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Esdizimlilik, anlamli dlizeyde oldugu belirlenmistir. Yanhs ¢oziimlemesi, 6grencilerin slire¢ boyunca
Derlem, “al-"in gectigi dilsel birimlerde yaptigi yanlislarin azalma egiliminde oldugunu
Cokanlamhlik. gostermistir. Gorlisme bulgulari da uygulamanin olumlu sonuglarini  destekler

niteliktedir. Sonug¢ olarak sozciksel yaklasima dayali 6gretim uygulamalarinin
Arastirma Makalesi sozvarligini gelistirmede etkili oldugu vargisina ulasiimistir.

Introduction

Many approaches to language learning have agreed on the need to teach linguistic units in conjunction
with their relationships to other units (e.g., Halliday, 1978; Hymes, 1972; Krashen, 1982; Nunan, 1989).
From this perspective, the lexical approach emphasizes the primacy of lexical units (such as words,
phrases, and formulaic expressions) over grammatical structures in second language teaching and rejects
the notion of separating grammar from lexical units. Accordingly, the exclusive teaching of grammar or
isolated words is deemed ineffective (Richard & Rogers, 2001). Lewis (1993, 2008) underscores that words
and lexical phrases possess inherent grammatical properties, arguing that lexical units and grammar
should not be treated as distinct categories but rather as elements on a continuum. This approach
prioritizes word combinations, frequently co-occurring words, and the grammatical patterns
accompanying these words and phrases (Harwood, 2002). Ordem (2013) suggests that the lexical
approach aims to achieve fluency and accuracy in language acquisition through lexical structures.

Lewis (2002) provides a detailed account of the fundamental principles, methodological framework,
and classroom practices of the lexical approach. While it is not feasible to include all these aspects here,
they can be briefly summarized as follows: Grammar holds a secondary position compared to vocabulary.
Language consists not of grammaticalized lexis but of lexicalized grammar. The use of texts is crucial in
creating communicative contexts. The dichotomy between grammar and vocabulary is unnecessary, as
the majority of language comprises lexical chunks. Errors are inherent to the learning process, and
sociolinguistic and communicative competence is expected to precede grammatical competence.
Emphasis should be placed on tasks and processes rather than on end products.

A classroom environment based on the lexical approach can be viewed as an extension of the
communicative language teaching (CLT) approach. Communicative competence is the primary goal, with
greater emphasis placed on the pragmatic use of language rather than on its accuracy (Racine, 2018). The
lexical approach advocates teaching the most frequently used units in communication. Lewis (1993, p.
193) highlights the importance of students engaging in activities that provide extensive input. Therefore,
teachers should expose their students to the target language at every stage. While this approach
prioritizes vocabulary over grammar, it never disregards the functional role of grammar (Sample, 2014).

The lexical approach places particular emphasis on collocation and lexical constructions. Lexical units
are inherently grammatical, and their collocations contribute to both fluency and accuracy (Hoey, 2005).
In addition to collocation, another key component highlighted by the lexical approach is corpora. Through
corpora, data-driven language teaching can be effectively implemented (Ordem, 2015).

The concept of collocation is generally associated with the tendency of lexical units to co-occur
frequently. Collocation is discussed in terms of the habitual usage and contextual relationships between
words (Firth, 1957, p. 6 [reprint, 1962]); the significant co-occurrence of items (Sinclair, 1987, p. 325); or
their frequent appearance in specific sequences (Nesselhauf, 2005, pp. 11-12). Combining these
perspectives, collocation can be broadly summarized as the frequent co-occurrence of two or more units
within the same sequence (imer et al., 2011). Collocation is related to the linearity of the sign and operates
according to the principles of variability and invariability along the horizontal and vertical axes (Eken,
2016).

In the context of teaching Turkish as a foreign or second language, collocation is one of the key
linguistic phenomena to consider for developing students' vocabulary. For a word combination to be
conventionally accepted, it must repeatedly appear in linguistic contexts familiar to the user (Aksu-
Kurtoglu, 2016). This is because knowledge of collocational units and the ability to use them effectively
are crucial for language learners.
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The Use of Corpora in Foreign/Second Language Teaching

The lexical approach is a practice-oriented language teaching method that aligns with advancements
in linguistics. Current trends in linguistic research emphasize the pragmatic aspects of language, as they
focus on how language functions in real-life contexts. Consequently, one of the main orientations in
applied linguistics research is the utilization of corpora.

The corpus refers to the entirety of written and spoken texts selected and organized according to
specific criteria within a given language (McEnery et al., 2006). Corpora are highly functional in applied
linguistics, offering valid and reliable data (McEnery & Hardie, 2012). Since corpora provide
comprehensive examples of language use, they facilitate the analysis of linguistic structures and functions
in addition to usage patterns. They significantly contribute to the preparation of dictionaries and grammar
books and the development of foreign language teaching techniques (Uzun & Lee, 2016, p. 658). Through
corpora, extensive data on word frequency and collocational patterns are obtained, making them
fundamental tools in the lexical approach to language teaching.

Sinclair (1991) conceptualizes collocation as the relationship between words, defined as the co-
occurrence of two or more words within a specified span. He notes that this span is typically up to +4/-4
lexical units to the right and left of the node word.

Polysemy

Palmer (1976) defines polysemy as the phenomenon where a single word possesses multiple
meanings, with such words referred to as polysemic. Polysemy arises when a linguistic sign conveys
additional meanings beyond its core denotative sense due to various factors (Aksan, 2006). Lobner (2013)
regards polysemy as the inclusion of two or more interrelated senses within a single lexical unit,
attributing its origin to the natural economic tendencies of language. Language communities often prefer
associating existing words with new phenomena, entities, or experiences rather than inventing new
words.

Polysemic words can be classified at different levels of meaning. The primary distinction is between
"literal" (conceptual or denotative) and "non-literal" Among non-literal senses, the differentiation
between connotative and figurative sense is frequently employed.

Literal meaning refers to the invariant meaning of a linguistic unit, independent of context and
situation. It is the primary meaning listed in dictionaries, representing the most shared understanding
between speakers based on referential connections in the external world (imer, 2011). This evokes the
initial mental representation when a word or phrase is encountered without specific contextual cues
(Aksan, 2006).

Connotative meaning (secondary meaning) comprises subjective, emotional, and social meanings
derived from associations related to the literal meaning (imer, 2011). It indicates new meanings attached
to the core meaning and is thus contextually dependent and linked to real-world experiences (Cikrik¢l &
Arica-Akkok, 2014). Ugur (2023) describes connotative meaning as impressions dependent on literal
meaning, adhering to concepts or objects over time. Although the distinction between literal and
connotative meanings is debated, this study adopts a limited conceptualization, restricting connotation
to secondary meanings closely related to the literal meaning.

Figurative meaning (trope) arises when one sign replaces another based on similarity (metaphor) or
equivalence (metonymy) between objects, entities, phenomena, or events (Vardar, 1998). It involves a
departure from the literal meaning of a word or phrase. This study addresses figurative meaning at a
higher conceptual level without dividing it into subcategories like metaphor or metonymy.

Idiomatic meaning is not a distinct category from figurative meaning but falls under its umbrella,
encompassing the use of fixed expressions within figurative language. In this study, idiomatic meaning
refers specifically to the crystallized forms of figurative language, with fixed expressions identified as
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idioms in the Turkish Dictionary (TDK, 2023) serving as the benchmark. Examples classified as idiomatic
meaning in the database are those explicitly listed as idioms in the dictionary.

The theoretical and conceptual framework underlying this study has been explored in detail in the
previous section. Within this framework, the research investigates the impact of corpus-based, context-
driven lexical teaching practices on the vocabulary development of B1-B2 level learners of Turkish as a
foreign/second language. The instructional design focuses on the semantic levels of the verb "al-" (to take
/ get) and seeks answers to the following questions:

i) Is there a significant difference in total scores on the vocabulary achievement test between
intergroup and intragroup comparisons?

ii) Are there significant differences in the subcategories of literal, connotative, figurative, and idiomatic
meanings between intergroup and intragroup comparisons?"

iii) Do qualitative findings support the quantitative findings?

Due to the extensive semantic range of "al-"—encompassing over fifty meanings—and the intensive
content required for context-based instruction, this study exemplifies the multifaceted role of the lexical
approach through a single verb.

Method
Research Design

This study, aiming to explain experimental findings by tracking participants' perspectives and
development over the process, was conducted using an embedded mixed-methods design. The
quantitative aspect followed a pretest and posttest matched control group quasi-experimental design. In
this approach, participants with similar characteristics are matched and assigned to different groups to
ensure equivalence (Biyiikéztiirk et al., 2020; ilgan & Cagatay, 2023). For this study, participants were
paired based on their pretest scores, and then randomly assigned to experimental and control groups.

For the qualitative aspect, interviews and document analysis were conducted. Following the posttest,
face-to-face interviews were conducted with the students. Additionally, the activity booklets used by the
students during the experimental process were analyzed using an error analysis approach to track their
developmental progress. The findings obtained from the qualitative data were used to verify and further
explain the results derived from the quantitative data.

Table 1
Research Design
Pre-Implementation Process Post-Implementation Post-Test Follow-Up
" Pretest Experimental Process (6 Posttest Retention Test
Quantitative -
(March 1, 2023) weeks) (April 17, 2023) (June 20, 2023)
o Activity booklets Structured Interviews
Qualitative . .
completed during courses Error Analysis
Study Groups

During the pilot testing phase of the data collection instrument, the study was conducted with 160 B2-
level Turkish language learners from Sakarya University and Sakarya University of Applied Sciences, all of
whom were in the first week of their course.

The experimental phase involved students from Kocaeli University, The Center for Language Teaching
and Research, who were at the B1 level at the start of the study and progressed to the B2 level by the end
of the study. Participants whose native languages were closely related to Turkish language (e.g., Turkmen,
Azeri) were excluded in the initial stage to prevent their preexisting linguistic knowledge from influencing
the results. The participants' length of residence in Turkey ranged from 5 months to 1 year. The average

1409



Katanalp Birogul & Bozkurt — Cukurova Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 53(3), 2024, 1406-1444

age of the experimental group was 22.6 years, while the control group’s average was 23 years, with
participants ranging from 17 to 34 years of age.

Table 2
Participant Demographics
Gend
Group Female (F) ender Male (M) Average Age Total Participants
Experimental 10 11 22,6 21
Control 7 13 23 20

The “Vocabulary Achievement Test” was administered to 62 students before forming the experimental
and control groups. The test consisted of 30 questions, and 21 students with scores ranging from 70% (21
correct answers) to 100% (30 correct answers) were excluded from the study. The remaining 41 students
were matched according to their test scores and randomly assigned to the experimental and control
groups. After assignment, the average number of correct answers for the experimental group was 14.10,
while the control group’s average was 14.86. During the study, one participant from the control group
withdrew from the study.

Data Collection
The data collection process included the following stages and layers:

- Determining content and language proficiency level

- Constructing the database (corpus analysis)

- Preparation of instructional scenarios

- Development of the vocabulary achievement test (1. initial pilot testing, 2. trial test, 3. item
analysis)

- Experimental process

- Ensuring implementation reliability

- Coordinating interviews

- Error analysis (analysis of student booklets used during the process)

Determination of Content and Language Proficiency Levels

Since this study is an intervention of the lexical approach, the semantic levels, frequent uses, and
consequently, the collocational patterns of al- were identified as the target content. According to
Puskillioglu's (2004) dictionary, al- has 47 meanings, whereas the Turkish Language Association’s ([TDK],
2023) Turkish Dictionary lists 30 meanings.

B1-B2 level students were chosen for this study because their intermediate proficiency level was
considered suitable for observing the effectiveness of the intervention. Teaching figurative meanings to
beginner-level students could pose challenges, while determining whether changes in advanced-level
students stemmed directly from the intervention could be problematic. Thus, intermediate-level learners
were considered the most appropriate for this study.

