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ABSTRACT Critical writing seeks to enhance university students' ability to think causally and reason effectively, and
this improvement should be evident in their language use in the assignments. An example of such
language is interactional metadiscourse, the expression of attitudes and opinions in line with the intended
audience. In pursuit of these objectives, this study investigated the textual characteristics of critical
thinking by examining interactional metadiscourse markers (MDMSs) in the critical response papers
authored by English Language Teaching (ELT) undergraduate students throughout a semester at a
Turkish state university. The findings revealed shifts in the use of interactional MDMs by the end of the
semester. While markers for engagement, hedging, and boosting remained prevalent across various tasks,
the utilization of self-mentions and attitude markers declined, indicating a transition from the students’
sharing personal opinions and experiences to relying on evidence from research in academic texts to
support their arguments. Additionally, the study highlighted the impact of topic selection on how
students incorporated metadiscourse markers into their response papers.

Keywords:  Critical thinking, English for academic purposes, Metadiscourse, Pre-service teacher education,
Second language writing

Ingilizce 6gretmen adaylarmin yazimlarinda etkilesimsel iistsdylem
yoluyla elestirel diisinmenin derlem tabanli analizi

OZ Elestirel yazma, {iniversite ogrencilerinin nedensel diisinme ve akil yiiriitme becerilerinin
gelistirilmesini hedeflemektedir ve bu gelisimin 6grencilerin 6devlerinde kullandiklar: dile yansimasi
beklenmektedir. Bu dil kullaniminin bir 6rnegi, hedeflenen kitleye uyumlu tutum ve goriislerin ifade
edildigi etkilesimsel iistsdylemdir. Bu hedefler dogrultusunda, bu calisma, Tiirkiye’deki bir devlet
iiniversitesinde bir akademik yar1 y1l boyunca Ingilizce 6gretmen adaylari tarafindan yazilan elestirel
degerlendirme raporlarindaki etkilesimsel iistsdylem belirteglerini (EUB'ler) inceleyerek elestirel
diistinmenin metinsel 6zelliklerini arastirmistir. Bulgular, donem sonunda sdylem isaretleyicilerinin
kullaniminda anlamli farkliliklar oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Katilim, kaginma ve giiclendirme
belirtegleri bazi raporlarda yaygin olarak kullanilirken, bazi raporlarda ise kendinden bahsetme ve tutum
belirteclerinin kullanimi azalmustir. Elde edilen bu sonug, Ogrencilerin kisisel goriislerini ve
deneyimlerini paylagsmaktan, argiimanlarini desteklemek icin akademik metinlerdeki arastirma
bulgularina giivenmeye gegis yaptiklarini gostermektedir. Ek olarak calisma, 6grencilerin elestirel
degerlendirme raporlarina EUB’leri nasil dahil ettikleri hususunda konu segiminin etkisini vurgulamugtir.
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INTRODUCTION

Conveying field-specific knowledge in linguistically and structurally appropriate ways is one of the
challenges of college-level writing (Hyland, 2013). The task gets more complicated in second language
(L2) academic writing, where university students deal with the cognitive demands of their discipline
and the task of writing in a foreign language (Breeze, 2012). Once they begin using explicit signals of
communication, the message in the text can be evaluated by the reader more efficiently. Thus,
metadiscourse is one of the crucial constituents of writing instruction for academic purposes as it
facilitates the transmission and comprehension of messages (Hyland, 2005a).

Metadiscourse refers to the textual properties used to organize discourse and align a writer's stance with
the content and intended audience (Hyland, 2005a, p. 14). Markers in texts reveal the author's
personality, beliefs, and attitudes towards the content, making them crucial communication tools beyond
information transmission (Trillo, 2002). Among the different taxonomies of metadiscourse markers
(henceforth, MDMs), a commonly used one was proposed by Hyland and Tse (2004) following
Thompson and Thetela’s (1995) two-way model of interaction in writing. According to the model,
interactive MDMs, including transitions (e.g., in addition, but), frame markers (e.g., finally, to
conclude), endophoric markers (e.g., noted above, see Fig), evidentials (e.g., according to X, Z states),
and code glosses (e.g, namely, such as), help the reader navigate through the text, and interactional
MDMs, including hedges (e.g., might, perhaps), boosters (e.g., in fact, definitely), attitude markers (e.g.,
unfortunately, | agree), engagement markers (e.g., consider, note that), and self-mentions (e.g., I, we),
are used to adjust the reader’s involvement in the text (Hyland & Tse, 2004, p. 169). While the former
deals mostly with textual organization, the latter is key to understanding the writer’s way of interacting
with the reader, evaluating propositions, and expressing their stance (Hyland, 2005b). One of the seminal
works using Hyland and Tse’s (2004) model is Hyland’s (2005a) monograph, in which the researcher
not only comprehensively revisited the earlier model but also explored the use of metadiscourse features
across rhetorical practices, genres, cultures, and discourse communities, and provided a comprehensive
list of 300 potential MDMs. The series of studies in the monograph showcases that metadiscourse could
play a crucial role in understanding interactions, particularly in written academic and professional
communication, thus having important implications for writing pedagogy.

Another significant variable in effective college-level writing in a foreign language is the reflection of
critical thinking skills on writing assignments (McKinley, 2013). Although the term critical thinking has
been regarded as an essential skill to acquire in higher education, the perception and definition of it vary
across disciplines. Moore (2013) demonstrates the aspects various academic disciplines such as
philosophy, history, and cultural studies focus on in their interpretation of critical thinking. Yet, in the
study, common themes emerged as judgment, a skeptical view of knowledge, simple originality,
sensitive reading of a text, rationality, adopting an ethical stance, and self-reflectivity. Similarly, Ennis
(1987) defines critical thinking as “reasonable, reflective thinking that is focused on deciding what to
believe or do” (p. 10). It involves a chain of terms such as problem-solving, metacognition, decision-
making, rational thinking, and reasoning (Ennis, 1992). The present study adopts Bruce’s (2018)
definition of critical thinking as “an evaluative judgment made within any field of human activity about
some aspect, object, or behavior of that field” (p. 4). Bruce also adds that, following Swales and Feak
(2012), these judgments should conform to the established standards of that field.

Studies have sought to identify the important characteristics of critical thinking, and how they can be
traced in writing. For instance, Facione (2011) lists several skills key to critical thinking, involving
interpretation of information, analysis, inference, evaluation, explanation, and self-regulation. Similarly,
Nosich (2021) illustrates how qualities of good reasoning, such as clarity, accuracy, and relevance, can
manifest themselves in critical writing. The exploration of how critical thinking translates into writing
as a cognitive ability (Liu & Stapleton, 2018) has been investigated in several research studies as well
(Carroll, 2007; Condon & Kelly-Riley, 2004; Woodward-Kron, 2002). Carroll (2007) investigated
college students’ term papers at the beginning and end of the semester to observe linguistic and cognitive
development. Similarly, Woodward-Kron (2002) evidenced that descriptive pieces of essays (i.e.,
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naming, taxonomizing, etc.) were preliminary steps to writing and considering the subject matter in a
critical manner. It could be deduced from the studies that the acquisition of critical thinking and writing
skills follows an incremental process. Further, previous studies point to a reciprocal relationship between
critical thinking and writing skills. As put forward by Carroll (2007), college-level writing boosts
students’ field-specific knowledge and critical thinking skills. In return, critical thinking skills can be
reflected in writing through the strong use of arguments and MDMs. Bruce (2018) suggests that
interactional metadiscourse in particular is an analytical instrument that can be used to observe the text-
level characteristics of critical thinking, such as how a writer persuades the reader and expresses attitudes
and ideas efficiently. For instance, writers can convey their opinions or reduce the power of their claims
by using hedges (Liu & Stapleton, 2018). According to Liu and Stapleton (2018), although the use of
hedges reduces the volume of the writer, it can be regarded as a higher order thinking skill as the readers’
interpretation and perception are also considered.

Previous Studies on the Use of Metadiscourse in L2 Academic Writing

In recent years, there has been a proliferation of metadiscourse research in L2 academic writing,
including areas such as expert writing (e.g., Dahl, 2004; Gillaerts & Van de Velde, 2010); graduate and
undergraduate-level writing (e.g., Akbas, 2014; Bayyurt, 2010; Candarh et al., 2015; Ho & Li, 2018;
Hyland, 2004; Lee & Deakin, 2016); learner writing (e.g., Adel, 2006; Qin & Uccelli, 2019; Yoon,
2021); longitudinal studies (e.g., Beyazyildirim & Ercan, 2023; Crosthwaite & Jiang, 2017; Giirsoy,
2023; Martin-Laguna, 2023; Ruan, 2019); diachronic studies examining the change in metadiscourse
over time (e.g., Hyland & Jiang, 2018). Several studies have also investigated the features of critical
thinking and writing (e.g., Bruce, 2016; Carroll, 2007; Lancaster, 2016; Liu & Stapleton, 2018;
Woordward-Kron, 2002). In line with the scope of the research, studies that reflect the developmental
pattern, selection of writing prompts/materials, and characteristics of the discourse community are
covered in this section.

