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ABSTRACT

For effective communication, the sender and receiver must interpret the linguistic units correctly
and appropriately. In this respect, the speakers’ awareness rate of the units in the language is
significant in terms of communication quality. This study aimed to describe the awareness of
native language and foreign language Turkish of “iste,” which is one of the units included in
discourse competence and is necessary for the development of communicative competence in
Turkish. To this end, a screening study, one of the qualitative research methods, was conducted.
In the study, participants received questions regarding the functions of “iste” with an interview
form comprising videos that were structured with expert opinions, and the form’s reliability was
measured through a pilot study, which included different functions of “iste.” Upon examining the
responses in terms of awareness among the answers given by the two groups of participants, the
rate was determined as 69.47%. The awareness rate of native speakers was 72.71%, and the
awareness rate of the participants who learned Turkish as a foreign language was 58.08%. When
the awareness rates in 12 different contexts are examined comparatively with each other, a
similar proportional distribution is observed except for one function. The findings in this study
are parallel to the findings of other studies in the field. A significant difference is noted only in
the “transfer” function, and the awareness of native speakers is lower in this function than those
who learn Turkish as a foreign language. The reason for this finding has been interpreted as the
effect of explicit teaching of some functions in a foreign language.

Keywords: Communicative competence, discourse markers, Turkish as a foreign language, “iste,”
awareness
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INTRODUCTION

Appropriate language use is necessary to initiate, maintain, and end communication. In other words, for
appropriate language use, appropriate discursive productions, accuracy, and conformity are required in all
areas of language, such as sound, form, syntax, vocabulary, pragmatics, and sociolinguistics. Discourse markers,
one of the linguistic units of discourse, also have an essential role in communication. Although knowledge on
how to start, maintain, and end speech is acquired by native speakers during the language acquisition process,
it is mostly learned by foreign language learners in an explicit or implicit way in a classroom environment. The
native language acquisition process does not occur as a planned process; however, the foreign language
learning process generally takes place with planned, classroom activities. Foreign language teaching should
present students with the use of language in communication and utilize materials providing meaningful and
authentic language use in activities (Richards and Rodgers, 2014: 105). Input affects language perception and
production in the acquisition and foreign language learning processes. Language teaching is a process that is
carried out to enable learners to use sentences with correct grammar rules with accuracy and generate
appropriate productions with fluency. There is an expectation that the learner’s awareness has developed for
all of the “communicative competence components” to consider the language learned. Svalberg (2007:288)
stated that the purpose of language teaching is to increase linguistic awareness and consciousness. Richards
(2006: 3) defined communicative competence in four items as knowing how to use the language for different
purposes and functions, change the language depending on the context and participants, produce or
understand different types of texts, and maintain communication, such as using different strategies despite the
grammatical background being insufficient. Canale and Swain (1980: 29-30) discussed the classification of
“communicative competence components” under three subheadings: grammatical competence, sociolinguistic
competence, and strategic competence, and to these Canale added discourse competence in his 1983 study.
Celce-Murcia (2008) analyzed the “communicative competence components” studied by researchers, such as
Celce-Murica, Dérnyei, and Thurell (1995); Bachman (1990); Bachman and Palmer (1996); and Bagari¢ (2007) in
more detail under six headings, namely, sociocultural competence, discourse competence, linguistic
competence, formulaic competence, interactional competence, and strategic competence. Having the
competence of these components is crucial to understand written or oral productions in a language and to
attain the discourse necessary for communication for making written and oral productions. Every linguistic unit
has a place in the components with their formal, semantic, and pragmatic features. As presented in Figure 1,
discourse competence is at the center. One of the most significant linguistic units of discourse is discourse

markers.
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Figure 1. Diagram of communicative competence (Celce-Murcia, 2008:45)

As stated in the literature, discourse markers are linguistic units that are frequently used in communication
(Asik, 2012; Bahar, 2017; Ozbek, 1998; Saritas and Benzer, 2020a; Schiffrin, 1987; Yilmaz, 2004; Tekin, 2015;
Ucar, 2005). Ozbek (1998) emphasizes the frequency of the use of discourse markers in her statement; “The
use of discourse markers is so common that even when you hear for the first time in a language, the first thing
you notice is that certain words are used quite frequently.” Schiffrin (1987) stated that defining the discourse
markers is difficult. They include uses of language that have a communicative function and value, such as a
sound or a word with various functions, including “Yani, iste, sey”, and “aa.” Demiray (2019:67) stated that the
frequency of the use of Turkish discourse markers among all lexical units in daily speech is 8.88%. This rate is
49.54%, 30.20%, and 20.24% at the beginning of the utterance, in the middle of the utterance, and at the end
of the utterance, respectively. It is stated that “iste” as a discourse marker is a word that is frequently used in

Turkish and is seen in almost all parts of discourse (Ugar, 2005:36).

“Iste,” which has been classified in terms of its functions by researchers, such as Yilmaz (2004) and Ugar (2005),
is among the frequently used discourse markers. “iste,” which has different functions, is relevant in the
development of perceptual skills classified as reading and listening and productive skills, such as speaking and
writing, at the beginning, middle, and end of the sentence. Discourse markers have important functions in the
development of discourse and interactional competence in foreign language teaching. In addition to their
frequency of use, it is considered important to describe the awareness of native speakers and learners of
Turkish as a foreign language regarding discourse markers. Awareness is defined as language learners’
conscious and sensitivity toward form and functions (Carter, 2003:64). Trillo (2002) emphasized that there is
pragmatic fossilization in the use of discourse markers in the foreign language learning processes of children
and adults and that discourse markers cannot be completely learned. Sadeghi and Heidaryan (2012), in their

study with experimental and control groups on the contribution of knowing discourse markers to the
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development of the listening skill, concluded that emphasizing the teaching of the pragmatic discourse markers
is essential, especially in terms of the development of listening skill. However, knowing the language is
equivalent having knowledge of all the components of communicative competence, understanding when they
are being used, and being able to use them when necessary. Celce-Murcia (2008) stated that one of the
components of communicative competence is discourse competence. Discourse markers must initiate,
maintain, and end communication. Increasing the level of awareness is significant, particularly for foreign
language learners in terms of appropriate usage. In this context, describing the awareness of a language

structure of native Turkish speakers and foreign language Turkish speakers can create data for further studies.

This study aims to describe the awareness of native speakers and learners of Turkish as a foreign language
regarding the discourse marker “iste,” which is frequently used according to previous studies. To this end,

answers to the following questions were sought in the study.

- What is the awareness rate of native Turkish speakers regarding the functions of the discourse marker

Histe?u

- What is the awareness rate of learners of Turkish as a foreign language regarding the functions of the

discourse marker “iste?”

- Is there an observable difference between the awareness of native speakers and learners of Turkish as

a foreign language regarding the functions of “iste?”

In addition to describing the existing situation, the study has reached findings and interpretations that will

guide teaching environments for both the native language and Turkish as a foreign language.

Conceptual Framework

Discourse Markers

When the studies in the literature are evaluated together, “discourse markers” can be defined as linguistic

P VN4 ” o«

units, such as “iste”, “sey”, “evet”, “ya”, and “simdi”, which are used with the functions, highlighting, certifying,
thereby indicating the attitude toward the situation, deictic, and hiding something, that connect the utterances
in the discourse, generally show the parts between the speeches in the spoken language, and ensure
coherence between these parts (ligin and Biyiikkantarcioglu, 1994; Ozbek, 1998, 2000; Oktar and Cem-Deger,
2004; Yilmaz, 2004; ibe-Akcan, 2008; Kuru Génen, 2011; Erdogan, 2013; Ruhi, 2013; Tekin, 2015; Ozcan and
Aksan, 2017; Aksan and Demirhan, 2018; Kékpinar-Kaya, 2017, 2018; Asik, 2012; Bahar, 2017; Ozbek, 1998;
Saritas and Benzer, 2020a, 2020b; Schiffrin, 1987; Yilmaz, 2004; Tekin, 2015; and Ugar, 2005). Particularly in
oral discourse, numerous studies have emphasized that discourse markers are among the frequently used
linguistic units and that they have substantial functional importance (Asik, 2012; Bahar, 2017; Ozbek, 1998;
Saritas and Benzer, 2020; Schiffrin, 1987; Yilmaz, 2004; Tekin, 2015; Ugar, 2005 etc.) Ozbek (1998: 43-44) stated

that the discourse markers used even in a 1-2-min segment of discourse are not used to fill the in-discourse
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gaps and that even units that seem to be used to fill gaps have a function. According to Brinton, these units
affect the discourse, particularly cohesion, in a more comprehensive semantic and functional way than the

sentence level and fulfill the following functions (1996:37-38):

- Attracting the attention of the audience and starting and ending the discourse.

- Supporting the speaker to start and transfer the turn of speech.

- Using discourse marker as a stalling strategy or a “filler” to preserve the order of speech and
maintain the discourse.

- Starting a topic, changing the topic (verifying, improving, defining, and expanding), or
maintaining the previous topic.

- Demonstrating new information (Erman, 1987:201; Schiffrin, 1987) or old knowledge (Quirk et
al., 1985:1482; Schiffrin, 1987).