Constructing the Database

To construct a corpus-based database, the Turkish National Corpus (2021) was analyzed first. The
corpus was utilized to provide a database for the preparation of educational scenarios. The appearances
of the polysemous verb "al-" in Turkish were categorized into semantic levels (1. literal meaning, 2.
connotative meaning, 3. figurative meaning, and 4. idiomatic meaning) based on the first 1,000
concordances. These semantic levels were reviewed by a second researcher and then verified by a linguist
specializing in semantics. An example of the corpus analysis is presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1

Sample Corpus Analysis

Kiinye Sol -5;5 Sag Hedef stzciik Anlam diizeyi
W-NGO3A2A-2588-621 \yalnizca politikaclann bir yerden oy almak |igin o yere yatinm yapmaya oy almak degismece anlam
W-UI45F1D-4707-391 |ya misal, blogda kimsenin misadesini almak zorunda degilim ehe. 2. Sagmalamada miisade almak |degismece anlam
W-LD36E1B-2854-474 ya da ispanyol ortaklanmin onayini almak |zorundalar. ikitellideki gruplardan birinde yayimlanmas:  |onay almak defismece
W-JA16B4A-1720-78 | ya bir portakaldir. Bitek portakal almak |icin cekise cekise pazarlik eder. almak yan anlam
W-GE39C4A-1064-781 | veya pastadan, rant gelirlerinden pay almak |isteyen v.b kitlelerin biitin taleplerinin pay almak deyimsel anlam
W-FIDBCSA-3008-249  |5o0fdrl, ayakkabi tamircisi sizden Ocret almak |istemiyor. Su siralar Karaba§ sorunu dcret almak yan anlam

W-QI09C2A-1069-1422
‘W-5145F20-4906-1056

seyler ckan kocaman yuvarlak cikolatalardar almak | igin tek basima gitme izni almak temel anlam

ey olmuyor, digerleri hep gardini almak, kendini korumak zorunda kaliyor.." demis gardini almak deyimsel anlam

Additionally, the collocations of 'al-' in the corpus were analyzed for use in intervention contexts.
Following the processing of corpus data, the target words and phrases were reviewed in terms of
conceptual domains. An example of the representation of the conceptual domains is provided in Figure
2. The frequency of each phrase within the corpus is indicated by the number at the end of the phrase.

Figure 2
Clustering of "al-" Verb Based on Conceptual Domains
Kantrol altina almak (40) Yardim almak (L8] If'_ara almak 23]
Denetim altina almak [11) Destek almak (7) Egitim almak (17) Ucret almak (3)
Disiplin altina almak (4 Altan almak (4} Ders almak [26) Borg almak (9)

Yol almak (3)

Yer almak (53]
Yerini almak {20)

Terbiye almak (1} Maas almak (5}
Kredi almak {11)

Karsiligini almak (6}

Dizginleri eline almak (1)

Hakimiyetine { hakimiyet altina almak (2) {satin) almak (120)

Intikarm almak (45
Satn almak (99) ntikam almak (45}

Egemenligine/egemenlik alting almak (4]

) Hak ettigi yeri almak (1 B¢ almak [25)
Inzibat altina almak (3) Pz el 1k [2}( ! R mak () Pay almak {30)
rn - 'ozisyon alma ang alma "
Muhasara altinda almak (1) Bilgi almak (38} &l 5 Hisse almak {3)
Konum almak (1) Hing almak {2)

Haber almak {9)
Malumat almak (1}

. Komisyon almak {1)
Riisvet almak (4)

Zapturapt altna almak {2)
Tekeline almak {4}
Zevk almak {17)
Keyif almak (4)
\‘“n.____'!'a.t almak(s)

Hal / durum almak {5}
_Tawir almak (12) Gérev almak (16)
Yanina almak (10}

ise almak ()

Sorumluluk almak (8}

Mefes almak (27)
Soluk almak [9)
Hava almak (15}

Gords almak [13)
Fikir almak [9)
Oneri almak (2)

Tedbir almak (42]

Belge almak (3} ! Disiincesini almak (2}
Rapor almak (5} - Onlem aimak (62) Karar almak Notalmak 19 Yorum almak (1)
Ruhsat almak (5) " Elinden almak (17) ""-H) “7) Puan almak 2
: . Elindengekipalmak{l) -~ Ciddiyeaimak (22) Gerl almak (3] Sonugaimak(1g)._ Omek amak (5]
Gér alting almak B - Dikkate almak (52) fade almak (2)
[3) Ele almak (140}
- Eline almak (kontroll) (2) - Risk almak (15}
Gbze almak (18) Garantiye/garanti altina almak {14 Gondlaimak (11)

Avucunun (avuglan) icine almak
2]

Giivenceye feivence altina almak (28) B —
[ Oyalmak (12)
A ~

Gozoniine almak (11) - Jtine (kapsaming) almak (23) Saglama almak (10) < bt aimak(e) )
K__\__ _

At L] igeri almak (6) Koruma altina almak (6) o —
Biliyiiter alunda almak{l) izin almak {13} Giiven aluna almak (2) S '";c aimak (EJ_ ——
fin plana almak (3} Onay almak (10} Emniyet altina almak (3) .:/' Takviye almak {2) \\;
Misaade almak {1) Teminat altina almak (3) e Besin almak (2) ) __,.-"
Riza almak (3} T

Designing the Educational Scenarios

Educational scenarios involve organizing and providing external conditions (stimuli) to facilitate
learning and teaching experiences (Demirel, 2005). In this study, the educational scenarios were designed
as a six-week program. The content targeted for development was aligned with B1-B2 level objectives (AU
TOMER, 2015; TMV, 2020), ensuring compatibility with the intended grammatical content.

To evaluate the lexical approach and instructional suitability of the scenarios, a checklist was
developed, informed by Lewis (1993, 2002) and fundamental principles and methods of language
teaching. The checklist was reviewed by two experts and three instructors in the relevant field. The
checklist aimed to assess the scenarios according to the following principles:

v"Incorporating corpus-based insights
v' Adopting a text-focused approach
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Providing contextualized word and phrase usage
Highlighting collocations and other relevant lexical constructions
Introducing words alongside grammatical structures
Focusing the sentence structure on the verb phrase

Basing the acquisition of lexical structures on language skills
Employing a functional approach

Applying implicit learning techniques

Providing rich input

Avoiding reliance on word lists

Integrating common usage contexts for words

Considering student proficiency levels

Ensuring alignment with learning objectives

Transitioning from concrete to abstract

Relating content to real-life contexts

NN N N N N N NN N NN

Krippendorff's alpha coefficient was used to measure inter-rater reliability among the experts
(Krippendorff, 2004). In this study, the alpha coefficient was 0.93, indicating a high level of agreement
(Bikmaz-Bilgen & Dogan, 2017). Based on the feedback received, the educational scenarios were revised
and refined.

Development of the Vocabulary Achievement Test

The "vocabulary achievement test," designed for use as a pre-test, post-test, and retention test, was
developed in a multiple-choice format. In the initial stage, a pool of 42 items was created for the draft test,
considering the core, peripheral, figurative, and idiomatic meanings of "al-." Prior to the pilot application,
feedback on the draft test was obtained from three instructors working in the relevant field. The key issues
were marked and recorded for further discussion.

Preliminary study: A preliminary run was conducted with four B1-level students who were not part of the
study group before the trial test. The aim was to observe the test completion duration and identify any potential
issues during the process. The completion time for the four students ranged between 50-55 minutes.
Additionally, their verbal feedback was gathered to identify ambiguities in question stems or other language-
related concerns.

Trial study: The trial run of the achievement test was administered to 160 B2-level students during the first
week of their course at Sakarya University and Sakarya University of Applied Sciences. The data were analyzed
to identify participants who completed all items, revealing that 124 students fully filled out the answer sheets.
Based on their responses, item difficulty (p;) and item discrimination (rix) values were determined.

The average difficulty of the pilot test version was 0.42. Among the items, 17 were classified as difficult, 6
as easy, and 19 as moderately difficult. Since the test was administered to a group with no prior instruction, the
difficulty level was within the expected range. An item discrimination value between 0.40 and 1 indicates that
the item effectively differentiates between knowledgeable and less knowledgeable individuals and functions
as intended. The distribution of items based on their discrimination levels is presented in Table 3.

Table 3
Distribution of Items by Discrimination Levels
rix Range rix - Criteria Items

M2- M3- M6- M7- M8- M9- M12- M14- M16- M17- M19- M20- M21-
M22- M23- M26- M27- M28- M29- M30- M32- M35- M39- M42
0.30-0.39 Requires Minor Revision M1-M10 - M18 - M31 - M36

0.21-0.29 Requires Major Revision M11 - M13 - M15 - M25*- M33 - M34
0.20-(-1) Recommended for Elimination M4 - M5 - M24 - M37 - M38 - M40 - M41

0.40-1.00 Highly Satisfactory
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24 items were included in the final version of the test. Five items (M1, M10, M18, M31, and M36) with
values exceeding 0.30 and requiring minor correction were revised and included in the test. The
discrimination of M25 is marginal at 0.29. This item was also revised for the final version of the test. All
items with values between 0.28 and -1 were discarded from the test, and 30 items were selected for the
final version. In “the vocabulary achievement test”, the aim was to balance the difficulty of the items and
ensure high discrimination.

The KR-20 equation was used for the internal consistency of the final version of the test (KR-20=30/[30-
1] [1-(337,59)/6,095]=0,845). Accordingly, it can be said that the measurement tool has sufficient
reliability and the amount of error involved in the measurement results is low.

The vocabulary achievement test consists of four sub-dimensions (literal, connotative, figurative and
idiomatic meaning).

Experimental Procedure

The researcher herself was the implementer. The procedure was designed as six weeks and the total
process as nine weeks. In the first week, a vocabulary achievement test was administered as a pre-test.
Then, the experimental group received six weeks of training. Each week, the lessons lasted approximately
2.5 hours. In the eighth week, the vocabulary achievement test was administered to the experimental and
control groups again. A retention test was given to the experimental group nine weeks after the post-test.

The “activity booklets” prepared for the experimental process were given to the students at the
beginning of each course and collected at the end. The students in the control group continued their
formal education, but did not receive any special training related to the experimental study. The students
in the experimental group continued their formal education just like the control group, and in addition to
this, they participated in the training prepared one day a week at an out-of-school hour.

Implementation reliability: Since the implementer was the researcher herself/himself, the
implementation reliability technique was used to prevent any bias that might occur. In this way,
information about whether the experimental procedure was implemented as designed was obtained
(Mutluer, 2022). In this study, an external instructor observed 50% of the implementation. First, the
observer was informed about the subject, method and theoretical background of the study. The observer
participated in the implementation process on weeks 2, 4 and 6, and filled out the "implementation
reliability observation form" for each observation. The non-participant observer did not share the notes
taken and the form completed during the observation process, and submitted them to the researcher
upon completion of the experimental process.

Qualitative Data Collection

"In this stage, structured interviews were conducted with the students, and in addition, data
triangulation was achieved through the use of the document analysis technique. Structured interviews
can be used to gain insights from other data sets. In this study, qualitative data were collected to clarify
the quantitative data. The interviews were conducted one by one and face-to-face with the experimental
group students after the training. The following questions were asked of all participants.

“What do you think about the training you attended?”
“How do you find your progress compared to before? Was it useful for you?”

», u

If the answer was “yes”; “How? In which ways was it useful? Can you explain?”

”,

If the answer is “no”; “Why do you think it was not useful? Can you share your opinions with us?”

In the study, the activity booklets used by the students throughout the process were also analyzed.
The students were told not to erase anything they wrote in the booklet and their answers throughout the
training, and the booklets were examined after the training was completed. Error analysis was applied to
analyze these documents.
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Analyzing the Data
Quantitative Data

The normality assumption was tested for the results related to the research questions; for normality,
the value for normality in the Kolmogorov-Shapiro-Wilk's test was greater than 0.05, and the values for
kurtosis and skewness were less than 1.96 by proportioning them to their own error value.