Among the longitudinal studies in L2 writing development, Crosthwaite and Jiang (2017) examined the
role of EAP (English for Academic Purposes) instruction in the semester-long development of stance
devices, i.e., hedges, boosters, self-mentions, and attitude markers of Hyland (2005a), in undergraduate
freshman writing. They found that the students made use of fewer stance features, signaling a more
cautious and impersonal academic style. In line with academic conventions, they were also able to use
certain devices, such as boosters, in a more controlled way in cases where stance expression was
necessary. Another longitudinal metadiscourse study is Ruan (2019), which compared the use of MDMs,
according to Hyland’s (2005a) model, in undergraduate essays by three groups over time: Chinese
English Medium Instruction (EMI) students, Chinese English majors, and first language (L1) English
writers. The study reported that, compared to the other two groups, the Chinese English majors used
MDMs twice as often. The differences were most pronounced in self-mentions, engagement markers,
and boosters. As for the longitudinal changes, while the L1 English writers’ metadiscourse use remained
stable, a decrease in the frequency of engagement markers and self-mentions in EFL and an increase in
the frequency of hedges and boosters in EAP were reported. More recently, Martin-Laguna (2023)
examined the use of attitude markers and hedges by intermediate Catalan-Spanish bilingual learners of
third language (L3) English in three opinion writing tasks over the course of an academic year. The
findings indicated that the use of hedges increased and attitude markers decreased significantly from the
first to the third writing task. Furthermore, the researchers also highlighted that the increase in hedges
was steady, while that in attitude markers exhibited fluctuation.

A number of studies focused on the differences in MDM use between high-graded and low-graded
writing. Employing Hyland’s (2005a) taxonomy, Lee and Deakin (2016) compared the use of
interactional MDMs in successful L1 and L2, as well as less successful L2 argumentative essays by
undergraduate students. They found that both L1 and L2 successful essays made more frequent use of
hedging devices and that L2 writers in general tend to refrain from expressing their identity and stance,
which is evident in the infrequent use of particular self-mentions. In another study, Ho and Li (2018)
investigated metadiscourse in 181 timed argumentative essays written by Chinese undergraduate
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English writers, finding that engagement markers and hedges were the top two commonly used
interactional MDMs. Essays with higher ratings exhibited greater diversity and a higher frequency of
hedges and attitude markers compared to essays with lower ratings, which were also found to have a
much higher frequency of engagement markers.

Other studies delved into the analysis of how MDMs are used across different registers, L1s and
proficiency levels. For instance, in Qin and Uccelli’s (2019) investigation of the use of MDMs in
personal emails and academic essays of EFL learners based on Hyland’s metadiscourse model (2005a),
the distributional map of MDMs in the EFL learner corpus, the variability of MDMs across the registers,
and the relationship between registers and writing quality showed that code glosses were commonly
used in academic writing, yet there was an increasing number of boosters, hedges, engagement markers,
and self-mentioning in informal writing. Hedges were more frequent in graduate students’ academic
than colloquial writing, presumably because they welcomed alternative opinions and were more
associated with the academic discourse than undergraduate students. Yoon (2021), on the other hand,
investigated the use of metadiscourse categories (Hyland, 2005a) among different L1 backgrounds
(Korean, Japanese, and Chinese EFL students), topics, and L2 proficiency levels, and through a post
hoc analysis, compared their essays with native speaker writing. The results showed that topic and L1
background played a significant role in the use of interactional MDMs. Korean students used fewer
hedges and boosters, Japanese students used more stance and engagement markers, and Chinese
students’ essays included more reader pronouns and fewer self-mentions. However, the use of MDMs
was not significantly influenced by L2 proficiency. When their essays were compared with native
speaker writing, the underuse of hedges and relatively more frequent use of reader pronouns were
observed in the EFL group.

A growing body of literature has also examined essays written by Turkish students in L2 English and
L1 Turkish (e.g., Algi, 2012; Bayyurt, 2010; Beyazyildirim & Ercan, 2023; Candarl et al., 2015;
Giirsoy, 2023; Yiksel & Kavanoz, 2018). These studies focused on the norms of the discourse
community and their reflections on student writing. For instance, Bayyurt’s (2010) analysis of
undergraduate essays and Algi’s (2012) analysis of preparatory-level students’ paragraphs showed that
Turkish students wrote in a cautious manner by including more frequent use of hedges than boosters,
which were generally more frequent in L1 Turkish essays. Additionally, Candarli et al. (2015)
investigated the use of authorial presence markers in argumentative essays by Turkish and American
students, followed by interviews with Turkish students. They reported a lower frequency of first-person
pronouns and a higher frequency of attitude markers in both English and Turkish essays by Turkish
writers than those by American students. The researchers concluded that Turkish essays included more
authorial presence markers than English essays written either by Turkish or American students.
Alternatively, Yiiksel and Kavanoz (2018) examined the use of MDMs in essays by non-native (Turkish
L1) and native undergraduate writers, as well as published academic texts by native writers. Their
findings showed that interactive MDMs were used more commonly than interactional MDMs. In
addition, while the most common interactional MDM category was engagement markers in all three
corpora, overuse of self-mentions and underuse of hedges in L1 Turkish writers’ texts were reported in
comparison to native writing. In their small-scale longitudinal study on argumentative writing by
preparatory-level English language learners, Beyazyildirim and Ercan (2023) reported that the most
frequent interactional MDM types were engagement markers followed by hedges in the analyzed texts
and that the overall frequency of the interactional MDMs decreased as the students’ proficiency
increased. One noticeable exception was the engagement marker we, which the authors highlighted as
a sign of increased reader involvement in student texts. Similarly adopting a longitudinal design, Giirsoy
(2023) focused on the use of hedges in nine different argumentative essays written by undergraduate
Turkish writers of English in a semester, alongside explicit instruction on hedges. The researcher found
that modal auxiliaries such as should remained the most frequent hedging devices, and the overall
frequency of hedges increased throughout the semester.
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Previous Studies on Critical Thinking through the Use of Metadiscourse

While the literature extensively scrutinizes critical thinking at the college level, its examination through
a metadiscourse lens remains relatively unexplored. In a limited number of studies, the reflection of
critical thinking skills on student essays was observed in themes such as the development of linguistic
and cognitive skills in writing, the development of stance expression, and the effects of prompts on
student writing. This section aims to provide both an overview of fundamental perspectives on critical
thinking and a discussion of pertinent studies that contribute to this field.

Firstly, Carroll (2007) assessed the impact of a critical thinking course on students' linguistic and
cognitive development over a semester. Results showed more linguistic changes than cognitive ones,
with students using fewer words for insight, discrepancy, and tentativeness and more for inhibition and
causal thinking. Personal pronouns decreased, and certainty increased. Overall, the study demonstrated
that students began with a subjective view and advanced to a more constructive perspective at the end.
More recently, as part of their genre approach to critical thinking, Bruce (2016) qualitatively examined
metadiscourse features in L1 literature and sociology essays, focusing on hedges, attitude markers,
boosters, and self-mentions. The study found that hedges and attitude markers constituted the majority
of MDMs in both disciplines, while the former was found to be much less frequent in sociology essays.
Bruce concluded that both categories of interactional MDMs are key to the effective expression of
critical stance in essays. Shifting their focus to stance expression in undergraduate writing, Lancaster
(2016) analyzed argumentative essays from economics and political theory courses. High-graded essays
used more hedges, boosters, attitude markers, and disclaim markers, while low-graded ones featured
more self-mentions. According to the author, the effective use of these markers in high-graded essays
allowed students to position themselves as novice writers, question ideas, detach from the text, and
minimize personal involvement, reflecting clear and effective critical thinking. Liu and Stapleton (2018)
investigated the effect of prompt differences on the writing performance and critical thinking of Chinese
undergraduate students through MDM use. They found that hedges and attitude markers were
significantly more frequent among student texts written in response to the discipline-specific problem-
solving prompt in comparison to a traditional exam prompt. As can be seen, although limited in number,
these studies were able to describe certain important qualities of critical thinking through undergraduate
writing.

To summarize, the aforementioned studies show that the use of interactional MDMs by undergraduate
students is a complex phenomenon influenced by many factors, such as L1 background, instruction,
writing prompt, context, and discipline. Shedding light on different dimensions of interactions in text,
interactional MDMs can also offer valuable insights into the critical thinking processes of L2 students,
as evidenced in their writing. Following these investigations, the present study aims to analyze the
progression of critical thinking skills in student essays while also identifying the key aspects that
influence their writing.

The Current Study

This study investigates the textual characteristics of critical thinking by examining interactional MDMs
in Hyland (2005a) in critical response papers authored by pre-service EFL teachers throughout a
semester at a Turkish public university. In line with the aims of the study, the following research
questions were addressed:

(1) What are the commonly used interactional MDMs as listed in Hyland (2005a), in the critical response
papers by pre-service EFL teachers?