- Clarifying “sequential dependence,” linking utterances in sequence, and revealing the “principle
of cooperation” during speech (Levinson, 1983:128-129, 162-163).

- Restoring the discourse of the speakers.

Like Ozbek’s (1995, 1998), general studies have examined all discourse markers and their functions as well as
specific discourse markers and the use of discourse markers in certain contexts. For example, Ugar (2005)
studied the intonation patterns of “iste.” Moreover, Erdogan (2013) discussed “sey” as the subject of their
research. In a study, Yilmaz (1994) compared the usage of the Turkish word “sey” and the English word “well,”
and in another study in 2004 (Yilmaz, 2004), they discussed the functions of “yani,” “iste,” and “sey.” Although

llgin and Buiyilikkantarcioglu (1994) compared the usage of “yani” in written and oral discourse, Ruhi (2009)

discussed its functions.

There are also studies that have examined the usage characteristics of discourse markers by considering certain
variables, such as group characteristics and age. Cakir-Sari (2020) has conducted a study on the use of
discourse markers in the classroom environment. Bahar (2017) has described the functions of discourse
markers used in fairy tales in their study, which deals with discourse markers in the context of speaking
education. Bahar and Temizyirek (2017: 485-490) discussed the use of discourse markers in students’ written
expressions. Furman and Ozyiirek (2007) evaluated the rates of children’s use of “yani,” “iste,” and “sey.” Aysu
(2017) examined the use of discourse markers in the written expressions of Turkish students in the English
preparatory class. Saritas and Benzer (2020b) aimed to describe the discourse marker usage of those who learn

Turkish as a foreign language in their study. These studies have aimed to describe the frequency and usage

characteristics of discourse markers of different language users.
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Discourse Marker “iste”

“Iste” is a linguistic unit that is generally used, particularly in spoken language. Because of the search
performed in the Turkish National Corpus with the query “iste” (04.11.2019), it emerged 4296 times (1014023

All Results) in 310 texts (total number from 456 oral texts). Its usage frequency is 4236.59.
Yilmaz (2004) summarizes the usage areas of “iste” as in Table 1.

Table 1. Usage Areas of “iste” in Speech (Yilmaz, 2004: 128)

Conversational Structure Domain
* Marker of Extended Turns

Content Domain
Frame Function

* Turn and Floor Claimer

* Topic closure

* exemplification/detail

* highlighting

* marker of reported speech

* marker of information tie-back
Qualifying Function

* answer preface to questions

Ozbek (1998:44) listed the functions of “iste” in the discourse examined.

- To highlight known things

- To indicate that the listener understands the speaker and has experienced similar situations

(interest/listening markers)

- To express that one is not satisfied with the situation and finds the situation insufficient

- As a transfer marker

The classification of “iste” by Ucgar (2005) considering the intonation patterns and functions is given in Table 2.

Table 2. Intonation Patterns of Iste (Ugar, 2005)

Position Function and intonation Sample
1.1. The falling intonation to answer a question
Iste senden memnun oldugumu
sdyledim.[Here, I told you I am happy with
you.]
1.2. Exemplification/detail falling intonation Hocam kadinin lizerinde sey baskisi var.
iste zayif ol, bilmem ne ol, giizel ol..”
[There is this pressure on the woman. Like
be thin, be whatever, be beautiful.]
1.3. Highlighting falling intonation iste bu ¢ok giizel bir érnek, iste burada
1. At the Tostrengthen an idea, usage with a demonstrative  agirlikli olarak bu durumlar [now this is a
beginning of pronoun such as “bu” very good example, now here are these
a sentence situations mainly.|

1.4. Deictic falling intonation

1.5. Topic closure falling intonation
Usually with “boyle”

iste  Avrupa sampiyonu jimnastikginin
atlayislarini ekranlariniza getiriyoruz. [Here
we bring to your screens the jumps of the
European champion gymnast]

iste bu, iste bu, bravo. [That is it, that is it,
bravo.”

iste béyle [That is it]

iste bu kadar [That is it]
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2.1. Filler falling intonation Yaa bizimki iste zaten hamilelikten énce
isten ¢ikmisti [Aah, our (girl) had already

In the middle left work before pregnancy]
of asentence  2.2. Exemplification/detail falling intonation O hale gitmeden hemen iste faizlerin

distiriilmesi [Then the interest rates should
be lowered before leaving now]

3.1. Rising intonation at the end of the action Hocayla  beraber sunduk iste [We
Certainty presented it with the teacher already]
At the end of 32 Ta.xlking about something known rise-fall Ben nébetgiydim iste [See, | was on call]
he sentence intonation
t 3.3. Marker of reported speech continuing Sordum iste Chomsky’'nin incelemelerini sey
intonation yaptiniz mi diye [l just asked if you did the

thing to Chomsky’s reviews]

According to Table 2, “iste” appears at the beginning of the sentence with the most different functions and is

used with falling intonation.

Considering the function descriptions by Ugar (2005), Yilmaz (2004), and Ozbek (1998), “iste” is used with the

following functions:

Marker of extended turns

Turn and floor claimer

Topic closure

Exemplification/detail

Highlighting

Highlighting known things

Marker of reported speech

Marker of information tie-back

Answer preface to questions

Interest/listening marker (indicating that the listener understands the speaker and has experienced
similar situations)

To express that one is not satisfied with the situation and finds the situation insufficient
To strengthen an idea; usage with a demonstrative pronoun, such as “bu” [this/that]
Deixis

Filler

Certainty

Linguistic Awareness

Linguistic awareness is defined as the perception and awareness of the nature of language and its functions in
life (Van Lier, 1996). The concept of linguistic awareness was first used for the native language in England, and
courses for linguistic awareness were added to the syllabus to increase language development in both native

and foreign language courses. It was thought that a learner’s high linguistic awareness would support them to
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be a better language user (Andrews, 2007). Svalberg (2007:288) stated that linguistic awareness and
consciousness in language use are used in the same sense in their study and stated that the purpose of
language teaching is to increase linguistic awareness and consciousness. Carter (1995) stated that linguistic
awareness is generally considered in terms of grammar teaching; however, it is necessary to conduct studies on
the awareness of functional units. The author stated that language learning is at the same time understanding
some things regarding the language and that some clear knowledge and linguistic awareness should be
provided; linguistic awareness will accelerate language learning and support more appropriate usage (Carter,

1995: 12-13).

In some studies, linguistic awareness studies also designated for knowledge regarding language include special
areas, such as awareness of grammar and vocabulary items as well as general information on languages (see
Andrews, 1999; Andrews 2007; Boers, 2000a; Boers, 2000b; Byram, 1997; Carter, 1995; Carter, 2003; Cetin,
2015; Hawkins, 1984; Wright, 1991 etc.). Alice and Silvia (2020) compiled linguistic awareness studies
conducted during 2000—-2018 with the meta-analysis method and interpreted them methodically. Koller (2017)
stated that in the past 30 years, language awareness has been at the center of approaches in language learning
and teaching that aim to improve learners’ understanding and linguistic skills and not on mechanical learning

based on normative principles.

METHOD

In this study, the data collected from the participants were examined to determine the awareness of the
functions of the discourse marker “iste.” In this respect, the study includes the stages of developing a data
collection tool, applying it to the participants, and analyzing the collected data to describe the awareness of the
function of the discourse marker used. Qualitative research is an important research method explaining the
causes, results, and details of social events and phenomena (Baltaci, 2017:1). With a qualitative method, a
comparative relational screening model, one of the general screening models, was used to determine the
awareness stated in the purpose. The study tried to describe the current situation as it is without any

interference.

Data Collection Tool

The study aimed to collect data with a structured interview form to determine the awareness levels of the
participants regarding the functions of the discourse marker “iste.” In the structured interview form prepared
for this reason, sections of maximum 20s were taken from randomly selected series, movies, and television
programs, wherein “iste” was used. The functions of “iste” in the selected videos are described and presented
as alternatives, thereby depending on the functions described by Ozbek (1998), Yilmaz (2004), and Ugar (2005).
After the task for the functions of “iste” in 15 videos was prepared as a draft, the opinions of the experts in the
field of linguistics were first consulted. Consistent with the opinions of the experts, three inappropriate videos

were removed, and the options of five videos were also changed. Finally, an interview form was created,
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wherein the correct function was included in a response based on the awareness of the functions mentioned
below. The videos use 12 functions to describe the awareness of the discourse marker “iste,” and these are
transfer, inference, confirmation and certainty, highlighting, deixis, saving time, exemplification/detail, topic
closure, talking about something known, stating that one is talking about something known, stalling, and

transferring what is written.

In the interview form, following the video, four of these functions are specified as answer options. The “other”
option was added for participants who wanted to express their opinions apart from the options. This option
was accepted as option E. Before the implementation, the reliability measurement of the interview form was
conducted with the pilot group by using the concordance rate calculation (p = nax100 / na + nd) suggested by
Miles and Huberman (1994), and because of this calculation, the interview form items were accepted as

reliable with a rate of 76.6%.

Participants

The participants of the study comprised two separate groups: Turkish native speakers and individuals who have
learned Turkish as a foreign language. Participants were determined through random sampling and

participated in the study voluntarily.

