yasadigi yogun korkulanyla basg
edebiliyor. Bu anlamda kuramsal 6ncii bir kisi oluyor. Gergekten de Freud'un kendi ile
ilgili bu kesfi kigilik kavramimn temel direklerinden birini olusturmugtur.
Hatirlayabildigi en iinlii pardon en eski anis1 ¢ocuklugunda ana babasinin yatak odasina
cinsel bir merakla sizmasi ve kizgin babas: tarafindan azarlanmas: ile ilgili olamdar.
Kendi kuram ile tutarli bir sekilde Freud 40 yagindayken babas: &ldiigliinde bu ilk
yasantilarina bagli duygulart kendisinde bir sugluluk duygusu yaratiyor ve bunu bir
arkadagina yazdif1 mektupta dile getiriyor.

Freud yagaminin biiyiik bir bSliimiinii Viyana' da gegiriyor. Sinir hastalarmin tedavisi
i¢in evinin yakininda bir muayenehanesi var. Evinin bitigiginde olan bu ofis simdi de
onun adina diizenlenmig/diinyaca iinlii bir miize. Tedavi ettigi sinir hastalarnn bizim
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bildigimiz nevrozlular, nevrotik Kkisiler ayrica histerik kigiler ile ugragiyor. Onlar
tizerinde ¢aligan gene doktor Sato Fransa' da onun yanina gidiyor bir yil orada egitim
goriiyor. Hipnoz kullaniyor dr Sato. Freud hipnozun etkisini gézlemekle birlikte ¢ok
fazla katilmiyor ve dondiigtinde hipnoz teknigini kullanmak yerine hasta ile konugma
yoluyla tedavi teknigini kullamiyor. Viyana' da bir psikanilitik topluluk olusturuyor,
arkadaslar ile birlikte.

Alt1 gocugu oluyor ve babalik roliinden ¢ok memnun ¢ocuklarinda biri Anna {inlii bir
gocuk psikanalisti oluyor. 1909' da Amerika' da konferanslar vererek diinyaya aciliyor.
Yagam1 boyunca kuramim gelistiriyor pek ¢ok diizeltmeler revizyonlar yapiyor,
yanliglarim1 kendisi buluyor. Bu yanhistir diye ilan edip, bdyle olmalidir diye yenisini
koyuyor. 1938deki Nazi igsgalinden sonra kisa bir slire sonra Yahudilere yonelik baskilar
artiyor ve arkadaglari tarafindan Viyana' dan ayrilmaya ikna ediliyor. Aslinda Freud ana
babadan Yahudi olmakla birlikte kendisi ateist (tanr1 tanimaz) hicbir dine inanmiyor,
dinin algisal bir yamlsama oldugunu ve tiim uygarliklarda insanlarin bebeklik
d6neminin garesizligi duygusu ile baga ¢ikmak i¢in bu inanci gelistirip, kullandiklarim
diisiintiyor, bSyle bir goriige sahip ama andan babadan Yahudi oldugu i¢in Yahudiler
Freud'u rahat birakmuyorlar, kiz kardeglerini toplama kamplarina toplamislar bazilarmm
oldirmiigler, Freud'un kitaplarim yakiyorlar Viyanadan ayrilmasina uluslararas: sahsiyet
haline geldigi ig¢in engel olamuyorlar ama ayrilirken elinden yazili bir beyanname
aliyorlar, iste higbir zaman goriiglerimi ilan etmeyecegim seklinde, ¢iinkii biitiin
toplumu rahatsiz etmigtir goriisleri insana iligkin gériigleri, cinselligi ortaya koymas: bu
nedenle kendisine bdyle bir sdzlesme imzalatiliyor. Viyana' dan Londra'ya go¢ ediyor
bundan bir yi1l sonra 23 Eyliil 1939' da agzin1 ve genesini saran bir kanser tiiriinden
dolay1 vefat ediyor. Tiim yasam: boyunca puro icen bir kigidir tam 83 yagindayken de
bdyle bir hastaliktan &liiyor.

Insana iligkin temelde olumsuz bir bakis agis1 getirmistir. Bunu meslegine baglayanlar
var, 6mrii boyunca gordiigii nevrotik hastalar onu etkilemistir diyenler var.

O: Hocam olumsuzu agar misimiz?