(2) How does the use of interactional MDMs differ across critical response writing tasks?
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METHODOLOGY
Research Context and Writing Tasks

The study involved 22 participants, five male and 17 female students aged 19-20 years, in an English
Language Teaching (ELT) undergraduate program at a state university in Istanbul, Tiirkiye. All the
participants were L1 Turkish speakers who were non-native users of English at upper-intermediate to
advanced proficiency levels. The data comprise the writing assignments of the “Critical Reading and
Writing (CRW)” course. The course is offered to sophomore-level students in the four-year program. It
isa compulsory course in ELT programs in Tiirkiye and is taught two hours per week in the fall semester.
According to the latest regulation of English Language Teacher Education Programs (Council of Higher
Education, 2018), the aim of the CRW course is:

To be able to analyze, summarize and/or report current studies selected from the field of English
language education; examining studies in their context and localize knowledge; comparing and
synthesizing texts advocating different views on the subject and producing their own original texts

(p. 8).

As the course was taught during the Covid-19 pandemic, all sessions were held online. Throughout the
semester, texts on nine current issues in ELT were examined weekly. A different theme was covered
each week throughout the course. The students wrote a response essay based on the readings and class
discussions around these themes (see Appendix 1 for further details of the weekly discussions).

The sessions were followed by the critical response writing process and their submission in the two
weeks following the course. The students were asked to respond to the articles read and discussed in
class every week, by first summarizing the texts and then critically reflecting on them. Except for the
last essay, the instructor provided the reading materials and asked participants to write critical response
papers based on the topics given. For the last essay, which was graded as the final paper, brief
information was given to the participants about the topic, and they were asked to find two articles and
write their critical essays on them. Their essays were assessed based on the robustness of the introduction
and conclusion, the structure of the body paragraph, the effective conveyance of ideas, organization,
style, and mechanics.

The critical response papers were collected from the participants after the necessary approval from
[NAME OF UNIVERSITY] Human Research Ethics Committee (Date: 02.06.2022, Project ID: 000527,
Ethics Committee Meeting Number: 2022.06) was obtained. Of the 81 students enrolled in the CRW
course, 22 students who submitted all nine papers were included in the study. Thus, the small corpus of
critical response papers, hereafter referred to as the CRPC, comprises a total of 198 documents. 22 CRPs
written for each theme were used as a subcorpus. Table 1 presents a thematic and numerical overview
of the CRPCs. As can be seen, the subcorpora are of generally similar length, but the papers in the
subcorpora of the fourth, sixth, and eighth tasks are relatively shorter. In addition, the type-token ratios
for the subcorpora are somewhat similar, pointing to a comparable level of lexical diversity.

In contrast to large corpora that capture general language use, small specialized corpora such as CRPC
have certain important advantages. First, highly specialized research questions as in the case of this
study generally necessitate small, tailor-made corpora in order to be addressed more accurately (Ross,
2018). Moreover, a small and specialized corpus could enable “a much closer link between the corpus
and the contexts in which the texts in the corpus were produced” (Koester, 2010, p. 67). For instance,
being the instructor of the course from which the data were collected, the second author provided
valuable insights into the interpretation of the findings. In this way, factors such as the participants’
profile and background knowledge as well as the role of topic selection were also taken into account.
Besides, limiting the study to texts written in response to nine consecutive tasks by the same students in
one semester allowed a certain degree of homogeneity in the data and more focused results. Thus, despite
its relatively small size, CRPC provides a situated understanding of how critical thinking is textually
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manifested through interactional metadiscourse, which can inform larger-scale corpus studies in the
future.

Table 1.
Overview of the CRPC

Subcorpus  Theme of CRPs Average length  Word count TTR(%)
T1 Use of technology in ELT 990.5 21791  40.08
T2 Mindfulness and social-emotional learning 865.55 19042 40.64
T3 What do successful students and teachers do? 909.32 20005 38.93
T4 Translanguaging 684 15048  42.75
T5 Do-it-yourself (DIY) in ELT 896.59 19725  37.54
T6 Online ESL/EFL classes 737.73 16230  41.96
T7 Advocacy in language classes 904 19888  40.41
T8 Teaching proficiency through reading and storytelling 767.41 16883 41.7
T9 Raising bilingual children 977.18 21498 37.47
Total 859.14 170110 40
Data Analysis

Firstly, over 20 percent of the data, that is, papers by five participants, was manually annotated by both
researchers to get a deeper understanding of the language used by the participants in their papers. The
degree of agreement between the researchers was assessed via the percentage agreement method, that
is, the number of times both rates agreed divided by the total number of items rated. Upon comparing
the annotated parts, an agreement rate of 86.30 % was reached, which is above the 80% threshold
recommended by Fraenkel et al. (2023). The annotated parts included markers such as modal verbs,
personal pronouns, adverbs, and adjectives, signaling the participants’ stance towards the papers, degree
of certainty and commitment to their claims, and interactions with the reader. After reviewing the
relevant literature, the researchers noticed a remarkable overlap between the manually annotated
markers and those that have long been the focus of metadiscourse research. Therefore, to
comprehensively analyze these patterns, Hyland’s (2005a) model of interactional metadiscourse was
adopted for the current study (see Table 2). Since this study included the complete list of MDMs in the
model, this list was employed to automatically extract interactional MDMs.

Table 2.

A Model of Interactional Metadiscourse (Adapted from Hyland, 2005a, p. 49)
Category Function Examples
Hedges withhold commitment and open dialogue might, perhaps, possible, about
Boosters emphasize certainty or close dialogue in fact, definitely, it is clear that
Attitude markers express writer's attitude toward proposition unfortunately, | agree, surprisingly
Self mentions explicit reference to author(s) I, we, my, me, our
Engagement markers explicitly build relationship with reader consider, note, you can see that

First, the participants’ personal information was removed from the texts, and all the spelling mistakes
were corrected using Microsoft Word. As participants were highly proficient L2 users, no added error
tagging or annotation was made. Next, EncodeAnt 1.2.1 (Anthony, 2017) was used to convert the
documents into UTF-8 encoded text (.txt) files for corpus analysis. Then the markers in Hyland’s
(2005a) full list of interactional MDMs were searched by using the “advanced search” feature of the
concordance tool in AntConc 3.5.9 (Anthony, 2020). To use this tool, the full list of MDMs, along with
all possible variations of markers such as verbs (e.g., all inflectional forms of the verb argue in hedges)
were imported into the program as a text document. The researchers then adopted a vertical reading
methodology and carefully examined the analysis outputs by reading the concordance lines. However,
it is of great importance that such vertical reading of data be supported by horizontal reading (Aijmer &
Riihleman, 2015). Therefore, the researchers also did a horizontal reading in cases where further context
is needed to better understand the MDM’s functions.

While most interactional MDMs in Hyland’s (2005a) list were included in the study, the list was slightly
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adapted by making several changes in the way certain markers were categorized. For instance, all CRPs
were written individually, so all first-person plural pronouns, i.e., we, us, our, were coded as engagement
markers used to invite fellow teachers and students into the discussion in essays. In addition, should was
categorized under both hedges and engagement markers in Hyland’s (2005a) model. However, since no
instance of should as a hedging device was found in our data, it was only listed as an engagement marker.

The extracted frequencies of MDMs were normalized per 10,000 words across the nine subcorpora.
Similar to Brezina (2018), normalized frequencies of MDMs were used for statistical tests due to the
carrying length of CRPs. Jamovi 2.2 (The Jamovi Project, 2021) was used to run repeated measures
Analysis of Variances (ANOVAs) and following post hoc tests for pairwise comparisons. Because of
the small sample size (N=22) and non-normality of distribution detected for the independent variables,
non-parametric tests were used. Therefore, Friedman’s (1937) non-parametric repeated measures
ANOVAs were used to investigate the differences in the frequency of metadiscourse use across writing
assignments. A different one-way ANOVA was run for each index of interactional metadiscourse. Next,
pairwise comparisons were made via a series of Durbin-Conover (Conover, 1999) post hoc tests, also
available in Jamovi through Pohlert’s (2018) PMCMR R Package. Next, Bonferroni adjustments were
made for the multiple comparison tests (a = .05/36 = .001). Because non-parametric tests were used,
median (M) and median absolute deviation (AD) scores were reported as descriptive statistics.

FINDINGS

The analysis included the interpretation of both overall frequencies of interactional MDMs, and five
individual categories, namely, attitude markers, engagement markers, self-mention, hedges, and
boosters.

Overall Frequencies

As seen in Table 3, engagement markers have the highest token frequency in CRPC, which is followed
by hedges, boosters, and self-mentions, respectively. Lastly, the least frequent markers are the attitude
markers. As for the distinct types of markers used, attitude markers have the highest type frequency,
indicating a great number of different attitude markers with low frequencies. Having the least type
frequency with only four distinct first-person pronouns, self-mentions are the least lexically diverse
group of interactional MDMs (see Appendix 2 for the 10 Most Frequent Interactional MDMS).