Table 3. Participant Information
Turkish as a Native Language  Turkish as a Foreign Language Total

229 65 294

Participants whose native language is Turkish stated that they are at an undergraduate or higher education
level. Participants who learned Turkish as a foreign language know Turkish at an advanced level. Furthermore,

these participants are at an undergraduate and higher education level.

Data Analysis

The data collected using the structured interview form were converted into numerical data, and descriptive
analyses were conducted. The study utilized descriptive statistics (frequency and percentage) to analyze the
data collected in relation to the purpose of the research; data obtained from the interview forms was then
processed. The findings of the procedures are presented comparatively for those whose native language is

Turkish and those who learn Turkish as a foreign language.

A total of 298 participants answered the questions in the implementation. The native language of 230 of the
participants is Turkish (bilingual participants were considered in the native language Turkish group). Because
one participant did not answer the questions at all, they were not included in the study. Moreover, 68 people
who learned Turkish as a foreign language participated in the interview; however, three participants never

answered the questions. It is not known whether the participants did not answer the questions because of a
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technical problem or lack of understanding of the subject. Therefore, they were not included in the study. The

total number of participants with data included in the study was 294.

Participants answered questions with four answer options in the interview form, and the other option was also
included. All responses to the other option were coded as option E. Some participants marked two answers.
Although evaluating the answers given, the answers of the participants who marked two options and option E

were considered invalid.

Findings were evaluated according to the total number of participants, participants whose native language was
Turkish, and participants who learned Turkish as a foreign language. Finally, the data obtained from the two

groups were compared.

FINDINGS

AThe findings obtained after the implementation with 294 participants are presented under three headings
within the framework of the research questions of the study. Before the separate evaluations, the number of

the participants’ correct answers and their percentage values can be examined in Table 4.

Table 4. Number of Participants’ Correct Answer and Correct Answer Percentage

Video 1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
number

correct 43 230 211 254 259 242 235 167 208 262 211 129

answer

% 14,63 78,23 71,77 86,39 88,10 82,31 7993 5680 70,75 89,12 71,77 43,88

Table 4 shows the rate of correct answers given to the questions by all participants is 69.47%. In Figure 2, the
differences in the questions regarding the different functions of “iste” are listed graphically according to the

awareness rate.
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Figure 2. The rate of correct answers given by all participants to the questions
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As seen in Figure 2, the highest awareness is the function of “stating that one is talking about something
known.” The “deictic” and “highlighting” functions are then followed. The lowest rate is observed for the
“transfer” function. However, the awareness of the transfer of written expression ranks seventh, and it has a
higher awareness than the transfer of verbal expression. Although the average accuracy rate is 69.47%;

transfer had the lowest accuracy rate of 14.63%, which is well below the average.

Findings for Native Speakers

Table 5 presents the number of correct answers and percentage values of the participants whose native

language is Turkish.

Table 5. Correct Answer Numbers and Correct Answer Percentage Values of Native Turkish Speakers

Video 1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 total
number

correct 29 192 172 208 211 198 192 138 164 217 172 105 -
answer

% 12,66 83,84 7511 90,83 92,14 8646 83,84 60,26 7162 9476 7511 4585 | 72,70

The graphic in Figure 3 presents the percentages of the participants whose native language is Turkish in terms

of the awareness of the functions.
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Figure 3. The Rate of the Native Speakers’ Correct Answers to the Questions

Upon examining Figure 3, the awareness rate of native Turkish speakers for the use of the function of
“indicating that one is talking about something known” is in the first place with 94.76%. The function with the
lowest awareness is “transfer” with 12.66%. The functions’ order from the highest to the lowest are deixis,
highlighting, stalling, inference, exemplification and detailing, transferring what is written, talking about

something known, closing the topic, and saving time.
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2. Findings for Those Who Learned Turkish as a Foreign Language

Table 6 presents the number and percentage values of the correct answers given by the participants who
learned Turkish as a foreign language.

Table 6. Number of Correct Answers and Correct Answer Percentage Values of the Participants Who Learned
Turkish as a Foreign Language

Video 1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 total
number

correct 14,00 38,00 39,00 46,00 48,00 44,00 43,00 29,00 44,00 4500 39,00 24,00 453
answer

% 21,54 58,46 60,00 70,77 73,85 67,69 66,15 44,62 67,69 69,23 60,00 36,92 | 58,08

The graphic in Figure 4 shows the correct response rates of the participants who learned Turkish as a foreign

language.
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Figure 4. Rate of the Correct Answers Given by the Participants Who Learned Turkish as a Foreign Language

3. Differences between findings of native speakers and participants who learned Turkish as a foreign

language

Table 7 presents the information of the participants whose native language is Turkish and the participants who

have learned Turkish as a foreign language. Figure 5 can be examined for a comparison.

Table 7. Number of Correct Answers and Correct Answer Percentage Values of Native Turkish Speakers and
Participants Who Learned Turkish as a Foreign Language

Question 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Participants

whose native

language is

Turkish 12,66 83,84 75,11 90,83 92,14 86,46 83,84 60,26 71,62 94,76 75,11 45,85

Participants who
learned Turkish as
a foreign language 21,54 5846 60,00 70,77 73,85 67,69 66,15 44,62 67,69 69,23 60,00 36,92
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Figure 5. Comparison of Findings Obtained from All Participants

A similarity is observed between the awareness of the functions of the two groups. The awareness with the
least difference between native Turkish speakers and learners of Turkish as a foreign language is the “talking
about something known” function, followed by the “transfer” and “saving time” functions, respectively. The
biggest difference is in the “inference” and “statement of something known” functions in the questions for

videos 2 and 10.

”

Although the most frequent functions are “talking about something known” in the native language and “deixis
in the participants who learned Turkish as a foreign language, the lowest rate in both participant groups is

observed for the “transfer” function.

Participants who have learned Turkish as a foreign language are more aware of the “transfer” function than
participants whose native language is Turkish. In all other functions, as anticipated, the native speakers have a

higher rate of awareness.

CONCLUSION and DISCUSSION

Every linguistic unit has a function and a value for communication. The uses of linguistic units have a meaning,
and although there may not be a problem with grammatical accuracy, the meaning changes drastically when
they are not used. A difference is observed in usage of the expressions “Geldik” [We came] and “iste geldik”
[Here we came] Regardless of the dictionary definition, the awareness of language users regarding linguistic
units, such as “iste,” which is of great significance in discourse, is important. In this context, describing the
awareness levels is also considered relevant. Based on the findings of the study conducted to reveal the
awareness of native speakers and learners of Turkish as a foreign language for the discourse marker “iste,”
which has a very high frequency of use, the awareness of the participants who are native Turkish speakers and

learned Turkish as a foreign language can be described as high (69.47%). Differences are observed in the

awareness rates for the different functions of “iste.” The highest rate, with 89.12%, is for indicating that one is
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talking about something known, whereas the lowest rate is in the transfer function with 14.63%. This situation
is related to the functions frequently used by native speakers. In other words, the usage rate of the transfer
function may be less than other functions. Conducting a functional frequency study on this subject is useful.
However, making such a definitive assessment with the information currently available is not possible, and only
interpretations are possible. Bahar and Temizylrek (2017: 485-490) stated that students whose native
language is Turkish use “iste” in their written expressions with the functions of pointing at something, showing
something, and emphasizing. Similarly, in the findings of this study, all participants are most aware of a few

functions, including “deixis and evincives.” In this respect, the findings show parallelism.

The awareness of native speakers is only lower for the “transfer” function compared with the participants who
learned Turkish as a foreign language. The reason for this is that “transfer” is emphasized in the native
language education process; however, it is a separate subject in the textbooks in teaching Turkish to foreigners.
Within the framework of their research findings on discourse markers, Saritas and Benzer (2020b) revealed that
teachers do not conduct specific activities on discourse markers in lessons and that teachers do not even
express their opinions on what a discourse marker is. In the aforementioned study, they suggested that the
functions of spoken language structures, such as discourse markers, in the pragmatic processes should be
clearly included in the acquisitions and that activities including discourse markers should be added to the
textbooks and studies on speaking skills. When the findings of the studies of Saritas and Benzer (2020b) are
evaluated together with the findings of this study, the lack of specific activities in the lessons for native

speakers can be interpreted as the cause for the low awareness in the transfer function.