Insam yikic1 olarak goriir, hayvani i¢ glidiilerinin etkisi altinda goriir. Freud, iyimser
kétiimser boyutu gormiistiik ya oradaki kotiimser boyutun ug tarafinda. Histeri lizerine
caligmalar, Totem ve tabu ki bu insanin dini inancinin nasil ortaya ¢iktigimn g¢ok iyi
anlattif1 bir kitap. Dinsel inang nasil ortaya ¢ikiyor bu konudaki goriiglerini anlatiyor,
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Riiyalarin yorumu, giinlilk yasamn psikopatolojisi gibi eserleri bilinen en {inlii eserleri
yiizlerce makalesi ve baska eserleri de var. Freud'un Sliimiinden sonra psikanaliz kuram
iyice kabul gordiikkten sonra tiim eserleri toplu halde bir ansiklopedi haline
getirildi.Kisaca yagam Oykiisii bu sekilde 6zetlenebilir. Insan anlayigina ve kuramina da
girmis olduk béylece ama daha net s6yleyeceklerimiz var insan anlayigina iliskin. Freud
bilingdig1, iggiidiisel akilli mantikli olmayan bir giiciin yonettigi ¢cok canh bir insan
portresi ¢iziyor. Ona gére insan organizmasi, kendi i¢inde ve disariya kars: saldirgan ve
cinsel bir yapiya sahip, hatta en masum oldugu gocukluk déneminde bile. Freud'a gére
birey, bilingli kontroliiniin diginda yer alan olaylarin etkisi altinda ¢ok zayif bir uygarlik
kabugu ile kaplanmigtir. Ve ‘ degismez bir engellenme siireci igerisindedir. Insanlar
yalnmizca korkularindan ve alg1 yanilsamalarindan dolay: dinsel inanglara siginmiglardir.
Arkadaglar Freud'un insan anlayiginin temel noktalar: anlagilabilirligi arttirmak ve biraz
da abartmak suretiyle 10 madde de 6zetlenebilir:

Insanin kisiligi 5 yaginda neyse sonrasinda da aynidir

Insan kendini gercek kisiligi ve nasil gelistigi konusunda gok az bir bilgiye sahiptir.
Yani kigiliginin asil agirlikli yoniiniin farkinda degildir.

Ozgiir irade diye birgey yoktur. Hersey bireyin kendi kontroluniin disinda belirlenir.
Secim Szgiirliigiimiiz yoktur.

Insanin temel giidiileyicileri cinsellik ve saldirganlik durtiileridir. Tiim davraniglarimin
altinda bu teme giidiiler vardar.

Insan davraniglarinin gogunlugu mantikdig: yani irrasyonel bir yapiya sahiptir.

Insamin yasamu boyunca birgok ¢atigmalr olur.

Insan kendi gergek benligini tamimaktan korkar ve bu yiizden kisiliginin hog olmayan
yonlerini kendinden saklar

Insanlar ¢ocukluklarmin belli bir déneminde karsi cinsten ebeveynlerine cinsel ilgi
duyarlar.

Kadmiar ve erkekler farkli psikoljik olaylar yasamalarina bagh olarak, kisilik agisindan
birbirleriyle esit degildirler.

Insamn var olan kigiliginin degisebilmesinin en iyi ve tek yolu egitilmis bir
psikanalistle terapiye girerek, ilk ¢ocukluk yagantilarina iliskin i¢gorii kazanmaktan
gecer.

Evet Sigmund Freud'un insan anlayigina iligkin temel noktalari bu maddelerde ¢arpict
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bir bi¢imde derlemeye ¢alistik. Buna gore gordiigtiniiz gibi ¢ok erken yaslarda insan
kisiligi olusuyor, tamamen determenistik bir anlayis. Insan davrams nedenleri,
motivasyonu bilingdigi, cinsel ve saldirgan bir dogasi var siirekli olarak iginde
catismalar yasiyor ve savunma mekanizmalarim g¢ahistiriyor. Cocukluk déneminden
itibaren bir cinsellik s6z konusu ve kadinlar ve erkekler temel bir farkliliga sahipler
clinkii gectikleri yollarda bir farklilik var kisilik gelisimi a¢isindan mekanizmalar farkli
o nedenle sonug iiriin olarak farkli. Peki biitiin bu belirleyicilik igerisinde kisilik
degismeyecek mi? degisecek ancak derinliklere ulagarak degisecek. Psikanaliz ile
derinliklere ulagarak kigiligi degistirmek anormallikleri ortadan kaldirmak mimkiin.
Temelde bdyle bir bakis agis1 var klasik psikanalist Freud'un insana Buraya kadar
sorunuz var m1?