Table 3.
Overall Frequencies, Type-Token Ratios (TTRs), and the 10 Most Frequent MDMs
Category Type Token Token TTR The most frequent 10 types
(raw)  (normed) (%)
Attitude 35 938 55.14 3.73 important, even, agree, appropriate, essential, interesting,
markers prefer, disagree, understandable, unfortunately
Boosters 33 1662 97.7 1.99 think, find, know, believe, must, show, always, really, clear,

clearly
Engagement 71 4892  287.58 1.45 should, we, use, do not, our, you, take, must, ?, develop
markers

Hedges 60 2132 125.33 2.81 may, would, could, feel, might, possible, in my opinion,
claim, rather, suggest
Self-mentions 4 1495  87.88 0.27 1, my, me, mine

When comparing these frequencies with previous studies, several intriguing observations emerge. The
finding that almost half of the identified MDMs were engagement markers have the highest type
frequency echoes Tasso’s (2020) analysis of L2 English essays by Spanish learners. Furthermore, the
ranking of token frequencies aligns completely with Beyazyildirim and Ercan’s (2023) findings based
on Turkish preparatory class students' argumentative writing. In addition, the prevalence of engagement
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markers as the most frequent type, and the relatively infrequent occurrence of attitude markers mirror
the findings of Yiiksel and Kavanoz (2018). However, the current study reports a much lower frequency
of self-mentions, similar to the results of Candarli et al. (2015). Furthermore, our findings corroborate
Bayyurt (2010) and Alg1 (2012) in that Turkish writers of English tend to use hedges more frequently
than boosters. Lastly, the normed frequency of hedges, the second most frequent interactional MDM
group in the current study, is rather close to that in successful L2 essays and L1 essays, as was reported
in Lee and Deakin (2016).

Findings Across Tasks

When the normed frequencies of the interactional MDMs in question were examined, it can be seen that
the frequencies of the markers fluctuate considerably across tasks (see Table 4). The overall frequency
of the MDMs was found to be higher in the second, third, and fifth tasks, whereas the frequencies
decreased in the eighth and ninth tasks, which is similar to Beyazyildirim and Ercan’s (2023) finding.
A similar pattern can be observed in the case of the attitude markers, but the developmental patterns are
rather complex for the other categories. Nevertheless, despite the fluctuations, the most steady decline
is seen in the case of self-mentions. Another interesting observation is the sudden frequency changes in
certain tasks, such as the decrease in attitude markers in the fourth task and hedges in the eighth task, as
well as the increase in engagement markers in the second task. In addition, the highest normed
frequencies of attitude markers and boosters were found in the third task.

Table 4.

Normed Frequencies of Interactional Metadiscourse Markers (MDMs) Across Tasks

Interactional MDMs T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 T7 T8 T9
Attitude Markers 59.66 56.72 76.48 34.56 68.44 573 4777 49.16 41.4
Boosters 90.86 104.51 114.97 103 97.85 9242 9453 80.55 99.08
Engagement Markers 261.12 384.94 309.92 287.75 32548 311.77 271.02 209.68 230.72
Hedges 137.21 108.71 11497 156.17 153.61 118.92 127.72 88.85 121.41
Self-mentions 139.51 84.02 98.48  96.36 80.1 80.71 6838 74.63 64.19
SUM 688.36 7389 714.82 677.84 72548 661.12 609.42 502.87 556.8

Tables 5 and 6 show the longitudinal distribution of interactional MDMs across the nine writing tasks
in the form of descriptive (median and absolute deviations) and inferential (repeated measures ANOVA)
statistical results. ANOVA tests produced significant differences across tasks in all five interactional
MDM categories (p < .05). However, in line with the fluctuating normed frequencies of the markers
across tasks, Bonferroni-adjusted significant pairwise differences were found only between some of the
tasks (p <. 001).

Table 5.
Median and Median Absolute Deviation (AD) Values for Interactional Metadiscourse Markers (MDMSs)
Attitude Markers Boosters Engagement Markers Hedges Self-mention
Writing Tasks M AD M AD M AD M AD M AD
T1 5445 17.19 94.37 34.16 213.15 49.23 130.85 29.54 146,51 35.4
T2 60.72  13.58 108.5 23.45 335.83 137.24 101.21 26.66 87.16 55.18
T3 73.13 26.66 111.89 37.97 328.91 100.61 112.37 35.33 98.15 58.9
T4 29.3 1245 97.22 25.94 270.44 4471 139.62 47.36 65.46 48.56
T5 64.17 20.7 93.66 29.34 321.3 64.98 127.63 44.06 47.21 36.85
T6 54.39 17.9 85.06 33.65 282.92 43.14 107.24 39.83 62.92 48.08
T7 46.06  17.85 86.6 37.39 275.56 81.21 119.44 3935 5439 247
T8 46.83 2451 68.42 20.79 215.35 63.34 90.94 3599 39.54 36.61
T9 36.79 13.8  103.45 18.54 222.78 73.17 11476 19.19 4198 27.54
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Table 6.

Results of Repeated ANOVA Tests for Categories of Interactional Metadiscourse Markers (MDMs)

ANOVA Results Pairwise comparisons (significant at .001 level after

Category 1 DF P Bonferroni correction)

Attitude Markers 31.62 8 <001 T1>T4; T1>T9; T3>T4; T3>T9; TA<T5; T4<T6; T5>T9
Boosters 17.18 8 0.028 T3>T8

Engagement Markers 35.02 8 <001 Ti<T2;T2>T8; T2>T9; T3>T8; T5>T8; T6>T8

Hedges 16.58 8 0.035 T5>T8

Self-mentions 31.74 8 <001 T1>T6; T1>T7; T1>T8; T1>T9

Note. Only significant results for the pairwise comparisons were reported.
Attitude Markers

A significant difference was found across tasks regarding the frequency of attitude markers. Having the
lowest median frequencies, the fourth and ninth tasks differed significantly from most other tasks (Fig.
1). The frequency of attitude markers was found to be significantly smaller than those in the first, third,
fifth, and sixth tasks. Similarly, the use of attitude markers was significantly more frequent in the first,
third, and fifth tasks than in the ninth task. Similar to Liu and Stapleton’s (2018) finding that MDM use
changes across writing prompts, it is plausible to suggest that one possible explanation for this difference
is the writing topic. Compared to the other more practical topics generally discussed in other courses,
participants were not as familiar with translanguaging, and child bilingualism, i.e., the topics for the
fourth and ninth tasks, respectively. It is also worth mentioning that, as the second author, who was the
instructor of the course, points out, the participants were skeptical of the role of translanguaging in
language teaching. Our findings support those of Martin-Laguna (2023) in terms of the fluctuating
frequencies as well as the eventual decrease in the frequency of attitude markers. Having similarly
reported a progressive decline in the use of attitude markers, Crosthwaite and Jiang (2017) attributed
this finding to “an emphasis on justifying claims rather than appealing to emotion” (p. 98).

Figure 1.
Median Frequencies of Attitude Markers Across Tasks (per 10.000 words)
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If they practice it continuously, they can easily observe the positive effects even in a short time like
2-3 weeks (T2, S11)

I agree with the authors that an effective material should be appropriate for the student level and
native language. (T5, S35)

However, as with any tool, it is important to know its proper uses, and when it should not be used.
(Te, S61)

I agree with this view because the importance and support that families attach to education cause

the child to better understand the importance of education....(T7, S35)
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It is also important to note that it is essential to design various kinds of activities and tasks in order
to provide various learning styles. (T8, S28)

Boosters

Although a significant difference was also found in the use of boosters across tasks, the only post hoc
pairwise difference was reported between the third and eighth tasks. The former has the highest median
frequency of boosters, while the latter has the lowest, which could also be linked to the choice of topic
(Fig. 2). The discussion of what successful teachers and learners should do in the third task appears to
have given the participants the chance to voice their opinions and provide recommendations, adopting
a rather strong stance at times. This is in line with increased certainty and boosting claims in critical
writing tasks in the literature (e.g., Carroll, 2007; Lancaster, 2016). However, the discussion of
“Teaching Proficiency Through Reading and Storytelling (TPRS)” in the eighth task, a teaching
approach with which most participants were unlikely to be familiar, boosting their claims, wasn’t
deemed necessary. In addition, the median frequencies from the third to the eighth task point to a slight
and somewhat progressive decrease in the use of boosters, which is similar to Crosthwaite and Jiang’s
(2017) finding following explicit metadiscourse instruction. Nonetheless, the declining pattern was not
visible in the first three and ninth tasks.