Asik (2012), one of the researchers working on discourse markers, revealed in their study that English speakers
with Turkish nationalities lack the diversity of discourse markers in spoken English and that they use a limited
number of discourse markers. The author stated that linguistic units, which are thought to be necessary to
ensure cohesion and coherence in writing, do not use discourse markers at the expected level. The result of
Asik’s research (2021) further explained the 74.49% difference between the highest and lowest functions seen
in the findings of this study. The awareness of the functions of these linguistic units, which have a high rate of
use in oral communication, is low, and although their use is high in random activities, the use of discourse
markers with different functions in planned activities is low. It would be beneficial to include studies to
increase linguistic awareness in teaching considering Carter’s (1995) statements that linguistic awareness is
generally discussed in terms of grammar teaching; however, awareness studies should be conducted for
functional units, linguistic awareness should be provided with some explicit knowledge, and linguistic
awareness will accelerate language learning and support more appropriate uses. It can also be said that these
functions should be presented through clarifications to develop linguistic awareness in general and particularly
the awareness of discourse markers. Determining the awareness of discourse competence within the
communicative competence components in other units and determining the awareness of this competence,
particularly among those who learn Turkish as a foreign language, will aid in the design of new activities and

contents for educators.
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In this study, the number of participants whose native language is Turkish and who have learned Turkish as a
foreign language are not equal. Studies with a different number of participants can be conducted to raise
awareness, and it conducting similar implementations on different discourse markers and different functional

units is beneficial.
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TURKCE SOYLEM BELIRLEYiCILERINE YONELIK FARKINDALIK: “iSTE”

0z

iletisimin etkili bir bicimde gerceklesebilmesi igin dilsel birimlerin verici ve alici tarafindan dogru
ve uygun anlamlandiriimasi gerekir. Bu bakimdan konusucularin dildeki birimlere yonelik
farkindaliklarinin orani iletigsimin niteligi agisindan 6nemlidir. Bu galismada Turkgede iletisimsel
edincin gelistirilmesinde gerekli olan séylem edinci iginde yer alan birimlerden “iste”nin anadili ve
yabanci dil olarak Tiirkge konusurlari tarafindan farkindaliginin betimlenmesi amaciyla yapilmistir.
Bu amaca yonelik olarak nitel arastirma yontemlerinden tarama c¢alismasi yapilmistir. Calismada
“iste”nin farkli islevlerinin yer aldigi uzman gorisleriyle yapilandiriimis ve pilot calismayla
glvenilirligi olcilmis videolardan olusan goriisme formuyla katiimcilara “iste”nin islevlerine
yonelik sorular yoneltilmistir. Yanitlar iki grup katiimcilarin verdikleri yanitlar toplaminda
farkindalik agisindan degerlendirildiginde %69,47 orani belirlenmistir. Anadil konusurlarinin
farkindalik orani %72,71; yabanci dil olarak Tirkce ©6grenmis katilimcilarin farkindalk orani
%58,08 olarak gorilmastir. 12 farkh baglamda yer alan farkindalik oranlari birbirleriyle
karsilastirmali olarak incelendiginde bir islev disinda benzer bir oransal dagilim gorilmustir. Bu
calismadaki bulgular alandaki diger calismalarin bulgulariyla kosut bir gériiniim sergilemektedir.
Yalnizca “aktarim” islevinde dikkat cekici bir fark bulunmus, anadili konusurlarinin farkindahgi bu
islevde yabanci dil olarak Tiirkce 6grenenlerden daha disiik olarak gozlenmistir. Bu durumun
nedeni yabanci dilde bazi islevlerin agik olarak 6gretilmesinin etkisi olarak yorumlanmistir.

Anahtar kelimeler: letisimsel eding, séylem belirleyicileri, yabanci dil olarak Tiirkce, “iste”,
farkindalk
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GiRiS

iletisimin baslatiimasi, siirdiriilmesi ve sonlandiriimasi i¢cin uygun dil kullanimlarina gereksinim vardir. Uygun dil
kullanimi, bir baska deyisle uygun sdylemsel Uretimler igin ses, bigim, sozdizim, sozvarhgi, edimbilim,
toplumdilbilim gibi tim alanlarda dogruluk ve uygunluk gerekir. Séylemin dilsel birimlerinden olan sdylem
belirleyicilerinin (discourse markers) iletisimde ©nemli islevi vardir. Konusmanin nasil baslatilacagi,
surdirilebilecegi ve bitirilebilecegine iliskin bilgiler anadili konusuculari tarafindan dil edinim siirecinde
edinilirken yabanci dil 6grenenler tarafindan ise ¢ogunlukla sinif ortaminda agik ya da ortiik yollarla 6grenilir.
Anadili edinim sireci planh bir siire¢ olarak gergeklesmez ancak yabanci dil 6grenimi sireci genellikle planh,
sinif ici etkinliklerle gergeklesir. Yabanci dil 6gretiminde 6grencilere iletisim icinde dil kullanimlari gésterilmeli
ve etkinliklerde anlamli (meaningful) ve 6zgiin (authentic) dil kullanimini saglayacak araglar kullaniimalidir
(Richards and Rodgers, 2014: 105). Hem edinim sirecinde hem de yabanci dil 6grenimi siirecinde girdi (input),
dili algilamayi ve Uretimi etkiler. Dil 6gretimi 6grenicilerin, dogru dilbilgisi kurallariyla timceler olusturabilmesi
(accuracy), uygun (appropriate) ve akici (fluency) Uretimler yapabilmesini saglamak amaciyla gergeklestirilen bir
surectir. Dilin 6grenilmis olarak degerlendirilebilmesi icin “iletisimsel eding bilesenleri”nin timine yonelik
Ogrenici tarafindan farkindalik gelistirilmis olmasi beklenir. Svalberg (2007:288), dil 6gretimin amacinin dilsel
farkindahgi ve bilinci artirmak oldugunu belirtir. Richards (2006: 3) iletisimsel edinci, dili farkh amag ve
islevlerle nasil kullanacagini bilme, baglama ve katilimcilara bagl olarak dili nasil degistirecegini bilme, farkh
metin tdrlerini nasil Uretebilecegini ya da anlayabilecegini bilme, dilbilgisi artalani yetersiz olmasina karsin
ornegin farkl stratejiler kullanarak iletisimi nasil stirdirebilecegini bilme olarak dort madde ile tanimlar.
Canale&Swain’in  (1980: 29-30) dilbilgisel eding (grammatical competence), toplumdilbilimsel eding
(sociolinguistic competence) ve stratejik eding (strategic competence) olmak Uzere 3 alt baslkta ele aldigi
“iletisimsel eding bilesenleri” siniflandirmasina Canale 1983’teki calismasinda séylem edincini eklemistir. Celce-
Murica, Dérnyei & Thurell, (1995), Bachman (1990), Bachman&Palmer (1996), Bagari¢ (2007) gibi arastirmacilar
tarafindan calisilan “iletisimsel eding bilesenleri”ni Celce-Murcia, (2008) sosyokiiltiirel eding, s6ylem edinci,
dilsel eding, s6z oriintiisii edinci, etkilesimsel eding ve stratejik eding olarak 6 baslik altinda daha ayrintili bigimde
ele almistir. Bu bilesenlerle anlatilmak istenen, bir dildeki yazili ya da sozlii Gretimleri anlamlandirabilmek ve
yazil ve sozll Gretimlerde bulunabilmek igin iletisim igin gerekli olan séyleme ulasabilmek amaciyla s6z konusu
bilesenlerin edincine sahip olunmasi gerektigidir. Her dilsel birim bigimsel, anlamsal ve kullanimsal 6zellikleri ile
bilesenlerin icinde yerini alir. Sekil 1'de de gorildigu gibi merkezde séylem edinci yer almaktadir. S6ylemin en

onemli dilsel birimlerinden biri de séylem belirleyicileridir (discourse markers).
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Sekil 1: iletisimsel Eding Semasi (Celce-Murcia, 2008:45)

Alanyazinda da belirtildigi gibi, sdylem belirleyicileri iletisimde siklikla kullanilan dilsel birimlerdir (Asik, 2012;
Bahar, 2017; Ozbek, 1998; Saritas ve Benzer, 2020a; Schiffrin, 1987; Yilmaz, 2004; Tekin, 2015; Ucar, 2005).
Ozbek (1998), “Séylem belirleyicilerinin kullanimi o kadar yaygindir ki ilk kez duydugunuz bir dilde bile ilk
dikkatinizi ceken sey belli sézciklerin oldukga sik bir bicimde kullanildigidir.” s6ziyle soylem belirleyici
kullaniminin sikligina vurgu yapmaktadir. Schiffrin, (1987) sdylem belirleyicilerinin tanimlanmasinin zor
oldugunu belirtir. “Yani, iste, sey, aa,” gibi cesitli islevlerle kullanilan bazen bir ses bazen bir soézcik olan,
iletisimsel islevi ve degeri olan dil kullanimlaridir. Demiray (2019:67), glinlik konusmalarda Tirkce séylem
belirleyicilerinin tim sozclk birimleri arasinda kullanim sikliginin %8,88 oraninda oldugunu belirtir. Bu oran
sozce basi konumunda %49,54, sdzce ortasinda %30,20, sozce sonunda ise %20,24 olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.
Soylem belirleyicisi olarak “iste”nin de Tirkcede ¢ok kullanilan ve neredeyse tim séylem pargalarinda gorilen

bir s6zcik oldugu belirtiimektedir (Ugar, 2005:36).