For between-group comparisons, the independent samples t-test was used when the data were
normally distributed and the Mann-Whitney U test when the data were not normally distributed; for
within-group comparisons, the paired samples t-test was used when the data were normally distributed
and the Wilcoxon signed-rank t-test when the data were not normally distributed.

Qualitative Data

The interviews were analyzed using inductive qualitative analysis. The first step was to transfer the
interview transcripts into the qualitative data analysis program MAXQDA. The written interview texts
were read several times with the program and the sections with opinions about the process were marked.
The coding was checked by a second researcher. Sample coded sections from the interviews were openly
shared in the findings to ensure transparency, credibility, and transferability.

Error Analysis

The activity booklets used by the students throughout the training were analyzed through error
analysis. Since the target of this analysis was the words and phrases used with "al-", all language units
containing "almak" were marked, errors were identified and classified. In the study, error analysis was
used to follow the "tendency" of the students throughout the process. The misused language units were
analyzed under five headings (Cetinkaya, 2015; Keshavarz, 1997):

- Orthographic and phonological errors

- Morphological errors

- Lexico-semantic errors (lexico-semantic errors)
- Syntactic errors

In order to ensure the reliability (credibility) of the analysis, the analyzed units and classifications were
reanalyzed by a second researcher and the discrepancies were resolved together.

Ethics and Institutional Approvals

The application to Bolu Abant izzet Baysal University Ethics Committee (protocol number 2022-528)
was reviewed and approved during the meeting held on December 26, 2022 (meeting no. 2022/12).
Subsequently, institutional approvals were obtained. Permissions for the pilot administration of the
'Vocabulary Achievement Test' were obtained from the Turkish Language Teaching Application and
Research Center at Sakarya University and Sakarya University of Applied Sciences. Following the pilot
administration, permission for the main study was obtained from the Center for Language Teaching
Application and Research at Kocaeli University, where the research was conducted.

Results

To observe the overall outcomes of the experimental procedure, total scores obtained from the
"Vocabulary Achievement Test" were analyzed by comparing:

- pretest and posttest scores of the experimental and control groups (between groups),

- pretest and posttest scores of the experimental group (within-group),

- pretest and posttest scores of the control group (within-group),

- pretest, posttest, and retention test scores of the experimental group (within-group) (Table
4).
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Table 4
Between-Group and Within-Group Comparisons of Total Scores
) N X Sx df t p

Comparison of pre- -
test scores Experimental 21 14.10 4.300 39 -0.335 0.74

Control 20 14.60 5.325

N X u 2
) X P n

Comparison of post- -
test scores Experimental 21 30.81 4 0 0.842

Control 20 10.70
Comparison of pre- N X Sx df t p 772
testand post-test Pre-test 21 14.10 4300 20 8551 000 0649
scores of the
experimental group Post-test 21 22.33 3.954
Comparison of pre- N Mean rank Rank sum z p
test and post-test Negative Rank 14 10.50 147.00 -1.574 0.116
scores of the control  Positive Rank 6 10.50 63.00
group Total 20
Comparison of pre- N X Sx df t p n?
test and retention Pre-test 20 14.05 4.407 19 -12241 000 0798
test scores of the )
experimental group Retention test 20 24.50 3.635
Comparison of the N X Sx df t p n?
post-testandretention  pt et 20 22.20 4008 19 3049 007 0197
test scores of the )
experimental group Retention test 20 24.50 3.635

*p<0.05

An analysis of the pretest scores indicated no significant difference between the experimental and
control groups, suggesting that the initial proficiency levels of the two groups were very similar. However,
a significant difference was observed in posttest scores between the groups (U=4, p<0.05), with an effect
size of 0.842, indicating a very high level of effect. This suggests that 84.2% of the achievement can be
attributed to the effectiveness of the intervention.

For within-group comparisons, no significant difference was observed between the control group's
pretest and posttest scores (Z=-1.574, p>0.05). In contrast, a significant difference was found between
the experimental group’s pretest and posttest scores (t(20)=-8.551, p<0.05), with an effect size of 0.649.
The increase in achievement can be explained by the implemented approach.

A significant difference was also observed between the experimental group’s pretest and retention
test scores (t(19)=-12.241, p<0.05). The mean pretest score (X=14.05) was lower than the mean retention
test score (x=24.50), with an effect size of 0.798, indicating a very high level of effect.

Additionally, a significant difference was found between the experimental group’s posttest and
retention test scores (t(19)=-3.049, p<0.05). The mean posttest score (¥=22.20) was lower than the mean
retention test score (x=24.50), with an effect size of 0.197. These results suggest continued improvement
nine weeks after the intervention. This improvement is expected, as the students continued their Turkish
language preparatory course during this period.
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Literal Meaning

In the "literal meaning" subdimension, comparisons were made using:

- pretest and posttest scores of the experimental and control groups (between groups),
- pretest and posttest scores of the experimental group (within-group),

- pretest and posttest scores of the control group (within-group),
- pretest, posttest, and retention test scores of the experimental group (within-group) (Table

5).
Table 5
Results Related to the Literal Meaning Subdimension
. N X Sx df t p
Comparison of pre- - |
test scores Experimenta 21 2.67 1.713 39 0.032 0.974
Control 20 2.65 1.599
) N X u p n?
Comparison of - I
post-test scores Experimenta 21 29.52 31 0 0.751
Control 20 12.05
Comparison of pre- N X Sx df t p n?
testand post-test Pre-test 21 267 1713 20 5116 0 0.396
scores of the
experimental group Post-test 21 443 0.676
. N Mean rank Rank sum z p
Comparison of pre- -
test and post-test Negiat.lve Rankk 10 7.6 76 -0.421 0.674
scores of the Posm\{e Ran 6 10 60
control group Ties 4
Total 20
. N Mean rank Rank sum z p n?
Comparison of pre- i k 0 0.00 0.00 3322 .001 0.743
test and retention Negiat.lve Rank ' : e ' '
test scores of the P05|t_|lye Ran 1: 7.50 105.00
experimental grou 1€
P group Total 20
Comeparison of the N Mean rank Rank sum z p
post-test and Negative Rank 5 7.40 37.00 -0.638 0.523
retention test Positive Rank 8 6.75 54.00
scores of the Ties 7
experimental group Total 20
*p<0.05

In the literal meaning subdimension, no significant difference was found between the pretest scores
of the experimental and control groups (t(39)=0.032, p>0.05). However, a significant difference was
observed in posttest scores between the two groups (U=31, p<0.05), with an effect size of 0.751.

Within-group comparisons revealed no significant difference between the control group's pretest and
posttest scores in the literal meaning subdimension (Z=-0.421, p>0.05). Although not significant, the
control group’s median rank in the pretest was higher, indicating a possible regression during the process.
A significant difference was found between the experimental group's pretest and posttest scores [t(20)=-
5.116, p<0.05]. The mean posttest score (¥=4.43) was significantly higher than the pretest score (x=2.67),
with an effect size of 0.396.
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A significant difference was also observed between the experimental group's pretest and retention
test scores (Z=-3.322, p<0.05). The retention test scores were notably higher than the pretest scores, with
an effect size of 0.743. However, no significant difference was found between the experimental group's
posttest and retention test scores (Z=-0.638, p>0.05). Although participants with high posttest scores
improved their retention test scores, the changes were not significant.

Connotative Meaning

In the "connotative meaning" subdimension, the following comparisons were conducted:

pretest and posttest scores of the experimental and control groups (between groups),

pretest and posttest scores of the experimental group (within-group),

- pretest and posttest scores of the control group (within-group),

- pretest, posttest, and retention test scores of the experimental group (within-group) (Table 6).

Table 6
Results Related to the Connotative Meaning Subdimension
OmpaANson OTPre™ ey verimental 21 5.52 2316 39 0951 0347
test scores
Control 20 6.25 2.573
N X u 2
Comparison of post- - X P 1
Experimental 21 29.45 325 0.00 0.729
test scores
Control 20 12.13
Comparison of pre- N X Sx df t p n?
testand post-test Pre-test 21 5.52 2316 20 697 0 0.548
scores of the
experimental group Post-test 21 9.43 2111
G . ; N Mean rank Rank sum Z p
t;?;ﬁ;'szztc_’tezie' Negative Rank 11 9.95 109.5 1.051 0.293
P Positive Rank 7 8.79 615
scores of the control )
group Ties 2
Total 20
. Mean rank Rank sum z p n?
Comparison of pre- -
. Negative Rank 1 1.00 1.00 -3.797 0 0.849
test and retention test . K
scores of the P05|t_|lye Ran 118 10.50 189.00
experimental grou 1es
P group Total 20
Comparison of the N Mean rank Rank sum z o]
post-test and Negative Rank 4 7.75 31.00 -1.954 0.051
retention test scores  Positive Rank 12 8.75 105.00
of the experimental Ties 4
group Total 20
*p<0.05

Between-group comparisons showed no significant difference between the pretest scores of the
experimental and control groups (t(39)=-0.951; p>0.05). However, the difference in posttest scores
between the two groups was significant (U=32.5, p<0.05), with an effect size of 0.729.

Within-group comparisons indicated no significant difference between the pretest and posttest scores
of the control group for the figurative meaning subdimension (Z=-1.051; p>0.05). Although not significant,
the control group’s median rank was higher in the pretest compared to the posttest, suggesting a
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regression during the process. A significant difference was found between the experimental group's
pretest and posttest scores (t(20)=-6.97; p<0.05). The experimental group's mean posttest score (X=9.43)
was significantly higher than the mean pretest score (x=5.52), with an effect size of 0.548.

A significant difference was also observed between the experimental group's pretest and retention
test scores (Z=-3.797; p<0.05). A comparison of median ranks indicated that the retention test scores were
significantly higher than the pretest scores, with an effect size of 0.849, demonstrating a substantial effect.
However, no significant difference was found between the experimental group's posttest and retention
test scores (Z=-31.954; p>0.05). A comparison of median ranks suggested that the retention test and
posttest scores were similarly high.

Figurative Meaning
In the "figurative meaning" sub-dimension;

- Pre-test and post-test scores of the experimental and control groups (between groups),
- Pre-test and post-test scores of the experimental group (within group),
- Pre-test and post-test scores of the control group (within group), and

- Pre-test, post-test, and retention test scores of the experimental group (within group) were
compared (Table 7).

Table 7
Results Related to the Figurative Meaning Subdimension
. N X u p
Comparison of pre- -
Experimental 21 22 189 0.572
test scores
Control 20 19.95
N X U z
Comparison of post- - X P N
Experimental 21 27.86 66 0 0.599
test scores
Control 20 13.80
Comparison of pre- N X Sx Sd t p 1]2
test and post-test Pre-test 21 2.86 1.195 20 -4.418 0 0.327
scores of the
. Post-test 21 3.95 1.024
experimental group
Comparison of pre N Mean rank Rank sum Z p
ot :n o t_tez . NegatveRank 10 8.7 87 1017 0309
P Positive Rank 6 8.17 49
scores of the control )
rou Ties 4
group Total 20
Compaison of pre- N Mean rank Rank sum z p n?
ot :n y retentign o NegativeRank 2 12 24 2725 0006 0,609
Positive Rank 16 9.19 147
scores of the )
experimental grou Ties 2
P group Total 20
Comparison of the N Mean rank Rank sum Z p
post-test and Negative Rank 5 45 225 -0.54 0.589
retention test scores  Positive Rank 5 6.5 325
of the experimental Ties 10
group Total 20
*p<0.05
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At the figurative meaning level, no significant difference was observed in the pre-test scores between
the experimental and control groups (U = 189, p > 0.05). This result allowed for the comparison of their
post-test scores. A significant difference was found in the post-test scores between the experimental and
control groups (U = 66, p < 0.05). The post-test mean score of the experimental group (X = 27.86) was
higher than that of the control group (X = 13.80), with an effect size of 0.599.