Figure 2.
Median Frequencies of Boosters Across Tasks (per 10,000 words)
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I think that all these possibilities should be taken into consideration before using technology in
education. (T1, S66)

Furthermore, the teachers must be resilient as the world and knowledge change swiftly. (T3, S26)

We know that everyone's language learning speed is different from each other. (T4, S8)

However, | found the article inadequate in terms of the way the subject was dealt with. (T8, S35)

....and I believe that this is not a disadvantage of raising bilingual children (T9, $28)
Engagement Markers

As for the frequency of engagement markers, pairwise comparisons following the significant differences
across tasks pointed to two tasks differing significantly from several others. A significant difference was
reported between the second writing task on mindfulness and social-emotional teaching with the highest
median frequency of engagement markers of all tasks and the three tasks with the lowest median
frequencies, i.e., the first, eighth, and ninth tasks (Fig. 3). In addition, the use of engagement markers in
the eighth task was significantly lower than in the second, third, fifth, and sixth tasks. This shows that
the participants employed a more engaged style when writing about mindfulness and social-emotional
teaching, and they were least engaged in their written discussion of TPRS, which also included the
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scarcest use of boosters. This is also evident from the stark difference in the frequencies of “we” and
“should”, both of which have remarkably higher frequencies in the second task in comparison to the
eighth. Both items are generally used together by the students to offer teachers advice by also identifying
themselves as one of them. In addition, it is also clear from median frequencies across tasks that the
participants made slightly less frequent use of engagement markers toward the end of the semester,
which is similar to Ruan’s (2019) results from their analysis of essays by Chinese English major
students. Nevertheless, engagement markers remained to be the most frequent MDMs across all tasks,
which could be interpreted as the student’s willingness to engage the reader in their texts (Tasso, 2020).

Figure 3.
Median Frequencies of Engagement Markers Across Tasks (per 10,000 words)
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We should pay attention to these elements, if we really want our students to learn effectively and to
motivate them in their language learning journey. (T2, S28)

....an effective teacher should be able to provide the right instructions and help students to develop
their knowledge, skills and understandings.... (T3, S7)

....so I think we can use this technique in education to strengthen the communication of students.
(T4, S35)

Therefore, | do not think that online teaching can be superior to face-to-face education. (T6, S66)

You can and should use your online teaching experience to add new skills to your resume.... (T6,
S61)

Hedges

In line with the test results for the use of boosters, the significant difference in the frequency of hedging
devices across tasks led to only one significant pairwise difference, which was found between the eighth
task on TPRS with the lowest median frequency of this category and the fifth task on DIY in ELT with
one of the highest frequencies observed (Fig. 4). This disparity could once again be attributed to
differences in the content and style of the readings. The TPRS papers introduced an approach with which
the participants were not familiar, whereas the DIY papers offered practical guidelines that were of great
relevance to material design and instructional practices. Therefore, it is likely that the participants found
the DIY papers more relatable to their context and discussed potential advantages and challenges for
teachers in greater detail. Furthermore, the decline in the frequency of hedges, especially in the final
two tasks, contrasts with the findings of Crosthwaite and Jiang (2017), Giirsoy (2023), and Martin-
Laguna (2023), in which a gradual increase in the frequency of hedges in undergraduate writing was
reported. However, it aligns with Carroll’s (2007) analysis of student essays after a critical thinking
course, which she interpreted as a decrease in assertiveness resulting from heightened familiarity with
critical thinking. Nevertheless, the relatively high frequency of hedges across the tasks, despite
noticeable fluctuations, can also be associated with effective persuasion, and stance expression (Bruce,
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2016; Lee & Deakin, 2016).

Figure 4.
Median Frequencies of Hedges Across Tasks (per 10,000 words)
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On the other hand, | feel that integrating translanguaging into language classrooms would make
the point of language learning quite absurd and meaningless. (T4, S32)

Therefore, students in primary school may find it difficult to adopt a new strategy (T4, S66)

My thoughts might be affected by me being a student, I hope I won 't swallow my words in the future.
(T5, S80)

These would be very helpful for acceptance of the other cultures and also diverse students
themselves by their teachers and classmates. (T7, S76)

Otherwise, the students could easily become bored and lose their attention to the class. (T8, S76)
Self-Mentions

Finally, the last significant post hoc pairwise differences in the use of self-mention devices across tasks,
particularly first-person pronouns, point to a remarkable contrast between the first task and the last four
tasks (Fig. 5). Although not linear, the use of self-mention devices in the first three tasks continued to
decline noticeably. A similar trajectory was observed in Ruan’s (2019) analysis of EFL essays by
Chinese writers. Having also reported decreased use of personal pronouns after a critical thinking course,
Carroll (2007) similarly suggests that this finding may show participants’ greater familiarity with
evidence-based academic writing conventions towards the end of the semester.

Figure 5.
Median Frequencies of Self-Mentions Across Tasks (per 10.000 words)
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I think we can say that once the teachers and learners receive necessary trainings on how to
correctly use these technologies (T1, S65)

I find it harder to concentrate when reading something from the phone or computer rather than
reading from a book. (T1, S11)

In this paper | will discuss the advantages and disadvantages of teacher-generated materials.... (TS5,
S75)

In my opinion, advocacy is not a fixed approach that teachers can apply to all EL. (T7, S61)

I made an assumption from that memory of mine and read the article carefully. (T3, S80)

DISCUSSION

This research investigated the use of interactional metadiscourse markers within Hyland's (2005a)
metadiscourse model, aiming to provide insights into how critical thinking skills evolve among Turkish
pre-service teachers throughout the completion of nine written assignments during a semester. The
essays served as the initial stages and tools for exploring and analyzing the subject matter in a critical
way. Following Bruce’s (2018) argument, this study utilized interactional metadiscourse as a tool to
monitor how critical thinking is reflected at the text level. The findings pointed to a complex trajectory
alongside noteworthy longitudinal changes in the use of the target markers. While a gradual decrease is
evident in the use of the already-infrequent self-mentions and attitude markers towards the end of the
semester, as was found in Crosthwaite and Jiang (2017) following explicit MDM instruction, the overall
longitudinal development of interactional MDMSs was largely not linear, highlighting the complexity of
MDM use and the influence of factors such as the writing prompt. The findings offer diverse insights
into the understanding of the dynamics of MDM use and its relationship to critical thinking in the context
of effective academic writing practices among students, as well as into the instructional design of EAP
education.

The results suggest that the students used engagement markers, hedges, and boosters frequently across
tasks, while the use of self-mentions and attitude markers decreased towards the end of the semester. In
the first task, the most common MDMs were engagement markers, self-mentions, hedges, boosters, and
attitude markers, respectively. As of the fourth task, the distribution changed while the most common
MDM type remained stable. The order of frequency from the fourth to the ninth task was as engagement
markers, hedges, boosters, self-mentions, and attitude markers. The overall use of engagement markers
was twice as high as the use of hedges. The prevalent use of engagement markers, which also aligns
with previous researches (Beyazyildirim & Ercan, 2023; Ho & Li, 2018; Tasso, 2020; Yiiksel &
Kavanoz, 2018), suggests a persistent effort by students to engage the reader in their writing, potentially
reflecting a strategy learned throughout the course (Tasso, 2020). Additionally, in Crosthwaite and Jiang
(2017), in which students received explicit instruction on MDMs in an EAP course, the use of hedging
increased, while there was a decrease in the use of boosters and self-mentions. The students tended to
use an impersonal and detached writing style, distancing themselves from a more assertive writer
identity in academic writing over time. These results suggest that providing explicit instruction on
MDMs may not yield radically different results, as somewhat similar findings were obtained in the
current research. Therefore, in light of these findings, it can be concluded that relatively extensive
exposure to discipline-specific academic texts also has the potential to familiarize students with
interactional MDMs to a considerable extent.

Engagement markers, hedges, and boosters were observed to have quite high frequencies regardless of
tasks, which might be explained in several ways. As students were new to academic writing and
disciplinary conventions, they may have used markers that are relatively more common in colloquial
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writing (Qin & Uccelli, 2019). Another reason could be that CRPs allowed students to be more flexible
with the use of personal and informal features, and the course instructor did not discourage the use of
these informal qualities of writing. As research suggests, academic writing is also slowly becoming less
formal (Hyland & Jiang, 2017). Additionally, the finding that the use of hedging devices in particular
remained generally high across tasks could be linked to two factors: (1) students’ potential attempt at
balancing out authorial presence when making strong statements (Yoon, 2021); and (2) the need to adopt
a cautious style due to a lack of familiarity with the reading topics (Liu & Stapleton, 2018). In addition,
the employment of hedges is also regarded as an indication of high reasoning skills, since it demonstrates
that writers take into account the audience's interpretations and perceptions as well (Liu & Stapleton,
2018).

Lower frequencies of self-mentions and attitude markers towards the end of the semester are in line with
Carroll’s (2007) analysis of papers from a critical thinking course. The students whose papers were
analyzed in this study moved from sharing their personal experiences to engaging with ideas in research
more closely. This finding is also in line with that of Ruan (2019) in terms of self-mentions. In his study,
the less frequent use of self-mentions by Chinese students in EAP essays was associated with the
instructions they received about academic writing. In other words, as Hyland (2002) mentioned, L2
students are commonly instructed to write in an objective and impersonal way in academic papers.
Likewise, in Lee and Deakin (2016), L2 writers specifically abstained from using self-mentions.
Therefore, the students in the study may have adopted a similar standpoint through their high exposure
to academic papers throughout the semester.