Yilmaz (2004) ve Ugar (2005) gibi arastirmacilar tarafindan islevleri acisindan siniflandirilmis olan “iste” siklkla
kullanilan soylem belirleyicileri arasinda yer almaktadir. Tiimce basinda, ortasinda ve sonunda; farkl islevlerle
kullanilan “iste” konusma ve yazma gibi Uretimsel becerilerde oldugu kadar okuma ve dinleme olarak
siniflandirilan algisal becerilerin gelisiminde énem tasir. Yabanci dil 6gretiminde séylem edinci ve etkilesimsel
edincin gelisebilmesinde séylem belirleyicilerinin énemli bir islevi vardir. Kullanim sikliklarinin yaninda anadili
konusucularinin ve yabanci dil olarak Tiirkge 6grenenlerin sdylem belirleyicileri konusunda farkindaliklarinin
betimlenmesinin 6nemli oldugu distlmektedir. Farkindalik (awaneress) dil 6grenicilerinin bicim ve islevlere
yonelik biling (conscious) ve duyarhhg! (sensitivity) olarak tanimlanir (Carter, 2003:64). Trillo (2002)
arastirmasinda ¢ocuklarin ve yetiskinlerin yabanci dil 6grenme siireclerinde sdylem belirleyicilerin kullaniminda
edimsel fosillesmenin (pracmatic fossilisation) oldugunu ve soylem belirleyicilerinin tam olarak
O6grenilemedigini vurgular. Sadeghi ve Heidaryan (2012), deney ve kontrol grubuyla yaptiklari séylem
belirleyicilerinin bilinmesinin dinleme becerisinin gelisimine katkisina yonelik ¢alismalarinda, edimsel séylem
belirleyicilerin 6gretimine 6nem verilmesinin 6zellikle dinleme becerisinin gelisimi agisindan 6nemli oldugu

sonucuna varmistir.  Dili biliyor olmak, iletisimsel eding bilesenlerinin timinin bilgisine sahip olmak,
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kullanildiginda anliyor olmak ve gerektiginde kullanabilmek anlamina gelir. Celce-Murcia (2008) iletisimsel eding
bilesenlerinden birinin de séylem edinci oldugunu belirtir. iletisimin baslatilabilmesi, siirdiriilebilmesi ve
sonlandirilabilmesi icin séylem belirleyicilerine gereksinim oldugu gorilmektedir. Farkindalik diizeyinin artmasi
ozellikle yabanci dil 6grenenler icin uygun kullanimlar agisindan énemlidir. Bu baglamda anadili ve yabanci dil
olarak Tirkce konusucularinin bir dil yapisina yonelik farkindalik durumlarinin betimlenmesinin ileri ¢alismalar

icin veri olusturabilecegi dusinilmektedir.

Bu calismada anadili konusucularinin ve yabanci dil olarak Tirkge 6grenenlerin 6nceki ¢alismalarda siklikla
kullanildigi belirtilen sdylem belirleyicisi “iste”ye yonelik farkindalklarinin betimlenmesi amacglanmaktadir. Bu

amag dogrultusunda galismada asagidaki sorularin yaniti aranmigtir.

- Anadili Tiirkge konusucularinin séylem belirleyicisi “iste”nin islevlerine yonelik farkindalik durumlari nedir?

- Yabanci dil olarak Tirkge 6grenenlerin sdylem belirleyicisi “iste”nin islevlerine yonelik farkindalik durumlari
nedir?

-Anadili konusuculari ve yabanci dil olarak Tiirkge 6grenenlerin “iste”nin islevlerine yonelik farkindaligi arasinda
gozlemlenebilir bir fark var midir?

Bu sorular gercevesinde elde edilen bulgularin var olan durumun betimlenmesinin yaninda hem anadili egitimi
hem de yabanci dil olarak Tirkce Ogretimi ortamlarina yon verecek bulgulara ve yorumlara ulasildigi

disinilmektedir.
Kavramsal Cergeve
Soylem Belirleyicileri

Alanyazindaki ¢alismalar birlikte degerlendirildiginde “sdylem belirleyicileri”, séylemde sdzceler arasinda bagi
kuran, genellikle s6zli dilde konusmalar arasindaki bolumleri gosteren ve bu boélimler arasinda bagdasiklig
saglayan, dikkat ¢cekme, kesinlik katma, duruma yonelik tutumu belirtme, gosterme, gizleme gibi islevlerle
kullanilan iste, sey, evet, ya, simdi vb. dilsel birimler olarak tanimlanabilir (llgin ve Buyukkantarcioglu, 1994;
Ozbek, 1998, 2000; Oktar ve Cem-Deger, 2004; Yilmaz, 2004; ibe-Akcan, 2008; Kuru Génen, 2011; Erdogan,
2013; Ruhi, 2013; Tekin, 2015; Ozcan ve Aksan, 2017; Aksan ve Demirhan, 2018; Kékpinar-Kaya, 2017, 2018;
Asik, 2012; Bahar, 2017; Ozbek, 1998; Saritas ve Benzer, 2020a, Saritas ve Benzer, 2020b; Schiffrin, 1987;
Yilmaz, 2004; Tekin, 2015; Ugar, 2005). Ozellikle sézlii séylemde, sdylem belirleyicilerinin siklikla kullanilan dilsel
birimler arasinda yer aldigi ve sdylem belirleyicilerinin islevsel dnemlerinin biylk oldugu bircok calismada
vurgulanmaktadir (Asik, 2012; Bahar, 2017; Ozbek, 1998; Saritas ve Benzer, 2020; Schiffrin, 1987; Yilmaz,
2004; Tekin, 2015; Ugar, 2005 vb.) Ozbek (1998: 43-44), bir iki dakikalik séylem kesitinde bile kullanilan séylem
belirleyicilerinin sdylem-igi bosluklari doldurmak amaciyla kullanilmadigini, bosluk doldurmak igin kullaniliyor
gibi gorinen birimlerin bile mutlaka bir islevi oldugu belirtmektedir. Brinton'a gbére bu birimler timce
dizeyinden daha kapsamli anlamsal ve islevsel bicimde soyleme o6zellikle, baglasikliga etki etmektedir ve

asagidaki islevleri yerine getirir (1996:37-38):
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1- Dinleyicinin dikkatinin ¢ekilmesi, séylemin baslatilip sonlandiriimasi.

2- SOz sirasi alip vermesi icin konusucunun desteklenmesi.

3- SOz sirasinin korunmasi ve soylemin siirdlirilmesi amaciyla erteleme stratejisi ya da "bosluk
doldurucu" (fiiler) olarak kullaniimasi.

4- Konu agilmasi, konunun degistirilmesi (dogrulama, gelistirme, tanimlama, genisletme) ya da 6nceki
konunun surdirilmesi.

5- Yeni bilgilerin (Erman, 1987: 201; Schiffrin, 1987) ya da eski bilgilerin (Quirk ve digerleri, 1985: 1482;
Schiffrin, 1987) gosterilmesi.

6- ""Dizi bagimhhgini" (sequential dependence) belirginlestirerek art arda siralanan sozcelerin birbirine
baglanmasi ve konusma sirasinda "isbirligi ilkesini" ortaya koymasi (Levinson, 1983:128-129, 162-163)

7- Konusucularin séylemlerinin onarilmasi.

Ozbek (1995, 1998) gibi tiim sdylem belirleyicileri ve islevleri iizerine yapilan genel ¢alismalar oldugu gibi belirli
soylem belirleyicileri tizerine g¢alismalar ve belirli baglamlarda séylem belirleyicilerin kullanimi {izerine yapilan
calismalar vardir. Ornegin Ucar (2005) iste’nin ezgi goériinimleri {izerine calismistir. Bunun yaninda Erdogan
(2013) “sey”i arastirmasina konu etmistir. Yilmaz 1994’teki calismasinda Tirkce “sey” ve ingilizce “well”
kullanim karsilastirmasini yapmis, 2004’teki ¢alismasinda ise “yani” ”iste” ve "sey”in islevlerini ele almigtir. ligin

ve Bliylkkantarcioglu (1994) “yani”nin yazili ve sozlii sdylemdeki kullanimlarini karsilastirirken Ruhi (2009) de

“yani” kullaniminin islevlerini ele almistir.

Soylem belirleyicilerinin kullanimsal 6zelliklerini, grup ozelleri, yas gibi belirli degisenleri goz 6ninde
bulundurarak ele alan galismalar da vardir. Cakir-Sari (2020) sinif ortaminda soylem belirleyici kullanimlari
Uzerine ¢alisma yapmistir. Bahar (2017) konusma egitimi baglaminda soylem belirleyicilerini ele aldigi
¢alismasinda masallarda kullanilan sdylem belirleyicilerinin islevlerini betimlemistir. Bahar ve Temizyirek (2017:
485-490), Ogrencilerin yazili anlatimlarinda séylem belirleyici kullanimlarini ele almistir. Furman ve Ozyiirek
(2007), Cocuklarin “yani”, “iste”, “sey” kullanim oranlarini degerlendirmistir. Aysu (2017) ingilizce hazirlik sinifi
Tirk 6grencilerin yazili anlatimlarinda séylem belirleyici kullanimlarini incelemistir. Saritas ve Benzer (2020b)
¢alismalarinda yabanci dil olarak Tiirkce Ogrenenlerin séylem belirleyici kullanimlarini  betimlemeyi
amaglamislardir. Bu galismalar farkh dil kullancilarinin sdylem belirleyicilerini kullanim sikliklarini ve kullanim

ozelliklerini betimleme amaci tasimaktadir.
Séylem Belirleyicisi “iste”

“Iste” dzellikle szl dilde siklikla kullanilan bir dilsel birimdir. “iste” sorgusuyla Tiirkce Ulusal Derlemde yapilan
arama sonucunda (04.11.2019) 310 metinde (456 sozli metindeki toplam sayi) 4296 goriinme (1014023 Biitln
Sonuglar) sonucuna ulasilmistir. Frekansi 4236,59'dur.