Regarding within-group comparisons at the figurative meaning level, it was determined that there was
no significant difference between the pre-test and post-test scores of the control group (Z =-1.017; p >
0.05). Despite continuing formal education during the process, the control group’s performance remained
stable. Conversely, the experimental group’s post-test mean score (X = 3.95) was significantly higher than
its pre-test mean score (X = 2.86), with an effect size of 0.327. The retention test scores of the
experimental group were also significantly higher than their pre-test scores, with an effect size of 0.609.
However, no significant difference was observed between the post-test and retention test scores of the
experimental group (Z=-0.54; p>0.05).

These findings indicate that while the experimental group's achievement level at the figurative
meaning level slightly increased after the experimental procedure, this increase was not statistically
significant. Additionally, the mean scores did not decline over time, demonstrating retention of the
acquired knowledge.

Idiomatic Meaning
In the idiomatic meaning sub-dimension:

- The pre-test and post-test scores of the experimental and control groups (between groups),
- The pre-test and post-test scores of the experimental group (within group),

- The pre-test and post-test scores of the control group (within group), and

- The pre-test, post-test, and retention test scores of the experimental group (within group)

- were analyzed (Table 8).

Table 8
Findings Related to the Idiomatic Meaning Subdimension
i<on of N X u p
Comparison of pre- Experimental 21 20.71 204 0.873
test scores
Control 20 21.30
c onof N X U p n?
omparison of post- e - imental 21 295 315 0 0737
test scores
Control 20 12.08
Comparison of pre- N X Sx sd t p n?
testand t-test
estand posties Pre-test 21 305 1161 20  -3.866 0001 0272
scores of the
experimenta| group Post-test 21 457 1.326
Comparison of bre- N Mean rank Rank sum z p n?
P P Negative Rank 2 8.17 98 2891 0004 0646
test and post-test -
Positive Rank 2 35 7
scores of the control .
rou Ties 6
group Total 20
c onof Mean rank Rank sum z p n?
OMParson Ofpre= = o oative Rank 1 15 15 379 000 0847
test and retention .
Positive Rank 18 10.47 188.5
test scores of the Ti 1
experimental grou 1€s
P group Total 20
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Comparison of the N Mean rank Rank sum Z p n?
post-test and Negative Rank 4 6.25 25 -2466 0.014 0.551
retention test scores Positive Rank 13 9.85 128
of the experimental Ties 3
group Total 20

*p<0.05

Between-group comparisons revealed no statistically significant difference in the pre-test scores of
the experimental and control groups within the idiomatic meaning dimension (U = 204, p>0.05). However,
a statistically significant difference was observed in the post-test scores between the groups (U=31.5,
p<0.05), with an effect size of 0.737.

Within-group comparisons indicated that the post-test mean score of the experimental group (¥=4.57)
was significantly higher than its pre-test mean score (X=3.05), with an effect size of 0.272. Interestingly,
the control group also exhibited a statistically significant difference between pre-test and post-test scores
(Z = -1.051; p < 0.05). However, this difference was in favor of the pre-test scores, representing an
unexpected finding. In other words, the idiomatic meaning performance of the control group students
declined significantly over time, despite their continued participation in formal education at a Turkish
language teaching center.

In terms of retention, the experimental group’s retention test scores were significantly higher than
their pre-test scores, with an effect size of 0.847, suggesting that 85% of the observed improvement can
be attributed to the effectiveness of the intervention. Furthermore, a statistically significant difference
was found between the post-test and retention test scores of the experimental group (Z =-2.466; p<0.05),
with an effect size of 0.551, indicating that 55% of the observed retention could be explained by the
intervention’s effectiveness.

Error Analysis

The results obtained from the error analysis show that the misuse increases in the third stage and then
decreases significantly. The trend of error usage in language units with ‘al-’ can be seen in Figure 3.

Figure 3
Tendency of Errors in Language Units Containing the Verb 'al-'.

Morphology

Lexico-semantics Phonology-Orthography —— Syntax
100
80
60
40

20

0 5
Week 1 Week 2 Week 3 Week 4 Week 5 Week 6

The total number of errors made throughout the process was 464. In the third week, there was an
increase in the tendency to make errors, which then decreased towards the end of the process. This
increase during the third week may be attributed to the introduction of the variable uses of the "al-"
morpheme. Additionally, it is evident that the most frequent errors at this stage occurred in the
morphological category of grammar. This finding suggests that students encountered challenges in both
semantic and structural usage while transitioning to the variable meaning level. In later phases of the
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study, students were observed to have overcome these difficulties. The significant reduction in errors by
the end of the process further demonstrates the effectiveness of the intervention. Therefore, the findings
here are qualitative and complement the quantitative results. Regarding the distribution of errors made
by students during the implementation, the largest proportion was represented by morphological errors
(49%). Word-meaning errors constituted 24%, phonological, spelling, or orthographic errors 21%, and
syntax errors 6%.

Interviews

In order to view the results of this research design from the participants' perspective, interviews were
conducted. After the implementation was completed, students were asked about their thoughts on the
process through face-to-face, structured one-on-one interviews. Example analyses are provided below.

Figure 4
Sections of the Interview with 036, 046, and 054
284 O Ad|m,*. Cezayirliyim ben. Anadilim Arapga. Ama Fransizca ve Ingilizce konugabiliyorum.
285 H: Cok giizel. seninle basan testi yaptik. Ontest. Sonra beraber bir deney grubuna katildik. Sen génilli oldun. Ve 6
hafta bizimle bir vakit gegirdin. Genel olarak bu stireg hakkinda ne disintyorsun?
286 O: Hum. Ben ilk defa sinavi aldiktan sonra ¢ok seyler anlamadim. Ama dersler aldiktan sonra aaa bir fark gérdim. Cok
seyler anladim.

287 O: Yazmam daha iyi oldu. Kelimeler ok yeni.

o] Tabii gramer olarak da
H: Peki bir kelimeyi bilmiyorsun, o kelimeyi anlamak igin ne yapiyorsun?

290 @ Artik cimleden anlyorum.

131 H: Genel olarak bu sireg hakkinda ne distniyorsun?

132 O: Aaa bu stire benim igin cok faydal oldu. Clinki yani 8nceden sadece temel almak kelimesinin anlami biliyordum.
Ama bundan sonra yani cok farkl manalar var gérdim. Ama sadece almak icin degil. Farkli farkl fiileler, kelimeler mana
olabilir yani.

143 O: Eeee gok ¢ok farki var simdi ve 6nceden. Arkadaglanmla sohbet ediyorum burda. Bu yizden ben kelimeler aldim. Ve

kurallar aaa yani énceden higbirsey bilmiyorum simdi gok iyi biliyorum.

Evet. Sence bu 6 hafta beraber ders yaptik 6 hafta. Kendinden bir gelisme, bir fayda oldu mu?

151 O: Evet tabi. Fayda aldim.

52 Derslerden nasil bir fayda aldin? Nasil gecti 6 hafta?

153 O: Aaaa gok gelistim. Kelime yani ¢ok yeni kelimeler aldim. Kurallar yeni biliyorum simdi ve benim simdi dinleme daha
iyi. Clnkl énceden mesela baska insanlar benimle konusuyorlar ama ben onu hig anlamiyorum.

In the interviews conducted with 21 students who participated in the implementation the following
themes emerged, along with their frequencies: improvement in language use (s=35), comprehension and
usage of the polysemous verb "almak" (s=20), vocabulary development (s=19), grammatical development
(s=12), and deriving meaning from context (s=11).

Table 9

Key Themes in Structured Interviews
Themes Frequency
Improvement in language use 35
Comprehension and usage of the polysemous verb "almak" 20
Vocabulary development 19
Grammatical development 12
Deriving meaning from context 11

The theme “comprehension and usage of the polysemous verb ‘almak’" was most frequently observed
in co-occurrence with the theme 'improvement and development in language use.' Additionally, the
theme 'vocabulary development' was often found in co-occurrence with the theme 'improvement in
language use.'
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Discussion & Conclusion

The basic hypothesis of the study (that vocabulary instruction based on a lexical approach would affect
students' Turkish language development) was confirmed. The experimental group showed improvement
compared to their initial level, and the development continued even after the implementation was completed.
In terms of effect sizes, it can be said that the instructional practices based on context and corpus-based
approaches within the framework of the lexical approach were effective. The influence of context and
collocational units on comprehension was observed to have a positive impact on subsequent stages of language
development. This is clearly evident when compared to the control group. Despite continuing Turkish language
preparation courses in formal education, the control group remained at the initial level and even regressed in
the idiomatic meaning subdimension. On the other hand, the intervention was found to be effective in
developing the literal, connotative, figurative, and idiomatic meaning subdimensions in the experimental
group. Development continued in all subdimensions even after the experimental process was completed.

In acquiring target vocabulary, context support, enriched with corpus and collocation knowledge, was
also reflected in the qualitative findings. The results of error analysis provide evidence of students'
improvement throughout the process. The most frequent area of error for learners was morphology. This
result is consistent with the findings from error analysis studies (see Ginaydin & Bozkurt, 2023). A clear
improvement in morphological errors was observed during the process. Furthermore, the learners reported
that they were aware of their improvements during the interviews.

There are few studies based on the basic principles of the lexical approach in the context of Turkey
(Aksoy, 2008; Bircan, 2010; Ordem, 2005). These are studies conducted in the context of teaching English as
a second language. Aksoy (2008) showed that the lexical approach increased the frequency of phrasal verb
usage among English language learners and significantly improved their speaking fluency. Bircan (2010) used
lexical phrases and found that the receptive and productive vocabulary knowledge of 10-11 year old
beginner children improved. Ordem (2005) found that when the lexical approach was used, pre-service
English language teachers recalled and wrote word combinations more accurately and with fewer errors. All
three studies, conducted at different levels, demonstrated that the lexical approach supports language
proficiency. The results of this study are consistent with the findings of these studies.

Recent studies from other countries have provided experimental evidence regarding the impact of the
lexical approach on second language vocabulary learning, collocation acquisition/usage, and its effects on
speaking, reading, and writing skills. The impact of the lexical approach on vocabulary learning is one of the
most common research topics. Attya et al. (2019) found that vocabulary instruction with collocations
improved English vocabulary; Krishenan and Kahar (2023) showed that the lexical approach enhanced
students' English vocabulary; Lee et al. (2019) demonstrated the positive impact of corpus usage on
vocabulary learning; Sewbihon-Getie (2021) found that lexical approach-based vocabulary instruction
(including collocation studies, corpus-based activities, etc.) improved the vocabulary of English learners; and
Tinkel (2023) showed that a teaching program based on the lexical approach supported both productive and
receptive knowledge of English word combinations.

Studies that have focused on the impact of the lexical approach on the teaching of collocations have
demonstrated the following specific areas. Boonyarattanasoontorn et al. (2020) implemented collocation
instruction based on the lexical approach for English learners in Thailand, and demonstrated through corpus-
based analysis that students benefited from explicit collocation instruction. Debabi and Guerroudj (2018)
taught collocation to Algerian English learners based on the principles of the lexical approach, and found a
relationship between successful deconstruction of language units and increased collocation use in their
writing. Rana (2020) tested collocation instruction through corpus-based instruction and found development
in the experimental group. Sarmiento-Tacha (2018) showed that workshops based on a lexical approach had
a positive impact on the learning of English collocations among students aged 10-13 in a Colombian middle
school. Scott (2015) reported that corpus-based, lexical approach instruction in a language school in the
United Kingdom facilitated faster progress across levels and resulted in higher collocation production
compared to other students.
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Writing skills are one of the areas where the lexical approach is applied. Brenes (2022) found that
teaching English word combinations (collocations, idioms, polywords, etc.) using the pedagogical principles
of the lexical approach had a positive effect on students’ writing activities. Ebrahimi et al. (2021) showed
that a comparative lexical approach improved Iranian foreign language learners’ English writing skills. Wang
(2021) identified that the lexical approach positively affected English writing proficiency in the arts
disciplines.