Kisilik modelinde kigiliZi yapilara ayiran kuramci, kisilik yapilarindan s6z etmistir,yap1
kavramu birseylerin bir araya nasil kondugunu anlatiyor, 6rnegin aile yapis: gibi aileyi
olusturan yapilar var anne, baba gocuk gibi .. Kisiligin de boyle temel yapilan var.
Kisiligin biyolojik yonii olarak diisiiniilen ve dogustan var olan alt benlik yani id figlincii
tekil sahis o gibi bir anlami var. Vahsi ve benim disimda anlamina geliyor. Zaten var
olan y8nii, hayvani y6nii. Bunu dengeleyecek bir yap: sonradan geligecek. 'Ben' ego
daha sonradan toplumsal kurallann igsellesmesi ile 'stiper ego' toplumun kisilige
yansimasti anlattyor. Bunlar kisilik yapisinin bilegenleri, ruhsal yapmmizi bunlar
organize ediyor ve dinamik olarak kendi i¢lerinde etkilesim igindeler. Id en temel
sistem, bilingliligin, farkindahifm otesinde dogdufumuzda var olan hergey id'in
yansimasidir. Ag¢lik, susuzluk, cinsellik, tehlikelerden korunma ilkel psikolojik
gereksinimlerin tiimii burada yer aliyor. Hersey tamamen id ile baglantili oluyor.
Bilingdigim olugturan yonii bu. Bebekte bu biyolojik y6nii heniiz saklayamadid: igin
stirekli olarak organizmada meydana gelen, aghk \okluk geriliminin olugmasinda isaret
verip, gerilimin giderilmesini sagliyor ve dongii igerisine giriyor. Alt benlik haz ilkesi
ile ¢alistyor. Bu siireg, dogrudan doyum isteyen ilkel arzu ve imgeleri iceren olaylarmn
daimi bir akisi olarak tamimlaniyor. Gerilimi gidermenin gecikmesi s6z konusu
oldugunda aciyr azaltmak i¢in hayal kurarak gereksinim giderilmeye c¢ahigiliyor bu
birincil siireg diigiinmedir. Wish fullfillment olarak adlandiriliyor. Kisaca alt benlik ilkel
bir sistemle ¢alisiyor. Nedir dogru yanlis bu tiir kavramlar heniiz yok. Alt benlik ig
giidiilerimizin instinct ve drive diye gegiyor bir deposu.
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Freud'un kuraminda netlegtiremedigimiz bazi kavramlar var Ornegin libido diye bir
kavram var, bazi yazilarinda id'in enerjisini libidodan aldifim sSyliiyor. En genis anlami
ile cinsel istegin libido oldugunu séylemig#aha sonra yasam ve liime yonelik icglidiiler
diye bir ayirim yapmig, bunlar1 adlandirirken igeriklerini dikkate alarak efsanevi
kavramlardan yararlamyor ve Ems ile Tenados diye ayiriyor. Tiiriimiizii korumaya
yonelik gidiiyli Ems temsil ediyor, kendini ve bagkalarim1 sevme buradan tiirliyor.
Yikic1 ve oliime yonelik giidiileri de Tenados temsil ediyor. Tenados yasayan seyleri
kokeni olan yasamayan seylere dondiirme mekanizmasidir. Ciinkii yasayan
organizmalar yagsamayandan ortaya konmustur ve sonug itibari ile maddeye dénmek
esastir. Tim yasayan canlilar stabilize olmak diizleme varmak istiyorlar, diizlemin son
hali de 6ltim hali yani madde halidir. insanda 6liim, 5ldiirme, yok etme iggiidiisii vardir.
Bireyde hem yagam hem O6liim mekanizmalarinin bulunmas: bireysel farkliliklarin
temelinde yatmaktadir. Yillarca toplumla uyum igerisinde yasamig bir insanin bagina
birgey geliyor, bardak tagiyor ve yikici bir eylemde bulunabiliyor.

Birka¢ giinlikk bebegin hareketlerine baktiginizda, etrafindaki insanlarla bilingli ve
amagh bir aligverisi yok. Uyuyor, doyrulmak istediginde isaret veriyor ¢iinkii temel
ugrasis: fiziksel ihtiyaglarmin doyrulmasi, sosyal bir yonii yok iste bu id'in kendisi, bu
davraniglarinin kékeni tamamen biyolojik. Aylar sonra kisiligin bu id denen yapisi
yetmiyor artik disar1 kavrami olusuyor, dig gergeklik ile iligki kurabilecek bir yapiya
ihtiya¢ oluyor. Bu sistem de kisiligin ikinci yapisi olan ego. Bu da benligin psikolojik
yoniinii olusturuyor ve tamamen id' den geliserek onun enerjisini kullamyor.Bir gesit
farkindaliga ulagma &6zellifi oluyor. Asil amaci id'in gereksinimlerini doyurmak ve
gerekirse gerceklik ile iligki kurmak Yani esas olarak ben ya da benlik bireyin kendi
disindaki diinyaya uyumunu saglamaya caligan bir yap1 oluyor. Simdi ara veriyorum

doniince devam edecegim.