Yilmaz (2004) “iste” kullanim alanlarini Tablo 1’deki bicimde 6zetlemektedir.
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Tablo 1. Konusmadaki “iste”nin Kullanim Alanlari (Yilmaz, 2004: 128)

Konusma Yapisi Alani (Conversitonal Structure igerik Alani (Content Domain)

Domain)

Anlati  baslatma belirleyicisi (Marker of Cergeveleme islevi (Frame Function)

Extended Turns) Konu kapatma (topic closure),

Konusma sirasi gegisi (Turn and Floor Claimer) Orneklendirme/detaylandirma (exemplification/detail)

Dikkat gekme (highlighting)

Dolaysiz anlatim belirleyicisi (marker of reported speech)
Geriye donik bilgi belirleyicisi (marker of information tie-back)
Qualifying Function

Sorulara yanit baslaticisi (answer-preface to quesitons)

Ozbek (1998:44) inceledigi séylemde “iste”nin islevlerini asagidaki bicimde listelemistir.
Bilinen seylere dikkat cekmek
Dinleyicinin konusmacityl anladigini ve benzer durumlar yasadigini belirtmek (ilgi/dinleme
belirleyicisi)
Durumdan memnun olmadigini, durumu yetersiz buldugunu ifade etmek (sabah bi sitli kahve
iste, bi tane o, 6glen yemiyo..)
Aktarim belirleyicisi olarak

Ugar (2005)'in ezgi goriinumleri ve islevlerini dikkate alarak yaptigi “iste” siniflandirmasi Tablo 2’deki

bicimdedir.
Tablo 2. istenin Ezgi Gériinimleri (Ugar, 2005)
Konum islev ve ezgi Ornek
1.1. Soruya yanit disen ezgi “Iste senden memnun oldudumu séyledim.”
1.2. Orneklendirme/Detaylandirma diisen ezgi “Hocam kadinin lizerinde sey baskisi var.
iste zayif ol, bilmem ne ol, giizel ol...”
1.3. Dikkat cekme diisen ezgi iste bu ¢ok giizel bir 6rnek, iste burada
Tiimce Dislinceyi kuvvetlendirmek, bu gibi gosterme adirlikli olarak bu durumliar
basinda adiliyla kullanimi
1.4. gosterme digen ezgi iste Avrupa sampiyonu jimnastikginin
atlayislarini ekranlariniza getiriyoruz.
iste bu, iste bu, bravo.
1.5. Konu kapatma diisen ezgi iste boyle
Genellikle boyleyle birlikte iste bu kadar
2.1. Bosluk doldurma diisen ezgi Yaa bizimki iste zaten hamilelikten 6nce
Tiimce isten ¢tkmisti
ortasinda 2.2. Orneklendirme/detaylandirma disen ezgi O hale gitmeden hemen iste faizlerin
diistiriilmesi
3.1. eylem sonunda ylkselen ezgi Hocayla beraber sunduk iste
Kesinlik
Tiimce 3.2. Bilinen bir seyden so6z etme 6nce yiikselen Ben nébetgiydim iste
sonunda sonra diisen
3.3. Dolaysiz aktarim belirleyicisi stiren ezgi Sordum iste Chomsky’nin incelemelerini sey

yaptiniz mi diye

Tablo 2’de “iste”nin en farkli islevlerle timce basinda yer aldigi ve disen ezgi ile kullanildigi gériilmektedir.
Ugar (2005), Yilmaz (2004) ve Ozbek (1998) tarafindan yapilan islev betimlemeleri ele alindiginda “iste”nin
asagidaki islevlerle kullanildigini séylemek olanakhdir.

Anlati basglatma belirleyicisi
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Konugsma sirasi gegisi

Konu kapatma

Orneklendirme/detaylandirma

Dikkat cekme

Bilinen seylere dikkat cekme

Dolaysiz anlatim belirleyicisi

Geriye donik bilgi belirleyicisi

Sorulara yanit baslaticisi

ilgi/dinleme belirleyicisi (Dinleyicinin konusmaciyi anladigini ve benzer durumlar yasadigini belirtmek)
Durumdan Memnun olmadigini, durumu yetersiz buldugunu ifade etmek igin (sabah bi sitli kahve
iste, bi tane o, 6glen yemiyo..)

Dusunceyi kuvvetlendirmek, bu gibi gosterme adiliyla kullanimi

Gosterme

Bosluk doldurma

Kesinlik
Dilsel Farkindalik

Dilsel farkindalik dilin dogasina ve onun yasamdaki islevlerine yonelik algi ve biling olarak tanimlanir (Van Lier,
1996). Dilsel farkindalik kavrami ilk olarak ingiltere’de anadiline yénelik olarak kullanilmaya baslanmis ve hem
anadili hem de yabanci dil derslerinde dil gelisimini artirmak amaciyla ders izlencelerine dilsel farkindaliga
yonelik dersler eklenmistir. Ogrenicinin dilsel farkindaliginin yiiksek olmasinin daha iyi bir dil kullanicisi olmasini
destekleyecegi duslinilmustur (Andrews, 2007). Svalberg (2007:288), calismasinda dilsel farkindalik ve bilingli
(consciousness) dil kullaniminin ayni anlamlarda kullanildigini belirtmektedir ve dil 6gretimin amacinin dilsel
farkindahgi ve bilinci artirmak oldugunu belirtmektedir. Carter (1995), dilsel farkindaligin genellikle dilbilgisi
Ogretimi agisindan ele alindigini ancak islevsel birimler icin de farkindalik ile ilgili galismalar yapilmasi gerektigini
ifade etmektedir. Dil 6grenmenin ayni zamanla dille ilgili bazi seyleri anlamak oldugunu ve biraz acik bilgi ile
dilsel farkindalik saglanmasi gerektigini, dilsel farkindaligin dil 6grenmeyi hizlandiracagl ve daha uygun

kullanimlar saglanmasina destek olacagini belirtir (Carter, 1995: 12-13).

Bazi ¢alismalarda dil hakkinda bilgi (knowledge about language) olarak da adlandirilan dilsel farkindalik
¢alismalarinda dilbilgisine (grammer) yonelik farkindalik, sdzvarligi 6gelerine yonelik farkindalik gibi dille ilgili
Ozel alanlara yer verildigi gibi diller hakkinda genel bilgilerin de ele alindig1 gériilmektedir (bkz. Andrews, 1999;
Andrews 2007; Boers, 2000a; Boers, 2000b; Byram, 1997; Carter, 1995; Carter, 2003; Cetin, 2015; Hawkins,
1984; Wright, 1991 vb.). Alice & Silvia (2020) ¢alismalarinda 2000-2018 yillarinda yapiimis dilsel farkindalk
¢alismalarini meta analiz yontemi ile derlemis ve yontem agisindan yorumlamistir. Koller (2017) son 30 yilda

calismalarda dil farkindahigin, kuralci ilkelere dayali mekanik 6grenmenin yerine 6grenenlerin anlayisini ve dilsel
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becerilerini gelistirmeyi amaglayan dil 6grenimi ve 6gretimi icindeki yaklasimlarin merkezinde yer aldigini

belirtir.

YONTEM

Bu calismada “iste” soylem belirleyicisinin islevlerine yonelik farkindaligi belirleyebilmek amaciyla
katilimcilardan toplanan veriler incelenmistir. Bu bakimdan ¢alisma kullanilan séylem belirleyicisinin islevinin
farkindaligini betimleme amaciyla veri toplama araci gelistirilmesi, katiimcilara uygulanmasi ve toplanan
verilerin ¢dzimlenmesi asamalarini icermektedir. Calismanin yéntemi olan “nitel arastirma, sosyal olay ve
olgularin nedenlerinin, sonuglarinin veya ayrintilarinin agiklanmasini saglayan énemli bir arastirma yéontemidir”
(Baltaci, 2017). Nitel bir yontemle, amagta belirtilen farkindaligi belirlemek tizere genel tarama modellerinden
karsilastirma tiru iliskisel tarama modelinden yararlaniimistir. Var olan durum, var oldugu bigimiyle herhangi

bir miidahale olmaksizin betimlenmeye calisiimistir.