Oral language skills are also a core objective of the lexical approach. Aromin and Kim (2021) tested the
lexical approach in online speaking classes with university students in South Korea, revealing significant
improvements in students’ speaking proficiency in terms of formulaic expressions and collocational choices.
Cancino and lturrieta (2022) demonstrated that the lexical approach enhanced perceived English oral
proficiency skills.

Kim (2021) and Zhong (2021) examined the effects of the lexical approach on reading comprehension
skills. Kim (2021) found that teaching collocations based on the lexical approach was effective in improving
Chinese reading skills. Zhong (2021) reported that students in the Chinese-English program perceived the
lexical approach as suitable and beneficial in enhancing their English reading abilities.

In addition to the aforementioned implementations, it is also worth mentioning an innovative study that
developed tools to measure receptive and productive collocational knowledge in language teaching.
Cetinkaya et al. (2023) examined lexical collocational structures in Turkish based on its linguistic structure
across five domains (noun + noun, noun + verb, noun + noun, determiner + noun, and determiner + verb)
and incorporated both receptive and productive collocational knowledge in their assessment tool. This
study, which brings collocational knowledge—supported by context and corpus—into language teaching, is
pioneering in nature. Such assessment tools will be useful for tracking and evaluating learners in vocabulary
instruction and, in addition, for determining proficiency levels in threshold exams.

The most notable limitation of this study is its focus on the teaching of a single verb. This limitation was
addressed by a detailed analysis of the verb “al-“. Linguistic studies examine a single word from the
perspective of its various usage contexts and collocations. This approach offers valuable insights for
educators. In education research, methods (new teaching approaches, strategies, etc.) or teaching tools
(such as technological support) are often emphasized. Nevertheless, it is clear that without 'content’,
teaching methods and tools lose their relevance. In this study, this ‘gap’ has been addressed through a
concrete ‘content framework’. While the lexical approach formed the methodological aspect of the study,
the polysemous and multidimensional nature of the verb “al-” ensured the content richness of the approach.

Limitations and Recommendations

In addition to the limitations inherent in the lexical approach, this study has limitations specific to its
research context. The most significant limitation, as noted above, is the attempt to study a single word and
its collocations in depth. It is anticipated that this limitation could be mitigated in a design involving larger
word clusters. In addition, the approach could be applied to different levels of proficiency and other
polysemous verbs.
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Tiirkge Siirimui

Giris

Birgok dil 6grenme yaklasimi, dilsel birimleri, diger birimlerle kurdugu iliskilerle birlikte 6gretmenin
gerekliligi konusunda uzlagmistir (6rn. Halliday, 1978; Hymes, 1972; Krashen, 1982; Nunan, 1989;). Bu
bakis agisiyla sézciiksel yaklasim (lexical approach), ikinci dil 6gretiminde dilbilgisi yapilarindan daha ¢ok
sozclikbirimlerin (sézciikler, Gbekler, kalip ifadeler vb.) 6ne c¢ikarilmasini 6neren ve dilbilgisinin
sozclikbirimlerden ayri distiniilmesine karsi ¢ikan bir yaklasimdir. Buna gore yalnizca dilbilgisinin ya da tek
tek sozcliklerin 6gretimi etkili olmayacaktir (Richard & Rogers, 2001). Lewis (1993, 2008) sozcliklerin ve
sozclik 6beklerinin ickin dilbilgisel 6zellikleri oldugunu, sozcikbirimlerin ve dilbilgisinin ayri ayri ele
alinabilecek ulamlar olmadigini, tersine bunlarin belirli bir diizlemde sureklilik gésterdigini vurgular. Bu
yaklasim, s6z 6beklerini, siklikla yan yana kullanilan sézciikleri ve bu sodzclkler ve sozciik 6bekleriyle
birlikte kullanilan dilbilgisi kaliplarini temel alir (Harwood, 2002). Ordem (2013), bu yaklasimin sézciiksel
yapilar yoluyla dil ediniminde akiciligi ve dogrulugu saglamayi amacladigini aktarir.

Lewis (2002), sozciiksel yaklasimin temel ilkelerini, yontemsel ¢ercevesini ve sinif ici uygulamalari
ayrintili anlatmistir. Bunlara burada yer vermek giic olsa da kisaca soyle 6zetlenebilir: Dilbilgisi, s6zcik
dagarcigina gore ikincil bir konumdadir. Dil, sézciiksellesmis dilbilgisinden degil; dilbilgisellesmis
sézciiklerden olusur. iletisim baglamlari olusturulurken metinlerin kullanimi dnemlidir. Dilbilgisi/sdzciik
bilgisi ikilemi gereksizdir; dilin bliylk bolliimi sézciiksel pargalardan -6beklerden- (lexical chunks) olusur.
Yanliglar, 6grenme siirecinin dogasinda vardir ve toplumdilbilimsel ve iletisimsel yeterligin dilbilgisi
yeterliginden 6nce gelmesi beklenir. Uriin, yerine gérev ve siire¢ &n plana ¢ikariimalidir.

Sozciiksel yaklasima dayali sinif ortami, iletisimsel dil 6gretimi yaklasiminin bir uzantisi olarak
disiiniilebilir. iletisimsel yeterlik asil hedeftir ve dilin dogrulugundan daha cok kullanimsal yéniine 6nem
verilir (Racine, 2018). Sozciksel yaklasim iletisimde en sik kullanilan birimlerin 6gretilmesini 6nerir. Lewis
(1993, 5.193), 6grencilerin kapsamli girdi saglayan etkinliklere katilmasinin 6nemini vurgular. Bu yiizden
o6gretmenler 6grencilerini her asamada hedef dile maruz birakmaldir. Bu yaklasim, her ne kadar s6zciik
dagarcigini dilbilgisinden daha 6nde tutsa da higbir durumda dilbilgisinin islevini goz ari etmez (Sample,
2014).

Sozciiksel yaklasim, esdizimliligin (collocation) ve sozcilik yapilasmalarinin tzerinde o6zellikle durur.
Sozcikbirimler dilbilgiseldir ve bunlarin esdizimleriyle birlikte kullanilmasi akicihiga ve dogruluga katki
saglar (Hoey, 2005). Esdizimlilige ek olarak sozclksel yaklasimin 6ne cikardigi bir diger bilesen
derlemlerdir. Derlemler yoluyla verilere dayal dil 6gretimi yapilabilmektedir (Ordem, 2015).

Esdizim kavrami, genellikle sozclkbirimlerin “birlikte”, “sik gortilme 6zelligi” ile iliskilendirilir.
Esdizimlilik, bir s6zctigiin alisilagelmis kullanimlari ve baglamsal iliskileri (Firth, 1957, s.6 [yeniden basim,
1962]; anlamli diizeyde (significantly) birlikte goriinme (Sinclair, 1987, s.325); belirli bir dizide siklkla
birlikte bulunma (Nesselhauf, 2005, s.11-12) biciminde ele alinmaktadir. Tum yonleri birlestirildiginde
kabaca, iki ya da daha ¢ok sayida birimin ayni dizimde siklikla bulunmasi (imer vd., 2011) olarak
ozetlenebilir. Esdizimlilik, gostergenin cizgisellik 6zelligiyle ilgilidir, yatay ve dikey eksendeki degisebilirlik
ve degisemezlik ilkelerine gore islemektedir (Eken, 2016).

GlnUumuzde yabanci/ikinci dil olarak Tirkce 6gretiminde 6grencilerin sézvarligini gelistirmek igin
gozetilecek temel dilsel olgulardan biri esdizimliliktir. Bir sézcik birlesiminin uzlasimsal kabul edilmesi igin
onun dilsel baglamlarda tekrar tekrar kullanicinin karsisina ¢ikiyor olmasi gerekir (Aksu-Kurtoglu, 2016).
Clinkt esdizimli birimlere iliskin bilgi ve bunlari kullanma becerisi, dil 6grenen kisi icin cok dnemlidir.

Yabanci/ikinci Dil Ogretiminde Derlem Kullanimi

Sozliiksel yaklasim, dilbilimdeki gelismeleri izleyen uygulamaya donik bir dil 6gretimi yontemidir.
Dilbilimsel arastirmalarin glincel egilimleri ise dilin edimsel yonlerini vurgulamaktadir, ¢linkl dilin gercek
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baglamdaki isleyisine odaklanir. Dolayisiyla uygulamali dilbilim arastirmalarinin ana yonelimlerinden biri,
derlemlerin ise kosulmasidir.

Derlem, bir dilin yazili ve s6zli metinlerden belli kurallara gore segilip diizenlenmis metin pargalarinin
timudar (McEnery vd., 2006). Derlemler uygulamali dilbilim alaninda gegerli ve giivenilir veriler
sunmasiyla oldukea islevseldir (McEnery & Hardie, 2012). Derlemler, dil kullanimiyla ilgili 6rneklerin
timuyle gorilebilecegi araglar oldugu igin, yalnizca kullanim 6zelliklerini degil, yapilari ve isleyisleri de
incelemeye olanak saglar. Sozlik ve dilbilgisi kitaplarinin hazirlanmasina ve yabanci dil 6gretim
tekniklerinin gelistirilmesine derlemlerin katkisi buyuktir (Uzun & Lee, 2016, s. 658). Derlemler yoluyla
sozclik dagarciginin sikhgl ve sozcliklerin birlikte gorindagi kaliplara iliskin kapsamli veri elde
edilmektedir. Bu yonleriyle derlemler, s6zciiksel yaklasimin en temel 6gretim araglaridir.

Sinclair (1991), s6zcukler arasindaki iliski olarak ele aldigi esdizimliligi, iki ya da daha gok s6zcigln
birlikte gorilmesi biciminde ifade etmekte; birlikte gorilme araliginin ise digiim sézcigin sag ve sol
yobninden en ¢ok +4/-4 sozciiksel birim oldugunu belirtir.

Cokanlamlilik

Palmer (1976), ayni s6zcugin farkli anlamlara sahip olmasina g¢okanlamhlik (polysemy), boyle
sozclikleri de ¢okanlamli (polysemic) sozcik olarak tanimlar. Cokanlamlilik farkli nedenlerle bir
gostergenin yansittigl temel anlamin yaninda yeni anlamlari da anlatir durumda olmasidir (Aksan, 2006).
Lobner (2013) ¢okanlamliligi bir sézclikbirimin birbiriyle iliskili iki veya daha ¢ok anlami kapsamasi olarak
ele alir ve g¢okanlamliigin dilin dogal ekonomik egiliminden kaynakh oldugunu belirtir. Clnkd dil
topluluklari, belirtilecek yeni olgular, varliklar, deneyimler igin yeni anlatimlar, yeni sdzciikler bulmak
yerine var olan sozcukleri, yeni olgu, varlik ya da deneyimlerle iligkilendirmeyi yegler.

Cokanlamh sozciiklerde anlam diizeyleri farkh siniflandirmalarla ele alinabilir. En temel ayrim, “temel
anlam” (kavramsal anlam, diz anlam, gercek anlam) ve “temel anlam olmayanlar” olarak yapilir. Temel
anlami géstermeyen alt ulamlarda, yan anlam ve degismece anlam ayrimi, sik kullanilir.

Temel anlam (denotation), bir dil biriminin baglama ve duruma bagl olmayan, degismeyen anlamidir.
Sozciiglin ve s6z 6beginin sozlikteki birincil anlamidir. S6zcigiin dis diinyada génderimde bulundugu
sdzcligiin iliskisinden dogan, konusucuyla arasinda en fazla ortak nokta bulunan anlamdir (imer, 2011).
Belli bir baglam ve konu icinde olmadan tek tek sézcliklerden yola gikarak sdylendiginde ya da yazili olarak
karsilasildiginda zihinde olusan ilk tasarimdir (Aksan, 2006).