Consistent with previous studies on Turkish students' essays, the findings of the current study suggest
that Turkish students commonly employ hedges in their writing (Algt, 2012; Bayyurt, 2010). Similarly,
Candarli et al. (2015) mentioned that Turkish students demonstrated a lower level of authorial presence
in their English essays compared to their essays written in Turkish. Furthermore, compatible with the
current study, Yiiksel and Kavanoz (2018) observed that engagement markers were commonly used as
interactional MDMs. However, their finding that hedges were underused did not align with the findings
of the present research. On the contrary, the students consistently utilized hedges to lower the intensity
of their voice as writers. Furthermore, the present investigation could not identify any excessive
utilization of self-mentions except for the CRPs at the beginning of the semester.

Additionally, it was observed that the utilization of interactional MDMs exhibited a strong connection
with the subject matter of the readings. Students tended to employ these markers more frequently when
assessing readings related to instructional methods, subjects they were familiar with, and arguments
with which they agreed. For instance, as the students were not familiar with or convinced of the
practicality of teaching foreign languages through storytelling (Task 8), limited use of engagement
markers, hedges, and boosters was observed in the response papers. These results are compatible with
Liu and Stapleton’s (2018) and Yoon's (2021) findings that writing prompt selection played a significant
role in the usage of interactional MDMs. Therefore, it is plausible to suggest that students also adjust
their writing style to the nature of different writing tasks.

CONCLUSION

The purpose of this study was to examine how ELT undergraduate students' writing demonstrates critical
thinking through the use of interactional MDMs. In summary, by integrating the fields of ELT, applied
linguistics, and corpus linguistics, the study provided insights into the linguistic and textual
characteristics of critical writing and the progress of college-level students over a semester. The
fluctuations in and distinct trajectories of interactional MDMs in our findings show that, as Ruan (2019)
stated, “measuring the developmental trajectory of metadiscourse in university student writing is a
complex and multifaceted issue” (p. 484). Further, the findings manifested that topic selection played a
seemingly crucial role in the use of interactional MDMs in response papers. Familiarity with and prior
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knowledge on the topic, as well as its applicability in the instructional setting, might have led to a more
engaged, personal, and strong stance expression. Lastly, it was also clear from the generally fluctuating
frequencies of MDMs across tasks that metadiscourse use was rather varied among the study
participants, who did not receive any formal instruction on how to effectively use MDMs in their writing.

As for pedagogical implications, several changes can be made to the structure of the course and the
writing assignments to include instruction on the effective use of interactional MDMs. As Hyland (2017)
states, such instruction has the potential not only to increase students’ awareness of the interaction in
academic writing but also to improve their overall writing performance. Although the study indicates
that extensive exposure to MDMs implicitly allows students to use them to some extent, for more
systematic use, explicit instruction is necessary. Therefore, academic writing students can be offered
more comprehensive support and facilitation before and after writing CRPs, the kind of writing that
necessitates criticality and a vivid expression of personal stance. For instance, as was done in
Crosthwaite and Jiang’s (2017) study, including instruction on how to express an authorial stance in
academic writing, activities, and feedback on the use of interactional MDMs could be integrated into
the course plan. The in-class discussions of the readings should also allocate time to further familiarize
students with the disciplinary uses of interactional MDMSs. Short excerpts from other essential texts in
the field could be shared with students, and a reading list including further sources to read on the issues
discussed could be provided for students interested in learning more about the topic.

While the study yielded important findings regarding the use of interactional MDMs in non-native
undergraduate students’ texts, it is not without its limitations, which could be addressed in future studies.
Only the writing samples of 22 students who completed all tasks were included in this study, which led
to the compilation of a somewhat small corpus. A larger dataset would have allowed findings with
greater generalizability. In terms of the instructional setting, the students were not asked to strictly
follow a certain writing style or organization. Thus, unlike the corpus projects with detailed compilation
guidelines such as the International Corpus of Learner English (ICLE), the CRPs included written output
shaped partly by students’ personal choices of expression. Another limitation is that this study focused
only on the MDMs listed in Hyland (2005a). Going beyond this list by combining it with MDMs
included in other sources, manual annotation of our data through corpus-based content analysis could
have yielded further findings unique to CRPs. In addition, collecting demographic information from the
writers and interviewing them about their views on critical writing could have helped us add a qualitative
and contextual dimension to the interpretation of the corpus findings. Lastly, it would have been
interesting to also look into the textual borrowing practices of the students, as they frequently made use
of the texts they read in their writings. Taking these limitations into account could enable future
researchers to strengthen their research designs and add to our understanding of metadiscourse use in
critical writing.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Details of Weekly Discussions
Theme 1 - New Digital Platforms

- Alhumaid, K. (2019). Four ways technology has negatively changed education. Journal of
Educational and Social Research, 9(4), 10-10.

- Hockly, N., & Dudeney, G. (2018). Current and future digital trends in ELT. Relc Journal,
49(2), 164-178.

Theme 2 - Mindfulness and Social-Emotional Teaching

- Elias M. J. (2018) Pros and Cons of Mindfulness in SEL. Retrieved from
https://www.edutopia.org/article/pros-and-cons-mindfulness-sel

- Johnson, K. E., & Golombek, P. R. (2016). Mindful L2 teacher education: A sociocultural
perspective on cultivating teachers’ professional development. Routledge.

- Pentén Herrera, L. J. (2020). Social-emotional learning in TESOL: What, why, and how.
Journal of English Learner Education, 10(1), 1.

Theme 3 - What Do Successful Teachers and Learners Do?

- Pasini, V. (2017, June 5), Cambridge Papers #1: What do successful language teachers and
learners do?. Cambridge ELT Blog. Retrieved from
https://www.cambridge.org/elt/blog/2017/06/05/cambridge-papers-1-successful-language-teachers-
learners/

- Uygun, S. (2013). How to become an effective English language teacher. Journal of
Educational and Social Research, 3(7), 306-311.

Theme 4 - Translanguaging

- Wang R. (2018): New perspectives on translanguaging and education. International Journal of
Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 1-3. DOI: 10.1080/13670050.2018.1454043

- What is Translanguaging? (2016, July 26) NALDIC’s EAL Blog. Retrieved from
https://ealjournal.org/2016/07/26/what-is-translanguaging/

Theme5-DIY in ELT

- Howard, J., & Major, J. (2004). Guidelines for designing effective English language teaching
materials. The TESOLANZ Journal, 12(10), 50-58.

- Wyatt, M. (2011). Becoming a do-it-yourself designer of English language teaching materials.
In Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung/Forum: Qualitative Social Research, 12 (1), 1-38.

Theme 6 - Online ESL/EFL Classes

- Mutonono E. (blog) Retrieved from https://www.teachingeslonline.com/advantages-challenges-
online-elena-mutonono/ in September 2020.
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- Pachina E. (2019). Advantages and Disadvantages of Online Education in The ESL Classroom.
Retrieved from https://www.teflcourse.net/blog/advantages-and-disadvantages-of-online-
education-in-the-esl-classroom-ittt-tefl-blog/

Theme 7 - Advocacy in ELT

- Linville, H. A., & Whiting, J. (Eds.). (2019). Advocacy in English language teaching and
learning. Routledge.

- Students chose and read one more article on the topic.
Theme 8 - Teaching Proficiency Through Reading and Storytelling (TPRS)

- Octaviani, A., Hesmatantya, V., & DediWijaya, S. (2018). Using Teaching Proficiency
Through Reading and Storytelling (TPRS) in Teaching English for Young Learners, Tell Journal, 6
(2), 78-87

- Pardede, P. (2011). Using short stories to teach language skills. JET (Journal of English
Teaching), 1(1), 14-27.

Theme 9 - Pros and Cons of Raising Bilingual Children

- Pros and Cons of Raising Bilingual Children (N.D.) Raising Bilingual Children Blog. Retrieved
from https://www.raising-bilingual-children.com/basics/info/pros-cons/ in September 2020.