Veri toplama araci

Calismada katilimcilarin “iste” séylem belirleyicisinin islevlerine yonelik farkindalik diizeylerinin belirlenebilmesi
icin yapilandiriimis gériisme formu ile verilerin toplanmasi amaglanmistir. Bunun igin hazirlanan yapilandiriimig
gorisme formunda, icinde “iste” gecen ve rastlantisal olarak secilmis dizi, film, televizyon programlarindan en
fazla 20 saniyelik kesitler alinmistir. Secilen videolardaki “iste”lerin islevleri Ozbek (1998), Yilmaz (2004) ve
Ugar’in (2005) ¢alismalarinda yer alan islevlere bagli olarak betimlenerek segenekler bigiminde sunulmustur. 15
videoda gecen “iste”nin islevlerine yonelik uygulama taslak olarak hazirlandiktan sonra oncelikle dilbilim
alaninda uzmanlarin gorislerine basvurulmustur. Uzmanlarin gorisleri dogrultusunda uygun olmayan 3 video
¢ikarilmig ve 5 videonun segeneklerinde de degisiklik yapilmistir. Son olarak asagida belirtilen islevlerin
farkindaligi Gzerinden dogru islevin bir yanitta yer aldig goriisme formu olusturulmustur. “iste” séylem
belirleyicisine yonelik farkindaligi betimlemek icin videolarda kullanilan islevlerin sayisi on ikidir ve bu islevler
sunlardir: aktarim, ¢ikarim, onay ve kesinlik, dikkat ¢ekmek, gésterme, oyalama, &rneklendirme
/aynintilandirma, konuyu kapatma, bilinen bir seyden séz etme, bilinen bir seyden séz ettigini belirtme, yazilani

aktarma, zaman kazanma.

Gorisme formunda videonun altinda bu islevlerden dordii secenek olarak verilmistir. Secenekler disinda goris
belirtmek isteyen katilimcilar igin “diger” secenegi eklenmistir. Bu secenek E olarak kabul edilmistir. Uygulama
oncesinde goriisme formunun givenilirlik 6l¢imi Miles ve Huberman’in (1994) 6nerdigi uyusum yizdesi hesabi
kullanilarak (p= nax100/na+nd) pilot grup ile yapilmis ve bu hesaplama sonucunda %76,6 orani ile gériisme

formu maddeleri glivenilir olarak saptanmistir.
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Katilimcilar

Calismanin katilimcilari iki ayri kimeden olusmaktadir: Tlrkge anadili konusurlari ve yabanci dil olarak Turkce

O0grenmis bireyler. Katilimcilar rastlantisal ornekleme yoluyla belirlenmistir ve gondlli olarak c¢alismaya

katilmistir.
Tablo 3. Katilimci Bilgileri
Anadili Turkge Yabanci Dil Olarak Turkge Toplam
229 65 294

Anadili Turkge olan katilimcilarin egitim diizeyi lisans ve Gzeridir. Yabanci Dil olarak Turkce 6grenmis katihmcilar

ileri dizey Tiirkge bilmektedir ve egitim dizeyleri lisans ve Gzeridir.

Verilerin ¢6ziimlenmesi

Yapilandirilmis gériisme formu ile toplanan veriler sayisal verilere donustirilerek betimsel ¢éziimlemeleri
yapilmistir. Arastirmanin amacina yonelik toplanan verilerin ¢dézimlemesinde, betimsel istatistiklerden (siklik,
yilizde) yararlanilarak gériisme formundan elde edilen veriler {izerinden islem yapilmistir. islemler sonucundaki

bulgulara anadili Turkge olan ve yabanci dil olarak Tiirkge 6grenenler igin karsilagtirmali olarak yer verilmistir.

Uygulamada toplam 298 katilimci sorulari yanitlamistir.  Katiimcilarin 230’unun anadili Tarkgedir (iki dilli
katihmcilar anadili Turkge grubunda degerlendirilmistir). 1 katihmci sorulari hi¢ cevaplamadigi igin galisma
kapsamina alinmamistir. 68 yabanci dil olarak Tiirkce 6grenmis birey gorismeye katilmistir ancak 3 katilimci
sorulari hi¢ yanitlamamistir. Sorulari yanitlamayan katiimcilarin teknik bir sorundan mi yoksa konuyu
anlamadiklari icin mi yanitlamadiklari bilinmediginden bu katilimcilar ¢calisma kapsamina alimamistir. Verileri

¢alismaya dahil edilen katilimci sayisi toplamda 294 olmustur.

Katiimcilar gériisme formunda 4 segenekli sorular yanitlamislardir ve diger secenegine de yer verilmistir. Diger
secenegine yazilan tim yanitlar E segenegi olarak kodlanmistir. Bazi katimcilar cift secenek isaretlemistir.
Verilen yanitlar degerlendirirken ¢ift yanit ve E secenegi isaretleyen katiimcilarin yanitlari yanlis olarak

degerlendirilmistir.

Bulgular toplam katilimci sayisina gore, anadili Tlrk¢e olan katilimcilara gére ve yabanci dil olarak Tirkge
o0grenmis katilimcilara gére degerlendirilmistir. Son olarak iki kimeden elde edilen veriler arasinda karsilastirma

yapilmistir.

BULGULAR

294 katilimci ile gergeklestirilen uygulama sonucunda elde edilen bulgulara ¢alismanin arastirma sorulari
cercevesinde 3 baslik altinda yer verilmistir. Ayri ayri degerlendirmelerden 6nce Tablo 4’te tim katiimcilarin

dogru yanit sayisi ve ylzde olarak degerleri incelenebilir.
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Tablo 4. Katilimcilarin Dogru Yanit Sayisi ve Dogru Yuzdeleri

Video 1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 topla
numarasi m

Dogru 43 230 211 254 259 242 235 167 208 262 211 129
Yanit

% 14,6 78,2 71,7 863 831 823 799 568 707 891 71,7 438
3 3 7 9 0 1 3 0 5 2 7 8

Tablo 4’e gore tim katilmcinin sorulara verdigi dogru yanit orani %69,47’dir. Sorularda “iste”nin farkli

islevlerine yonelik farkliliklari Sekil 2’de grafik olarak farkindalik oranina gore siralanmis olarak yer almaktadir.
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Sekil 2. Tim katilimcilarin sorulara verdigi dogru yanit orani

Sekil 2’de de goraldugi gibi farkindaligin en yiiksek oldugu islev “bilinen bir seyden séz ettigini belirtme”
islevidir. Daha sonra “gésterme” ve “dikkat cekme” islevleri ile devam etmektedir. En dislik oranin “aktarim”
islevinde oldugu gorilmektedir. Ancak yazilanin aktarilmasina yonelik farkindalk 7. sirada yer almakta ve s6zIi
ifadenin aktarimindan daha yiksek bir farkindahg oldugu gorilmektedir. Ortalama dogruluk oranlari %69,47

olmasina karsin en disik dogruluk olan aktarim %14,63 oran ile ortalamanin oldukga altindadir.

1. Anadili Konusucularina Yénelik Bulgular
Anadili Turkce olan Katilmcilarin dogru yanit sayilari ve yiizdeleri Tablo 5’te yer almaktadir.

Tablo 5. Anadili Turkge Olan Katilimcilarin Dogru Yanit Sayisi ve Dogru Yiizdeleri

Video 1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 topla
Numaras m
1
Dogru 29 192 172 208 211 198 192 138 164 217 172 105
Yanit
% 12,6 83,8 75,1 90,8 92,1 86,4 83,8 60,2 71,6 94,7 75,1 45,8
6 4 1 3 4 6 4 6 2 6 1 5

Anadili Turkge olan katilimcilarin yiizdeleri islevlere yénelik farkindalik agisindan Sekil 3.’te gortilmektedir.
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Sekil 3. Anadili konusucularinin sorulara verdigi dogru yanit orani

Sekil 3’e bakildiginda anadili Tirkge konusucularinin “bilinen bir seyden séz ettigini belirtme” islevinin
kullanimina yonelik farkindalik orani %94,76 ile birinci sirada oldugu gorilmektedir. En az farkindalk %12,66 ile
“aktarim” islevindedir. En yliksek orandan aza dogru siralandiginda islevlerin gosterme, dikkat cekme, zaman
kazanma c¢ikarim, érneklendirme ve ayrintilandirma yazilani aktarma, bilinen bir seyden s6z etme ve konuyu

kapatma, zaman kazanma.

2. Yabanci Dil Olarak Tiirk¢e Ogrenmis Olanlara Yénelik Bulgular

Yabanci dil olarak Tirkge 6grenmis katiimcilarin verdigi dogru yanit sayisi ve ylzdeleri Tablo 6’da yer
almaktadir

Tablo 6. Yabanci Dil Olarak Tiirkge Ogrenmis Katimcilarin Dogru Yanit Sayisi ve Dogru Yiizdeleri

Video 1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 toplam
Numarasi

Dogru 14,00 38,00 39,00 46,00 48,00 44,00 43,00 29,00 44,00 45,00 39,00 24,00

Yanit

% 21,54 58,46 60,00 70,77 73,85 67,69 66,15 44,62 67,69 69,23 60,00 36,92

Sekil 4’te yabanci dil olarak Tiirkce 6grenmis katilimcilarin dogru yanit oranlari  gériilmektedir.
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Sekil 4. Yabanci Dil Olarak Tiirkce Ogrenmis Katilimcilarin Sorulara Verdigi Dogru Yanit Orani

3. Anadili Konusucusu ve Yabanci Dil Olarak Tiirkce Ogrenmis Katihmcilarin Bulgular Arasindaki Farklar

Anadili Turkge olan katilimcilar ve yabanci dil olarak Tirkge 6grenmis olan katihmcilarin bilgisi Tablo 7’de yer
almaktadir. Karsilastirmali olarak gormek icin Sekil 5 incelenebilir.