Yan anlam (connotation, secondary meaning), s6zctigiin temel anlamiyla iliskili, cagrisim vb. yollarla
olusturulan 6znel, duygusal ve toplumsal anlamlaridir (imer, 2011). Yan anlam, temel anlamin disinda
edinilen yeni bir anlami isaret eder ve “gergek diinya” deneyimleriyle iliskilidir. Bu nedenle de temel
anlamla iliskilidir (Cikrikgi ve Arica-Akkok, 2014). Ugur (2023) yan anlami temel anlama bagimli izlenimler
olarak tanimlar. Kavrama ya da nesneye sonradan yapisip kaldigini belirtir. Yan anlam, tartismali bir ayrim
olmakla birlikte, bu calismada sinirh bir kavramlastirmayla ele alinmistir. S6zciiglin temel anlami disinda
kalan, ancak temel anlamiyla iliskili ikincil anlami olarak sinirlandiriimistir.

Dedismece anlam (figlire, trope), iki nesne / varlik / olgu / olay arasindaki benzerlik (egretileme) veya
esdegerlik (dizdegismece) yoluyla bir gostergenin yerine baska bir gostergenin kullaniimasiyla olusan
anlamdir (Vardar, 1998). Bir s6zciiglin ya da dizimin temel anlamindan farkl olarak kullaniimasidir. Bu
calismada, degismece, diizdegismece (metonymy) ya da egretileme (metaphor) olarak alt tiirlerine
ayrilmadan Ust kavramsal diizeyde kullaniimistir.

Deyimsel anlam (idiomatic meaning), degismece anlamdan ayri bir tlr degildir. Degismece, deyimleri
de kapsayan, imgesel (figurative) dil kullanimini karsilayan bir ist kavramdir. Bu ¢alismada degismece
anlamin diizdegismece ya da egretileme gibi alt tirleri kullanilmamis, yalnizca kaliplasmis ifadelere dikkat
cekmek adina deyimlesmis degismecelere ayrica yer verilmistir. Bu nedenle bu c¢alismada deyimsel
anlamdan soz edildiginde, degismece anlam kazanmis s6zciik 6beklerinin kaliplagsmis bicimine génderim
yapilmaktadir. Burada kaliplasmaya ve degisimin kisitlanmasina iliskin 6lgut, ilgili s6z 6beginin Turkce
Sozlik’te (TDK, 2023) deyim olarak ele alinip alinmamasidir. Buradan yola ¢ikarak calismada veri
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tabanindaki degismece 6rneklerinin Tirkge Sozlik’'te “deyim” olarak sunuldugu durumlarda, bu 6rnekler
deyimsel anlam 6rnegi olarak gortlmastir.

Yukarida bu ¢alismanin arka planini olusturan kuramsal ve kavramsal cerceve, gesitli boyutlariyla
irdelenmistir. Bu kapsamda arastirmada, sozcuksel yaklasima dayali, baglam ve derlem temelli 6gretim
uygulamalarinin Turkceyi yabanci/ikinci dil olarak 6grenen B1-B2 diizeyi Ogrencilerin sozvarligini
gelistirmeye etkisi incelenmistir. Uygulama gergevesi, “al-” eyleminin anlam dizeyleri Gzerine kurulmustur
ve su sorulara yanit aranmistir:

i) Sozvarhgi basar testi toplam puaninda; gruplar arasi ve grup ici karsilastirmalarda anlamli fark var
mi?

ii) Temel, yan, degismece ve deyimsel anlam alt boyutlarinda; gruplar arasi ve grup igi
karsilastirmalarda anlamh fark var mi?

ii) Nitel bulgular, nicel bulgulari destekliyor mu?

“Al-" eyleminin elliden ¢ok anlami olmasi ve bunlarin baglam/metin temelli 6gretimi, yogun bir igerik
olusturulmasina neden oldugu igin, sozciksel yaklasimin roliiniin ¢ok boyutlu tek bir eylem (zerinden
orneklenmesi yoluna gidilmistir.

Yontem
Arastirmanin Tasarimi

Deneysel bulgulari bireylerin bakis agisini ve siiregteki gelisimi izleyerek agimlamayi amaglayan bu
arastirma, ic ice karma desenle yiratilmustir. Calismanin nicel boyutu, yari deneysel desenlerden 6n
test-son test eslestirilmis kontrol gruplu tasarima goére yirattlmustir. Bu yéntemde, benzer 6zelliklere
sahip denekler eslestirilerek farkli gruplara atanir ve gruplar denklestirilir (Biiyiikdztiirk vd., 2020; ilgan &
Cagatay, 2023). Calismada, 6n teste gore denek ciftleri olusturulmus, daha sonra denekler seckisiz
atamayla deney ve kontrol gruplarina atanmistir.

Nitel boyutta, gorlisme ve belge incelemeden yararlanilmistir. Son testten sonra 6grencilerle yiz yize
gorismeler yapilmis; ayrica deneysel slire¢ boyunca 6grencilerin kullandigi etkinlik kitapgiklari yanhs
¢6ziimlemesi (error analysis) yaklagsimiyla incelenmis, siire¢ iginde 6grenci gelisimine iliskin veri
toplanmistir. Bu ¢alismada nitel verilerden elde edilen bulgular, nicel verilerden elde edilen bulgulari
dogrulamak ve agimlamak tizere kullaniimistir.

Tablo 1
Arastirma Siireci
Uygul . Son test
Y.gu an_na Islem Uygulama sonrasi on tes
oncesi sonrasi
Nicel Bovut On test Deneysel Siireg Son test Kalicilik testi
4 (01.03.2023) (6 hafta) (17.04.2023) 20.06.2023
. Etkinlik kitapgiklarinin  Yapilandirilmis Goriisme
Nitel B t
frel Soyu derslerde doldurulmasi Yanlis Cozlimlemesi

Calisma Gruplari

Veri toplama araci gelistirilirken yapilan deneme uygulamasinda, Sakarya Universitesi ile Sakarya
Uygulamali Bilimler Universitesinde Tiirkge 6grenen ve B2 kurunun ilk haftasinda olan 160 &grenciyle
calisilmistir.

Deneysel islemin calisma gruplar ise Kocaeli Universitesi Dil Ogretimi Uygulama ve Arastirma
Merkezinde Tirkgeyi yabanci dil olarak 6grenen, galismanin ilk asamasinda B1 diizeyindeyken, ¢alisma
tamamlandiginda B2 diizeyine gecmis olan &grencilerden olusmustur. Ogrenciler segilirken ilk asamada
anadili Turkceyle akraba olan 6grenciler (6rnegin Tlurkmence, Azerice), Turkceye iliskin bilgilerinin
calismayi etkilemesinin 6niine gegmek icin elenmistir. Katilimcilarin Tirkiye’de bulunma sireleri 5 ay ile
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1 yil arasinda degismektedir. Deney grubunun yas ortalamasi 22,6 iken kontrol grubunda ortalama yas
23’tlir. Katilmcilar yas bakimindan 17 ile 34 yas arasindadir.

Tablo 2
Calisma Grubuna iliskin Bilgiler
K Cinsiyet E Ortalama yas Toplam
Deney Grubu 10 11 22,6 21
Kontrol Grubu 7 13 23 20

“Sozvarligl basari testi”, deney ve kontrol gruplari olusturulmadan 6nce 62 6grenciye uygulanmistir.
Test 30 sorudan olusmaktadir. Testten %70 (21 dogru yanit) ile %100 (30 dogru yanit) oranlarinda basari
elde eden 21 6grenci ¢alismanin disinda tutulmustur. Geriye kalan 41 6grenci, testten aldiklari puanlara
gore eslestirilerek deney ve kontrol gruplarina yansiz atanmistir. Atama sonrasi deney grubunun dogru
yanit ortalamasi 14,10; kontrol grubunun dogru yanit ortalamasi ise 14,86 olmustur. Siirecte kontrol
grubundaki bir 6grenci arastirmadan ayrilmistir.

Verilerin Toplanmasi
Verilerin toplanmasi, su asama ve katmanlari icermektedir:

- gerigin ve dil diizeyinin belirlenmesi

- Veri tabaninin olusturulmasi (derlem ¢éziimleme)

- Egitim durumlarinin hazirlanmasi (deneysel siirece hazirlik)

- Sozvarligl basari testinin gelistirilmesi (1. 6n uygulama, 2. deneme uygulamasi, 3. madde
¢6zimlemeleri)

- Deneysel sureg

- Uygulama giivenirligi

- Gorismeler

- Yanlis ¢oziimlemesi (6grencilerin stireg boyunca kullandigi kitapgigin ¢oziimlenmesi)

icerigiin ve Dil Diizeyinin Belirlenmesi

Bu calisma, sozciksel yaklasimin bir uygulamasi olacagindan, “al-”in anlamsal duzeyleri, sik
kullanimlari ve dolayisiyla esdizimsel gériniimleri hedef igerik olarak belirlenmistir. Puskillioglu’nun
(2004) sozlugunde “al-"in 47, Turk Dil Kurumu ([TDK], 2023) Turkge Sozlik’te 30 anlami vardir.

Calisma gruplarinin orta diizeyde olmasinin uygulamanin etkililiginin gézlenmesine olanak taniyacagi
disunuldiginden B1-B2 dizeyi 6grencilerle galisiimistir. Temel dizey 6grencilere degismece anlamin
kazandirilmasinin kimi zorluklari olabilecegi; ileri diizeyde ise 6grencilerde olusmasi beklenen degisimin
uygulamadan kaynaklanip kaynaklanmadiginin belirlenmesinde gliclik olabilecegi disliniilerek orta
diizeyde karar kihnmistir.

Veri Tabaninin Olusturulmasi

Derlem temelli bir veri tabani olusturabilmek igin ilk olarak Tirk¢e Ulusal Derlemi (TUD) taranmistir
(TUD, 2021). Derlem, hazirlanacak egitim durumlarina veri tabani saglamak iizere kullanilmistir. ilk 1000
bagimli dizinde ¢okanlamli “al-"in Turkcedeki gérinimleri, anlam diizeylerine (1. temel anlam, 2. yan
anlam, 3. degismece anlam, 4. dedismece érneklerinin icinden secilen “deyimsel anlam” diizeyi) gére
siniflanmistir. Anlam diizeyleri ikinci bir arastirmaci tarafindan gézden gegirilmistir. Ardindan anlambilim
alaninda uzman bir dilbilimci akademisyen de anlam diizeylerine gore yapilarin ayrimlarini denetlemistir.
Sekil 1’de derlem ¢6ziimlemesine iliskin 6rnek goérilebilir.
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Sekil 1

Ornek Derlem Céziimlemesi

Kiinye Sol -5;5 Sag Hedef sozcik Anlam dizeyi
W-NGD3AZA-258B-621 |yalnizca politikaclann bir yerden oy almak |igin o yere yatinm yapmaya oy almak degismece anlam
W-UI45F1D-4707-391 |ya misal, blogda kimsenin misadesini almak |zorunda degilim ehe. 2. Sagmalamada miisade almak |degismece anlam
W-LD36E1B-2854-474 |ya da ispanyol ortaklannin onayini almak |zorundalar. ikitelli'deki grupl birinde yay onay almak degismece
W-1A16B4A-1720-78 ya bir portakaldir. Bitek portakal almak |igin gekise ¢cekise pazarlik eder. almak yan anlam
W-GE39C4A-1064-781 |veya pastadan, rant gelirlerinden pay almak |isteyen v.b kitlelerin bitin taleplerinin pay almak deyimsel anlam
W-FIDQCIA-3008-249 | sofdrd, ayakkabi tamircisi sizden Ucret almak |istemiyor. Su siralar Karabag sorunu dcret almak yan anlam
W-QI08C2A-1069-1422 |seyler cikan kocaman yuvarlak cikolatalardar almak |icin tek basima gitme izni almak temel anlam

‘W-5145F20-4506-1056

sey olmuyor, diferleri hep gardim almak,

kendini korumak zorunda kaliyor.." demis gardim almak

deyimsel anlam

incelemede “al-"in derlemdeki esdizimleri de gdzlemlenerek uygulamada kullanilmak {zere
islenmistir. Derlem verisinin islenmesinden sonra hedef sézcik ve sozciik 6bekleri, kavram alanlari
acisindan da goézden gegirilmistir. Buna iligkin 6rnek alan gosterimi Sekil 2’de gorilebilir. S6zcik 6beginin

sonunda yer alan sayi, derlemdeki sikligi gostermektedir.