- Students were asked to choose and read two articles regarding the pros and cons of raising
bilingual children, then write a critical review on the subject. The blog post above was given as a
starting point.
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Hedges
Task 1 Task 2 Task 3
No (item f(raw) [f(normed) [item f(raw) [f(normed) |Iltem f(raw) [f(normed)
1 | would 53 24.32 | may 29 15.23 | may 22 11.00
2 | may 42 19.27 | feel 24 12.60 | rather 20 10.00
3 | might 22 10.10 | would 20 10.50 | would 20 10.00
4 | feel 19 8.72 | claim 13 6.83 | feel 19 9.50
in my
5 | opinion 17 7.80 | could 11 5.78 | could 17 8.50
6 | could 16 7.34 | might 11 5.78 | might 16 8.00
7 | claim 14 6.42 | argue 9 4.73 | claim 11 5.50
8 | possible 14 6.42 | sometimes 9 4.73 | possible 11 5.50
9 | quite 8 3.67 | suggest 8 4.20 | indicate 10 5.00
10 | assume 7 3.21 | often 7 3.68 | suggest 10 5.00
in my
11 | mostly 7 3.21 | possible 7 3.68 | opinion 9 4.50
12 | seem 7 3.21 | in my opinion 6 3.15 | argue 6 3.00
No Task 4 Task 5 Task 6
Item f(raw) [f(normed) [item f(raw) [f(normed) |Item f(raw) [f(normed)
1 | may 60 39.87 | may 73 37.01 | may 39 24.03
2 | would 33 21.93 | would 50 25.35 | might 20 12.32
3 | could 20 13.29 | could 20 10.14 | could 19 11.71
4 | feel 19 12.63 | might 20 10.14 | possible 17 10.47
5 | might 19 12.63 | around 12 6.08 | would 14 8.63
in my in my
6 | opinion 5.98 | feel 11 5.58 | opinion 11 6.78
7 | possible 8 5.32 | possible 10 5.07 | feel 8 4.93
in my
8 | mostly 6 3.99 | opinion 8 4.06 | indicate 5 3.08
9 | often 6 3.99 | usually 8 4.06 | quite 5 3.08
10 | quite 6 3.99 | mostly 7 3.55 | claim 4 2.46
11 | rather 6 3.99 | often 7 3.55 | likely 4 2.46
12 | argue 4 2.66 | seem 7 3.55 | seem 4 2.46
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No Task 7 Task 8 Task 9
Item f(raw) [f(normed) [item f(raw) [f(normed) (item f(raw) [f(normed)
1| feel 39 19.61 | may 25 14.81 | may 44 20.47
2 | may 30 15.08 | could 18 10.66 | would 25 11.63
3 | could 30 15.08 | would 14 8.29 | might 18 8.37
in my
4 | would 26 13.07 | opinion 9 5.33 | could 17 7.91
might 20 10.06 | possible 9 5.33 | feel 15 6.98
6 | suggest 12 6.03 | feel 6 3.55 | claim 11 5.12
in my
7 | opinion 11 5.53 | indicate 3.55 | indicate 4.19
8 | possible 11 5.53 | mostly 3.55 | argue 8 3.72
in my
9 | likely 8 4.02 | usually 6 3.55 | opinion 8 3.72
10 | sometimes 8 4.02 | almost 4 2.37 | tend to 8 3.72
11 | often 6 3.02 | quite 4 2.37 | often 7 3.26
12 | argue 5 2.51 | argue 3 1.78 | possible 7 3.26
Self-Mentions
No Task 1 Task 2 Task 3
Item f(raw) f(normed) Item f(raw) f(normed) Item f(raw) f(normed)
111/ 205 94.08 | / 121 63.54 | / 137 68.48
2 | my 68 31.21 | my 31 16.28 | my 41 20.49
3 | me 31 14.23 | me 8 4.20 | me 18 9.00
4 mine 1 0.50
No Task 4 Task 5 Task 6
Item f(raw) f(normed) Item f(raw) f(normed) Item f(raw) f(normed)
1 102 67.78 | 118 59.82 |/ 103 63.46
2 |my 34 22.59 [my 32 16.22 |my 24 14.79
3 [me 9 5.98 [me 8 4.06 [me 4 2.46
Task 7 Task 8 Task 9
No Item f(raw) f(normed) Item f(raw) f(normed) Item f(raw) f(normed)
101/ 100 50.28 | / 93 55.08 | / 104 48.38
2 | my 26 13.07 | my 25 14.81 | my 28 13.02
3 [ me 10 5.03 | me 8 4.74 | me 6 2.79
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Boosters
No Task 1 Task 2 Task 3
Item f(raw) (f(normed) [item f(raw) [f(normed) [item f(raw) [f(normed)
1| think 53 24.32 | think 43 22.58 | think 36 18.00
2 | believe 24 11.01 | know 23 12.08 | find 34 17.00
3| find 19 8.72 | must 21 11.03 | know 23 11.50
4 | know 18 8.26 | find 20 10.50 | must 23 11.50
5| really 17 7.80 | believe 19 9.98 | show 20 10.00
6 | always 13 5.97 | always 15 7.88 | believe 13 6.50
7 | show 10 4.59 | true 10 5.25 | clearly 13 6.50
8 | clearly 8 3.67 | certain 6 3.15 | always 12 6.00
9 | must 7 3.21 | clearly 5 2.63 | clear 12 6.00
10 | actually 4 1.84 | demonstrate 5 2.63 | really 10 5.00
No Task 4 Task 5 Task 6
Item f(raw)  [f(normed) Item f(raw) [f(normed) Item f(raw) [f(normed)
1 | think 33 21.93 | think 34 17.24 | think 38 23.41
2 | know 22 14.62 | must 27 13.69 | find 14 8.63
3 | find 14 9.30 | find 22 11.15 | always 12 7.39
4 | believe 13 8.64 | clear 21 10.65 | know 12 7.39
5 [ show 12 7.97 | believe 16 8.11 | believe 11 6.78
6 | must 9 5.98 | know 15 7.60 | must 11 6.78
7 | really 9 5.98 | of course 9 4.56 | of course 6 3.70
8 | clear 8 5.32 | clearly 8 4.06 | really 6 3.70
9 | always 7 4.65 | certain 7 3.55 | realize 4 2.46
10 | certain 7 4.65 | always 6 3.04 | show 4 2.46
No Task 7 Task 8 Task 9
Item f(raw) [f(hormed) Item f(raw) [f(normed) Item f(raw) [f(normed)
1 | know 29 14.58 | think 21 12.44 | think 40 18.61
2 | think 28 14.08 | find 15 8.88 | show 30 13.95
3 | must 25 12.57 | show 15 8.88 | believe 23 10.70
4 | find 14 7.04 | believe 12 7.11 | know 20 9.30
5 | believe 13 6.54 | must 9 5.33 | find 18 8.37
6 | always 12 6.03 | certain 8 4.74 | must 11 5.12
7 | show 8 4.02 | really 7 4.15 | actually 8 3.72
8 | really 6 3.02 | establish 6 3.55 | always 7 3.26
9 | sure 6 3.02 | true 6 3.55 | clear 7 3.26
10 | actually 5 2.51 | actually 5 2.96 | certain 6 2.79
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No
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Task 1 Task 2 Task 3

Item f(raw) [f(normed) Item f(raw) [f(normed) Item f(raw) [f(normed)
1| we 102 46.81 | we 158 82.97 | should 197 98.48
2 | use 91 41.76 | should 130 68.27 | use 54 26.99
3 | our 46 21.11 | our 92 48.31 | we 45 22.49
4 | should 36 16.52 | use 34 17.86 | ? 31 15.50
5 | do not 35 16.06 | ? 23 12.08 | you 25 12.50
6 | us 22 10.10 | need to 23 12.08 | find 23 11.50
7 | does not 20 9.18 | must 21 11.03 | input 23 11.50
8 | take 20 9.18 | take 20 10.50 | must 23 11.50
9 | find 17 7.80 | us 20 10.50 | does not 16 8.00
10 | see 16 7.34 | you 20 10.50 | do not 15 7.50

No Task 4 Task 5 Task 6

Item f(raw) [f(normed) Item f(raw) [f(normed) Item f(raw) [f(normed)
1 | use 88 58.48 | should 184 93.28 | we 62 38.20
2 | should 53 35.22 | use 66 33.46 | do not 55 33.89
3| we 44 29.24 | consider 27 13.69 | you 40 24.65
4 | you 26 17.28 | develop 27 13.69 | should 37 22.80
5 | review 23 15.28 | must 27 13.69 | take 34 20.95
6|7 20 13.29 | take 26 13.18 | have to 27 16.64
7 | do not 19 12.63 | choose 25 12.67 | our 27 16.64
8 | does not 17 11.30 | do not 23 11.66 | your 24 14.79
9 | develop 13 8.64 | prepare 21 10.65 | does not 19 11.71
10 | your 13 8.64 | we 20 10.14 | use 17 10.47

No Task 7 Task 8 Task 9

Item f(raw) [f(normed) Item f(raw) [f(normed) Item f(raw) [f(normed)
1 | should 141 70.90 | use 69 40.87 | should 64 29.77
2 | we 63 31.68 | should 58 34.35 | use 36 16.75
3 | do not 28 14.08 | we 23 13.62 | you 35 16.28
4 | must 25 12.57 | do not 11 6.52 | do not 34 15.82
5 | take 21 10.56 | need to 11 6.52 [ we 34 15.82
6 | our 20 10.06 | our 11 6.52 | your 28 13.02
7 | needto 19 9.55 | us 11 6.52 | ? 27 12.56
8 | you 18 9.05 | develop 10 5.92 | does not 20 9.30
9|7 16 8.05 | take 10 5.92 | develop 18 8.37
10 | see 13 6.54 | ? 9 5.33 | need to 15 6.98
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No
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Task 1 Task 2 Task 3

Item f(raw) [f(normed) [item f(raw) [f(normed) [item f(raw) [f(normed)

1 even 44 20.19 important 31 16.28 agree 45 22.49
2 agree 32 14.68 agree 23 12.08 important 37 18.50
3 important 18 8.26 even 20 10.50 even 19 9.50
4 | interesting 10 4.59 | essential 13 6.83 | disagree 17 8.50

appropriat
5 e 6 2.75 appropriate 4 2.10 essential 8 4.00
6 disagree 5 2.29 interesting 3 1.58 interesting 5 2.50
unfortunatel understandabl
7 essential 3 1.38 y 3 1.58 e 5 2.50
8 | dramatic 2 0.92 | prefer 2 1.05 | desirable 3 1.50
9 | expected 2 0.92 | appropriately 1 0.53 | appropriate 2 1.00
10 | prefer 2 0.92 | disagree 1 0.53 | expected 2 1.00
No Task 4 Task 5 Task 6