Tablo 7. Anadili Tirkge Olan Katilimcilari ve Yabanci dil Olarak Tiirkge Ogrenmis Katilimcilarin Dogru Yanit Sayisi
ve Dogru Yiizdeleri

Soru 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12.

Anadili Tiirkce
Olan Katilimcilar 12,66 83,84 75,11 90,83 92,14 86,46 83,84 60,26 71,62 94,76 75,11 45,85

Yabanci Dil Olarak
Tiirkce Ogrenmis
Katilimcilar 21,54 58,46 60,00 70,77 73,85 67,69 66,15 44,62 67,69 69,23 60,00 36,92
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Sekil 5. Tim Katilimcilardan Elde Edilen Bulgularin Karsilastiriimasi
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iki grubun islevlere yénelik farkindaliklarinda bir paralellik oldugu gériilmektedir. Anadili Tiirkge konusuculari ve
yabanci dil olarak Tirkge 6grenenler arasindaki farkin en az oldugu farkindalik “bilinen bir seyden s6z etme”
islevi daha sonra sirasiyla “aktarim” ve “zaman kazanma” islevidir. En buyik fark ise 2. ve 10. videolara yonelik

soruda “ctkarim” ve “bilinen bir seyden séz ettigini belirtme” iglevlerindedir.

Anadilde en sik “bilinen bir seyden s6z ettigini belirtme” yabanci dil olarak Tiirkge 6grenmis katilimcilarda ise

“gésterme” olmasina ragmen iki katiimci grubunda da en diisiik oran “aktarim” islevindedir.

Yabanci dil olarak Tiirkge 6grenmis katilimcilarin anadili Tiirkge olan katilimcilardan daha fazla farkinda oldugu
islev “aktarim” iglevidir. Diger tim islevlerde anadili konusuculari beklenen sekilde farkindaliklari daha

yuksektir.

TARTISMA ve SONUC

Dilsel her biriminin bir islevi ve iletisim icin bir degeri vardir. Dilsel birimlerin kullanimlari bir anlam tasir ve
kullanilmadiklarinda dilbilgisel dogruluk ile ilgili bir sorun ortaya ¢ikmasa da anlam buyuk &lglide degisir.
“Geldik” ifadesi ile “iste geldik.” ifadesi arasinda kullanimsal bir fark vardir. Sézliikk tanimina bagh kalmadan,
soylemde 6nemi buyik olan “iste” ve onun gibi dilsel birimlere yonelik dil kullanicilarinin farkindaliklari
onemlidir. Bu gergevede farkindalik diizeylerinin betimlemesi de 6nemli olarak degerlendirilmistir. Kullanim
sikligl olduke¢a ylksek olan sdylem belirleyicisi “iste”ye yonelik olarak anadili konusucularinin ve yabanci dil
olarak Turkge 6grenenlerin farkindaliklarini ortaya koymak amaciyla yapilan bu galismanin bulgularina bakarak
anadili Turkge olan ve yabanci dil olarak Tirkce 6grenmis katilimcilarin “iste”ye yonelik farkindaliklarinin
(%69,47) yuksek oldugunu sdylemek mumkindir. “iste”nin farkl islevlerine yonelik farkindalik oranlarinda
farkhhklar vardir. En yliksek oran %89,12 ile bilinen bir seyden so6z ettigini belirtmeyken en disik oran %14,63
ile aktarim islevindedir. Bu durumun nedeni anadili konusucularinin siklikla kullandigi islevler ile ilgili oldugu
disinidlmektedir. Bir baska deyisle aktarim islevinin kullanim orani diger islevlerden daha az olabilir. Bununla
ilgili islevsel bir siklik ¢calismasi yapmakta yarar vardir. Ancak su an elde olan bilgilerle bu tir kesin bir
degerlendirme yapmak mimkin degildir, sadece yorumlanabilir. Bahar ve Temizylrek (2017: 485-490) de
anadili Turkce olan 6grencilerin yazili anlatimlarinda “iste”yi isaret etme, gosterme ve vurgulama islevleriyle
kullandiklarini belirtmektedir. Bu ¢alismanin bulgularinda da tim katilimcilarin farkindaliklari en ylksek oldugu
islevler arasinda “gdsterme ve isaret etme” yer almaktadir. Bu agidan bulgularin benzerlik gosterdigi

soylenebilir.

Anadili konusucularinin yabanci dil olarak Tirkge 6grenmis katilimcilardan daha diisiik oranda gikan farkindalig
yalnizca “aktarim” islevidir. Bunun sebebi aktarimin anadili egitim slrecinde {izerinde durulan bir konu
olmamasi, ancak yabancilara Tirkce 0Ogretiminde kitaplarda ayri bir konu olarak ele alinmasi olarak
degerlendirilebilir. Saritas ve Benzer (2020b) sdylem belirleyicileri ile ilgili yaptiklari arastirmanin bulgular
cercevesinde derslerde 6gretmenlerin soylem belirleyicileri ile ilgili 6zel ¢alismalar yapmadiklarini, hatta

ogretmenlerin sdylem belirleyicisinin ne olduguna yoénelik goriis bildirmediklerini ortaya koymaktadir. S6z
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konusu galismada Tirkce 6gretim programlarinda séylem belirleyicileri gibi konusma dili yapilarinin edimsel
sireclerdeki islevlerine kazanimlarda agik bir sekilde yer verilmesi ve ders kitaplarina, konusma becerisine
yonelik calismalara sdylem belirleyicilerinin de yer aldigi etkinlikler eklenmesi gerektigi Gnerisine yer
vermislerdir. Saritas ve Benzer (2020b) ¢alismalari ile bu ¢alismanin bulgular birlikte degerlendirildig§inde anadili
konusuculari igin derslerde 6zel etkinlikler yapilmamasi aktarim islevine yoénelik farkindaligin diisiik olmasinin

nedeni olarak yorumlanabilir.

Soylem belirleyicileri ile ilgili ¢alismalar yapan arastirmacilardan Asik (2012), calismasinda Tirk ingilizce
konusucularinin konusma ingilizcesinde séylem belirleyici cesitliligi eksikligine sahip olduklarini ve séylem
belirleyicilerini sinirli sayida kullandiklarini ortaya koymustur. Yazmada baglasikhgin ve bagdasikligin
saglanabilmesi icin gerekli oldugu distnilen dilsel birimlerin beklenen dlizeyde sdylem belirleyicisi
kullanmadiklarini ifade etmektedir. Asik (2021)’in arastirmasinin sonucu da bu arastirmanin bulgularinda
gorilen en yiiksek ve en dislk islev arasindaki %74,49’luk farki agiklamaktadir. S6zIU dilde iletisimde kullanim
orani yiksek olan bu dilsel biriminin islevlerine yonelik farkindalik distktiir ve rastlantisal etkinliklerde
kullanimlari yiiksek olsa da planl etkinliklerde farkl islevlerle séylem belirleyicisi kullanimlari distktur. Carter
(1995),"in dilsel farkindahgin genellikle dilbilgisi 6gretimi agisindan ele alindigini, ancak islevsel birimler igin de
farkindalik ile ilgili cahsmalar yapilmasi gerektigi ve biraz acik bilgi ile dilsel farkindalik saglanmasini gerektigini,
dilsel farkindahgin dil 6grenmeyi hizlandiracagi ve daha uygun kullanimlar saglanmasina destek olacaginina
yonelik ifadeleri de goéz oniinde bulunduruldugunda dil 6gretiminde dilsel farkindaligi arttirmaya yonelik
calismalara yer vermek faydali olacaktir. Genelde dilsel farkindaligin 6zelde ise séylem belirleyicilerine yonelik
farkindaligin gelistirilebilmesi icin bu islevlerin belirginlestirilerek sunulmasi gerektigi yorumuna da gidilebilir.
iletisimsel eding bilesenleri igcinde séylem edincine yénelik farkindaligin baska birimlerdeki farkindaliklarinin da
belirlenmesi, 6zellikle yabanci dil olarak Tirkge 6grenenlerin bu edince yonelik farkindaliginin belirlenmesi,

Ogreticiler agisindan da yeni etkinliklerin ve iceriklerin tasarlanmasinda yardimci olacaktir.

Bu calismada anadili dili Tiirkge olan ve yabanci dil olarak Tiirkge 6grenmis katilimcilarin sayisi esit degildir.
Daha farkli sayida katilimci ile farkindaliga yonelik ¢alismalar yapilabilir ve farkli sdylem belirleyicileri ve farkli

islevsel birimler lizerine de benzer uygulamalar gergeklestirilebilir.

ETiK METNi

Bu makalede dergi yazim kurallari, yayin ilkeleri, arastirma ve yayin etigi ile dergi etik kurallarina uyuldu.
Makale ile ilgili dogabilecek herhangi bir ihlalin sorumlulugu yazar(lar)a aittir. Arastirma etik ilkeler agisindan E-

87347630-640.99-41491 sayi numaras! ile Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi Etik Kurulu’nca uygun bulunmustur.

Yazar(lar) Katki Orani: Bu makalede ilk yazarin galismaya katki orani %50, ikinci yazarin ¢alismaya katki orani

%50'dir.
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