Sekil 2
“Al-” Eyleminin Kavram Alanlarina Gére Kiimelenmesi

Kontrol altna almak (40)
Denetim alting almak (11)

Yardim almak {129)

Destek almak (7)
Altan almak (4)

Disiplin altina almak (4)
Dizginleri eline almak (1)
Hakimiyetine { hakimiyet aluna almak (2)
Egemenlifinefegemenlik altina almak {4)

inzibat altina almak (3)

Yer almak (53]

{satin} almak (120}
Yerini almak {20)

Satin almak (99}

Pozisyon almak (2}

Bilgi almak (38) Konum almak (1)

Haber almak (9)
Malumat almak (1}

Muhasara altinda almak (1)
Zapturapt aluna almak (2)

Tekeline almak {4} Tavir almak {11)

Zevkalmak {17) Nefes almak (27)
. Keyifalmak (4} ) Soluk almak (3)
T _Tatalmak(s) < Hava almak [15) ) "l
Belge almak [9) Tedbir almak [42)
Rapor almak (5) Onlem almak (52)
Ruhsat almak (5) " Elindenalmak (17) .
~___ Elinden cekip almak (1) ____,.--) " Ciddiye almak (22)

Gz alting almak
(3) Ele almak (140)
Eline almak {kantroli) (2}

Yol almak (9)

Hak ettigi yeri almak (1)

Hal f durum almak {5}

Dikkate almak (52)

Para almak {23}
Egitim almak (17} Ucret almak (3)
Ders almak (26} Borg almak (9)

Terbiye almak (1) Maas almak {5}
Kredi almak {11)

Intikam aimak (45) Kargiligini almak (6)

Oc almak (25) Pay almak (30)
Rbvans almak (3) Hisse almak {5)
Hing almak (2)

. Komisyon almak {1)
Riigvet almak (4)
Gorev almak (18)
Yanina almak {10}
Ise almak {6)

Gordg almak (13)
Fikir almak {5}
DOneri almak (2)

Disincesini almak (2}

Sorumluluk almak (&)

] Notalmak 19
Karar almak Yorum almak (1}
47) Puan almak 2
Geri almak {33) Sonug almak (15} Ornek almak (3)
lade almak (2)

Gonil almak (11) Risk almak (15}

Goze almak (18)

Goz Bniine almak (11) - Igine (kapsamina) almak (23)

B igeri almak () Koruma altina almak (6)
Biylteg alunda almak(1) izin almak {13] Glven altina almak (2}
(O plana almak (3} Onay almak (10} Emniyet altina almak (3) I/

Avucunun (avuglar) icine almak

Misaade almak {1}

Riza almak (3}

Garantiye/garanti altina almak {14]
Giivenceye fglvence altina almak (28)

Sagilama almak (10)

Teminat altna almak (3)

- — T, - B
Oy almak (12)
N

™ Buid almak (6)

A ilmgaimak ()

Takvive almak (2) )

— Besin almak (2} -

A

Egitim Durumlarinin Hazirlanmasi

Egitim durumu, 6grenme-0gretme yasantilarini saglayacak dis kosullarin (uyaricilarin) diizenlenmesi
ve ise kosulmasidir (Demirel, 2005). Bu calismada egitim durumlari, alti haftalik bir stre¢ olarak
tasarlanmistir. Egitim durumlariyla gelistiriimek istenen icerigin B1-B2 dlizeyi kazanimlarla iliskisi kurulmus
(AU TOMER, 2015; TMV, 2020) ve hedeflenen dilbilgisel icerik gdzetilmistir.

Egitim durumlarinin sézciksel yaklasima ve Ogretim ortamina uygunlugunu denetlemek Uzere
Lewis'ten (1993, 2002) ve temel dil 6gretimi ilke ve yéntemlerinden yararlanilarak bir kontrol listesi
hazirlanmis ve alanda uzman iki akademisyen ile li¢ 6greticiden goris alinmistir. Kontrol listesiyle egitim
durumlarinin su ilkeler dogrultusunda sorgulanmasi istenmistir:

1428



Katanalp Birogul & Bozkurt — Cukurova Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 53(3), 2024, 1406-1444

Derlemden yararlanma

Metin odakh yaklasim

Sozcliklerin ve sozclik 6beklerinin baglam iginde verilmesi
Esdizimliligin ve s6zciiksel yapilagsmalarin 6ne ¢ikarilmasi
Sozciklerin dilbilgisel yapilarla birlikte verilmesi
Timcenin odak noktasinin eylem 6begi olmasi

Sozciksel yapilarin kazandirilmasinda dil becerilerinin temel alinmasi
islevsel bir yaklasimin benimsenmesi

Sezdirme yaklasiminin kullanilmasi

Girdinin (uyaranlarin) zengin olmasi

Sozclik listelerinden kaginma

Sozcliglin yaygin kullanim alanlarina yer verme

Ogrenci diizeyini dikkate alma

Kazanimlara uygunluk

Somuttan soyuta 6gretim

Gunlik hayatla iliski kurma

AN N NN YAV N N N N N Y N N NN

Uzman gorisleri arasindaki uyum igin Krippendorf alfa katsayisi kullaniimistir (Krippendorf, 2004). Bu
calismada alfa katsayisi 0,93’tlr. Buna gére uzmanlarin goérusleri arasindaki uyumun gicli oldugu
soylenebilir (Bikmaz-Bilgen & Dogan, 2017). Egitim durumlari, donitler cergevesinde dizeltilip
gelistirilmistir.

Soézvarligi Basari Testinin Gelistirilmesi

On test, son test ve kalicilik testinde kullaniimak Gzere tasarlanan “sézvarligi basan testi”, coktan
se¢meli bicimde hazirlanmistir. Taslak testte “al-"in temel, yan, degismece ve deyimsel anlamlari goz
dniine alinarak ilk asamada 42 soruluk madde havuzu olusturulmustur. On uygulamadan &nce taslak test
icin alanda calisan Ug¢ 6greticiden goris alinmis, dikkat gcekilen noktalar, daha sonra goérisilmek lizere
isaretlenmis ve not alinmistir.

On calisma: Calisma grubunda yer almayacagi belirlenen Bl diizeyindeki 4 6grenciye deneme
uygulamasi 6ncesinde “6n uygulama” yapimistir. Bu islemin yapilasinda amag, testin tamamlanma
slresinin ve test sirasinda beklenmeyen durumlarin olusup olusmadiginin goézlemlenmesidir. Dort
6grencinin yanitlama siiresinin yaklasik 50-55 dakika oldugu belirlenmis; ayrica 6grencilerin sozlii gérisleri
alinmis, onlarin géziinden soru kdklerindeki anlam bulanikliklari ve diger dikkat gekilen dil kullanimlari
isaretlenmistir.

Deneme uygulamasi: Basari testinin deneme uygulamasi Sakarya Universitesi ile Sakarya Uygulamali
Bilimler Universitesinde, B2 kurunun ilk haftasinda olan 160 6grenciyle yapilmistir. Veriler, tim maddeleri
isaretleyen kisileri belirlemek icin incelenmis, toplamda 124 kisinin yanit anahtarini eksiksiz doldurdugu
gorulmistir. 124 6grencinin verdigi yanitlara gére madde gigligu (p;) ve madde ayirt ediciligi (gecerligi)
(rix) hesaplanmustir.

Testin deneme slrimiiniin ortalama gugligl, 0,42°dir. 17 maddenin zor, 6 maddenin kolay, 19
maddenin ise orta giglikte oldugu gorilmistir. Henliz egitim almamis bir gruba uygulandigi icin glgliik
diizeyi beklendigi gibidir. 0,40 ile 1 arasinda bulunan madde ayirt edicilik degeri, bilen ile bilmeyenin iyi
ayristigini, maddenin istenen yonde calistigini gosterir. Deneme silirimindeki maddelerin buna gore
dagilimi Tablo 3’te goriilebilir.
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Tablo 3
Madde Ayirt Edicilik Diizeylerine Gére Maddelerin Dagilimi
rxOlglitaraligi  rix- Degerlendirme Maddeler
0,40-1 Yiiksek gecerlik M2- M3- M6- M7- M8- M9- M12- M14- M16- M17- M19- M20- M21-
M22- M23- M26- M27- M28- M29- M30- M32- M35- M39- M42
0,30-0,39 En az diizeltme M1 -M10-M18-M31-M36
0,21-0,29 Duzeltilmeli M11 - M13 - M15 - M25*- M33 - M34
0,20- (-1) Zayif gegerlik/elenmeli M4 - M5 - M24 - M37 - M38 - M40 - M41

24 madde dogrudan testin son striimiine alinmistir. 0,30 degerini gecen ve kiiglk 6lcekli dizeltme
gerektiren bes madde (M1, M10, M18, M31 ve M36) ise gozden gegirilerek teste alinmistir. M25’in ayirt
ediciligi, 0,29 olarak sinirdadir. Bu madde de testin son slirimu igin diizeltilmistir. 0,28-(-1) arasinda deger
alan tim maddeler testten atilmis, sonugta testin son siirimi i¢in 30 madde segilmistir. “Sézvarligi basari
testi”nin son sirimiinde, maddelerin gligligliniin dengeli olmasi, buna karsin maddelerin ayirt ediciliginin
yuksek olmasi hedeflenmistir.

Deneme slrimunin son bigiminin i¢ tutarliigl icin KR-20 esitligi kullaniimistir (KR-20=30/[30-1] [1-
(>37,59)/6,095]=0,845). Buna gére dlgme aracinin yeterli glvenirlige sahip oldugu, 6lgme sonuglarina
karisan hata miktarinin ise az oldugu soylenebilir.

Sézvarhgi basari testinin son stirimi, dort alt boyuttan (temel, yan, degismece ve deyimsel anlam)
olusmaktadir.

Deneysel islem

Uygulayici, arastirmacinin kendisidir. islem alti hafta, toplam siire¢ dokuz hafta olarak tasarlanmistir.
ilk hafta 6n test olarak sézvarligi basari testi yapilmistir. Daha sonra deney grubuna 6 haftalik egitim
verilmistir. Her hafta dersler yaklasik 2,5 saat sirmistir. Sekizinci hafta, sézvarligl basari testi, deney ve
kontrol gruplarina yeniden yapilmistir. Son testten 9 hafta sonra deney grubuna kalicilik testi yapiimistir.

Deneysel sireg icin hazirlanan “etkinlik kitapgiklari” 6grencilere her dersin basinda verilmis, ders
sonunda yeniden toplanmistir. Kontrol grubundaki 6grenciler, 6rgiin 6gretimlerine devam etmisler, ancak
deneysel calismayla ilgili 6zel bir egitim almamiglardir. Deney grubundaki 6grenciler de kontrol grubu gibi
orgin 6gretimlerini sirdirmis, buna ek olarak haftada bir giin okul disi bir saatte hazirlanan egitime
katilmiglardir.

Uygulama giivenirligi: Uygulayici, arastirmacinin  kendisi oldugu icin olusabilecek yanliligi
onleyebilmek i¢in uygulama glvenirligi teknigine basvurulmustur. Bu yolla deneysel islemin tasarlandigi
gibi uygulanip uygulanmadigina iliskin bilgi elde edilir (Mutluer, 2022). Bu ¢alismada arastirmanin disinda
olan bir &gretici, uygulamanin %50’sini gozlemlemistir. ilk olarak gdzlemciye, arastirmanin konusu,
yontemi ve kuramsal arka planiyla ilgili bilgi verilmistir. Gzlemci, 2., 4., ve 6. haftalarda uygulamaya dabhil
olmus ve her gozlemde 6nceden hazirlanmis “uygulama givenirligi gézlem formu”nu doldurmustur.
Katilimsiz gozlemle siireci izleyen kisi, aldigl notlari ve doldurdugu formu, slire¢ boyunca paylasmamis,
deneysel slire¢ tamamlaninca arastirmaciya teslim etmistir.