Item f(raw) [f(normed) |ltem f(raw) [f(hormed) [Item f(raw) [f(normed)

1| even 21 13.96 | important 38 19.26 | even 32 19.72
2 | agree 14 9.30 | appropriate 19 9.63 | agree 25 15.40
3 | important 8 5.32 | agree 18 9.13 | important 10 6.16
4 | appropriate 2 1.33 | even 17 8.62 | appropriate 6 3.70
5 | essential 2 1.33 | essential 10 5.07 | prefer 4 2.46
6 | correctly 1 0.66 | interesting 9 4.56 | ! 3 1.85
7 | desirable 1 0.66 | prefer 6 3.04 | essential 3 1.85

understandabl

8 | hopeful 1 0.66 | e 5 2.53 | unfortunately 3 1.85
prefer 1 0.66 | inappropriate 3 1.52 | importantly 2 1.23

10 | understandable 1 0.66 | unfortunately 2 1.01 | unexpectedly 2 1.23

No Task 7 Task 8 Task 9
Item f(raw) [f(normed) [Item f(raw) [f(normed) (item f(raw) [f(normed)
1 | important 47 23.63 | important 16 9.48 | even 26 12.09
2 | even 19 9.55 | even 14 8.29 | important 19 8.84
3 | agree 11 5.53 | agree 12 7.11 | agree 18 8.37
4 | appropriate 6 3.02 | appropriate 12 7.11 | prefer 9 4.19
5 | essential 4 2.01 | interesting 5 2.96 | !/ 4 1.86
6 | appropriately 3 1.51 | prefer 5 2.96 | expected 4 1.86
understandabl
7¢e 2 1.01 | essential 4 2.37 | essential 3 1.40
8 | expected 1 0.50 | correctly 2 1.18 | correctly 1 0.47
9 | striking 1 0.50 | importantly 2 1.18 | disagree 1 0.47
10 | unfortunately 1 0.50 | unexpected 2 1.18 | disappointing 1 0.47
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TURKCE GENISLETILMIS OZET

Universite diizeyinde alana 6zgii bilgiyi dilbilgisel ve yapisal olarak uygun bir sekilde iletmek ana dili
Ingilizce olmayan yazarlar icin bilissel zorluklar barindirmaktadir (Breeze, 2012; Hyland, 2013).
Yazarlar belirli iletisim sinyallerini kullanmaya basladiklarinda, metindeki ileti okuyucu tarafindan daha
verimli bir sekilde degerlendirilebilir. Dolayistyla, "bir metni ya da yazarin tutumunu, icerige ya da
okuyucuya gore diizenleyen metin yonlendiricileri"(s. 14) anlamina gelen iistsdylem, akademik amaglar
i¢in yazma egitiminin 6nemli bilesenlerinden biri olarak kabul edilmektedir (Hyland, 2005a). Ustsdylem
belirtegleri, metinlerde yazarlarin 6nerilen konuya karsi tutumunu yansitir ve okuyucularin algisin
etkiler (Hyland, 2005a). Yazarlarin kimlikleri, inanglar1 ve igerikle ilgili tutumlar1 da bu belirteglerin
kullanimi araciligiyla goézlemlenebilmektedir (Hyland, 2005a; Trillo, 2002).

Universite diizeyinde yabanci bir dilde etkili yazmanin énemli bir diger degiskeni de, yazili metinlerde
elestirel diistinme becerilerinin yansitimasidir. Yapilan caligmalar elestirel diisiinme ile yazma
becerileri arasinda karsilikli bir iliski oldugunu gostermis, Universite diizeyinde yazi yazmanin
Ogrencilerin alan bilgilerini arttirdigini ve elestirel diigiinme becerilerini gelistirdigini kanitlamigtir
(Carroll, 2007).

Elestirel diisiinme becerileri, giiclii argiimanlarin ve etkilesimsel {istsdylem belirteglerinin (EUB) etkili
kullanimiyla yaziya yansitilabilmektedir. Bruce (2018) tarafindan one siiriildiigli gibi, ozellikle
etkilesimsel {istsOylem, elestirel diisinmenin metin diizeyindeki 6zelliklerini gézlemlemek igin
kullanilabilecek analitik bir aragtir. Bu tiir araglar, okuyucuyu ikna etmek, tutumlari ve fikirleri etkili
bir sekilde ifade etmek icin kullanilabilir. Ornegin, EUB’ler aracilifiyla yazarlar goriislerini iletebilir
(diistinliyorum, hissediyorum) ya da hafifletme belirtegleri kullanarak iddialarinin giiciinii
degistirebilirler (gerekmektedir, olabilir) (Liu & Stapleton, 2018).

Lisans ve lisansiistii diizeyinde elestirel yazma tizerine yapilan gelisimsel ve kargilagtirmali arastirmalar,
Ogrencilerin yazma siirecine kontrollii belirteglerin, i¢gdrii ve kendine atifta bulunma belirteglerinin
siklikla kullanildigi metinlerle basladigini gostermistir. Gelisimsel siire¢ iginde ise hafifletme ve
giiclendirme belirteglerinin kullanimi artmaktadir. Bu bulgular, nedensel diisiinmenin birer yansimasi
olarak nitelendirilmektedir. Ayrica, yazma konular1 ve sdylem topluluklari, dgrencilerin EUB’leri
kullanimini etkileyebilmektedir. Alanyazindaki bulgular 1s18inda yiiriitiilen bu ¢alisma, bir Tiirk devlet
{iniversitesinde Ingilizce dgretmeni adaylari tarafindan bir donem boyunca yazilan elestirel yanit
makalelerinde kullanilan ve Hyland (2005a) tarafindan simiflandirilan EUB’ler araciligiyla elestirel
diisiincenin dile yansimasini aragtirmay1 amaglamigtir. Calismanin amaglar1 dogrultusunda, bu aragtirma
sorularina cevap aranmustir: (1) Ingilizce 6gretmen adaylarmin elestirel degerlendirme raporlarinda,
Hyland (2005a) tarafindan belirtilen EUB’lerden hangileri siklikla kullanilmistir? (2) Elestirel
degerlendirme raporu ddevlerinde EUB’lerin kullanimi nasil farkliliklar gdstermektedir?

Aragtirmada 22 6grenci tarafindan yazilan, 198 yanit belgesini iceren Elestirel Yanit Derlemi (bundan
boyle EYD olarak anilacak) incelenmistir. Katilimci grubunu ingilizce Ogretmenligi boliimii ikinci sinif
ogrencilerine sunulan "Elestirel Okuma ve Yazma" dersine kayith 6grenciler olusturmaktadir. Dénem
boyunca &grenciler, diller arasi gegislilik, Ingilizce derslerinde dijital platformlarin kullanimi,
savunuculuk, farkindalik ve sosyo-duygusal 6grenme gibi konular iizerine her hafta sinifta irdelenen ve
tartigilan makalelere yonelik toplamda dokuz elestirel degerlendirme raporu yazmistir. Hyland (2005a)
tarafindan listelenen {istsdylem belirte¢lerinin siklilari, derlem {izerinde AntConc 3.5.9 (Anthony, 2020)
kullanilarak saptanmistir. Calisma 6rnekleminin kiigiik olmas1 (N=22) ve dagilimin normal olmamasi
nedeniyle Friedman'in (1937) parametrik olmayan tekrarli ol¢limlerde tek yonlii varyans analizi
(ANOVA) ve ardindan Durbin-Conover (Conover, 1999) PostHoc testleri, Jamovi 2.2 (2021) istatistik
analiz programi kullanilarak yapilmistir.

Genel olarak, bulgular iniversite diizeyindeki Ogrencilerin elestirel yazimlarindaki dilbilgisel
Ozelliklerine ve yazma becerilerindeki gelisimsel siire¢lerine 151k tutmaktadir (Woodward-Kron, 2002).
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Ornegin, metinlerde kendine atifta bulunma ve tutum belirteglerinin kullaniminda azalma gibi anlamli,
boylamsal degisiklikler gozlemlenmistir. Buna ek olarak, sonuglar konu seciminin EUB’lerin
kullaniminda 6nemli bir rol oynadigini gostermektedir.

Cahsma bulgular 1s181nda, EUB’lerin etkili kullanimu {izerine gesitli pedagojik 6nerilerde bulunulabilir.
Ornegin, ders igerikleri ve yazma odevleri EUB kullanimini &gretecek ve tesvik edecek sekilde

hazirlanabilir. Hyland (2017)’1n vurguladigi gibi, 6grencilerin akademik yazida etkilesim becerilerini
gelistirmenin yani sira genel yazma performanslart da bu sekilde ylikseltilebilir.
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