Nitel Verilerin Toplanmasi

Nitel veri toplama boyutunda, 6grencilerle yapilandiriimis goriismeler yapilmis, buna ek olarak belge
inceleme teknigine basvurularak veri gesitlemesi yapilmistir. Yapilandinimis gérisme, diger veri
setlerinden elde edilen bulgulari, agimlamak igin kullanilabilir. Bu galismada, nitel veri, nicel veriyi
acimlamak Gzere toplanmistir. GorlUsmeler, deneysel islem (egitim) sonrasinda, deney grubu
o6grencileriyle tek tek ve yiz ylze yapilmistir. Goriismelerde kisisel bilgi sorularindan sonra tiim
katilimcilara su sorular yoneltilmistir.

“Katildigin egitim hakkinda ne disiiniiyorsun?”
“Kendini daha 6ncesine gore nasil buluyorsun? Senin icin yararli oldu mu?”
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Yaniti “evet” ise; “Nasil? Hangi acilardan yararli oldu? Agiklar misin?”
Yaniti “hayir” ise; “Sence neden yararli olmadi? Gorislerini bizimle paylasir misin?”

Calismada dgrencilerin siire¢ boyunca kullandiklar etkinlik kitapgiklari da incelenmistir. Ogrencilere,
egitim boyunca kitapgiga yazdiklarini ve yanitlarini silmemesi s6ylenmis, egitim tamamlaninca kitapgiklar
incelenmistir. Bu belgeleri inceleme yontemi olarak “yanhs ¢dziimlemesi”ne bagvurulmustur.

Verilerin Coziimlenmesi
Nicel Verilerin Coziimlenmesi

Arastirma sorularina iliskin bulgular icin normallik varsayimi test edilmis; normallik icin degerin
Kolmogorov-Shapiro Wilk’s testinde 0,05’ten yiiksek olmasi, basiklik ve ¢arpiklik degerlerinin kendi hata
degerine oranlanarak 1,96 degerinin altinda olmasi dikkate alinmistir.

Gruplar arasi karsilagtirmalarda veriler normal dagildiginda iliskisiz 6rneklemler t testi, normal
dagilmadiginda Mann Whitney U testi; grup ici karsilastirmalarda veriler normal dagildiginda iliskili
orneklem t testi, normal dagilmadiginda ise Wilcoxon isaretli siralar t testi kullaniimistir.

Nitel Verilerin C6ziimlenmesi

Gorusmeler timevarimsal nitel ¢oziimlemeyle incelenmistir. Bunun igin ilk asamada gorisme kayitlari
MAXQDA nitel veri ¢ozimleme programina aktarilmistir. Yazili gérisme metinleri, program Uzerinden
birka¢ kez okunup sirece iliskin goruslerin oldugu boélimler isaretlenmistir. Kodlamalar ikinci bir
arastirmaci tarafindan goézden gegirilmistir. Gortismelerden gekilen 6rnek kodlanmis kisimlar, bulgularda
acik bir bicimde paylasilarak, saydamlik, inandiricilik ve aktarilabilirlik kogullari saglanmaya g¢alisiimistir.

Yanls ¢6ziimlenmesi

Ogrencilerin egitim boyunca kullandig etkinlik kitapgiklari, yanlis ¢dziimlemesi ile incelenmistir. Bu
c¢6zimlemede hedef, “al-” ile birlikte kullanilan sozciikler ve sézclik 6bekleri oldugu icin “almak” gecen
tim dil birimleri isaretlenmis, yanhs kullanimlar belirlenmis ve siniflandiriimistir. Calismada 6grencilerin
suire¢ boyunca gosterdikleri ‘egilimi’ izleyebilmek adina yanlis ¢dzlimlemesi kullanilmigtir. Yanlis kullanim
olan dil birimleri, bes baslk altinda (Cetinkaya, 2015; Keshavarz, 1997) incelenmistir:

- Yazim (orthographic) ve sesbilim yanlhslari (phonological errors)
- Bigimbilim yanlislari (morphological errors)

- Soézliiksel-anlamsal yanlislar (lexico-semantic errors)

- Sézdizimi yanlislari (syntactic errors)

Cozumlemenin glvenirligini (inandiricihgini) saglamak icin incelenen birimler ve siniflandirma, ikinci
bir arastirmaci tarafindan yeniden ¢é6ziimlenmis, uyusmazliklar, birlikte ¢éztime ulastirilmistir.

Etik ve Kurumsal izinler

Bolu Abant izzet Baysal Universitesi Sosyal Bilimlerde insan Arastirmalari Etik Kuruluna basvurulmus,
2022-528 protokol numarali basvuru, 26.12.2022 tarihli ve 2022/12 sayih toplantida degerlendirilmis ve
uygun bulunmustur. Ardindan kurumsal izinler alinmistir. “Sézvarhig basari testi”’nin deneme uygulamasi
icin Sakarya Universitesi Tiirkce Ogretimi Uygulama ve Arastirma Merkezi ile Sakarya Uygulamali Bilimler
Universitesi Dil Ogretimi Uygulama ve Arastirma Merkezinden izin alinmistir. Deneme uygulamasindan
sonra asil uygulama icin, Kocaeli Universitesi Dil Ogretimi Uygulama ve Arastirma Merkezinden izin alinmis
ve arastirma burada yurataimastar.

Bulgular

Deneysel islemin genel sonuglarini géormek lizere “sdzvarligl basari testi”nden elde edilen toplam
puanlar kullanilarak;
- deney ve kontrol gruplarinin 6n ve son testi (gruplar arasi),
- deney grubunun 6n ve son testi (grup ici),
- kontrol grubunun 6n ve son testi (grup ici),
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- deney grubunun 6n, son ve kalicilik testi (grup ici) puanlari karsilastiriimistir (Tablo 4).

Tablo 4
Toplam Puanlarin Gruplar Arasi ve Grup lci Karsilastinimasi
. | N X S« sd T p
On test
n test puaniarinin Deney 21 1410 4,300 39 0,335 0,74
karsilastirnimasi
Kontrol 20 14,60 5,325
| N X u P n?
Son test
on test puanianinin- = 5o ey 21 30,81 4 0 0,842
karsilastirnimasi
Kontrol 20 10,70
Deney grubunun 6n N X S sd t p 7’
test-son test -
ouanlarnin On Test 21 14,10 4,300 20 -8551 000 0,649
karsilastiriimasi Son Test 21 22,33 3,954
Kontrol grubunun 6n N Sira Ortalamasi  Sira Toplami Z p
test-son test Negatif Sira 14 10,50 147,00 -1,574 0,116
puanlarinin Pozitif Sira 6 10,50 63,00
karsilastinimasi Toplam 20
Deney grubunun 6n N X S sd t p 172
i ile kalicilik testi "
testi le Kallcliktestl o ot 20 1405 4407 19 -12241 000 0,798
puanlarinin
kar§|la§t|r||mas| Kalicilik testi 20 24,50 3,635
Deney grubunun son N X Sx sd t p n?
testi ile kalicilik testi
est e KACHIEESH o on test 20 2220 4008 19 3049 007 0,197
puanlarinin
kar$||a$t|r||mas| Kalicilik testi 20 24,50 3,635
*p<0,05

Gruplar arasi karsilagtirmalara bakildiginda, deney ve kontrol gruplarinin 6n test puanlari agisindan
ayrismadigi ve deney ile kontrol grubunun baslangig diizeylerinin ¢ok yakin oldugu gérilmistir.

Deney ve kontrol gruplarinin son test puanlari arasinda ise fark anlaml diizeydedir (U=4, p<0,05). Etki
blyuklugl 0,842 olarak hesaplanmistir. Bu deger, oldukca yilksek bir etki dizeyini gostermektedir.
Basarinin %84,2’si, uygulamanin etkililigi ile agiklanabilir.

Grup ici karsilastirmalara bakildiginda, kontrol grubunun 6n ve son test puanlari arasinda anlaml fark
olusmamistir (Z=-1,574, p>0,05). Deney grubunun on testi ile son testi arasindaki farkin anlamli oldugu
gozlenmistir (t(20)=-8,551; p>0,05). Etki blylklugi 0,649'dur. Erisi dlizeyinin artmasi, kullanilan yaklasim
tarafindan agiklanabilir.

Deney grubunun 6n test puanlari ile kahcilik testi puanlari arasindaki farkin anlamli oldugu gorilebilir
(t(19)=-12,241; p<0,05). Deney grubunun On test ortalamasi ({=14,05), kalicilk testi ortalamasindan
(X=24,50) daha dusuktir. Etki bayukluga 0,798’dir. Bu deger, oldukca yiiksek bir etki diizeyini gosterir.
Deney grubunun son test puanlari ile kalicilik testi arasinda da anlamh bir fark gézlenmistir (t(19)=-3,049;
p<0,05). Deney grubunun son test puan ortalamasi (X=22,20), kalicihk testi puan ortalamasindan
(X=24,50) daha duslktlr. Etki bliyukligtu 0,197’dir. Deneysel islemden 9 hafta sonra yapilan kalicilik
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testinde deneklerin gelisiminin devam ettigi goérilmistir. Diger yandan o6grencilerin Tiirkge hazirhk
kursunda egitimi stirdGgi icin erisinin artmasi beklenen bir sonugtur.

Temel Anlam Diizeyi

“Temel anlam” alt boyutunda;
- deney ve kontrol gruplarinin 6n ve son testi (gruplar arasi),
- deney grubunun 6n ve son testi (grup ici),
- kontrol grubunun 6n ve son testi (grup ici),
- deney grubunun 6n, son ve kalicilik testi (grup ici) puanlari karsilastiriimistir (Tablo 5).

Tablo 5
Temel Anlam Boyutuna iliskin Sonuglar
5 i N X Sx sd t p
n testlerin Deney 21 2,67 1,713 39 0,032 0,974
karsilastirnimasi
Kontrol 20 2,65 1,599
) | N X U p n*
testleri
on testienn Deney 21 29,52 31 0 0,751
karsilagtinimasi
Kontrol 20 12,05
Deney grubunun én N X Sx Sd t p n?
ve son testinin On Test 21 2,67 1,713 20 -5,116 0 0,396
kargilagtinimasi Son Test 21 4,43 0,676
Kontrol erubunun N Sira Ortalamasi  Sira Toplami 4 p
6nve sogn test Negatif Sira 10 7,6 76 -0,421 0,674
puanlaninin Pozitif Sira 6 10 60
Diger 4
karsil I
arsilagtinlmasi Toplam 20
Denev arubunun én N Sira Ortalamasi  Sira Toplami 2 p n?
i i;/egkancmk oor NegatifSira 0 0,00 0,00 332 001 0743
Pozitif Sira 14 7,50 105,00
puanlarinin Diger 6
karsil I
arsilagtinlmasi Toplam 20
Denev erubunun N Sira Ortalamasi  Sira Toplami V4 p
o tgsfi e raten Negatifsira 5 7,40 37,00 0,638 523
. Pozitif Sira 8 6,75 54,00
testi puanlarinin "
karsilastiriimasi Diger /
2 Toplam 20
*p<0,05

Temel anlam alt boyutunda deney grubu ile kontrol grubunun 6n test puanlari arasinda anlaml fark
olmadig1 saptanmistir (t(39)=0,032; p>0,05). Deney ve kontrol gruplarinin son test puanlari arasinda
anlaml bir fark olusmustur (U=31, p<0,05). Etki bayuklGga 0,751'dir.

Grup ici karsilastirmalara bakildiginda, kontrol grubunun temel anlam alt boyutu i¢in 6n test-son test
puanlari arasinda anlamh bir farklilik olusmadigi saptanmistir (Z=-0,421, p>0,05). Fark anlamli olmasa da
kontrol grubunun on testteki sira ortalamalarinin daha yiksek oldugu goriilebilir. Kontrol grubunun
slrecte, geriledigi sdylenebilir. Deney grubunun o6n testi ile son testi arasinda olusan fark ise anlamlidir
[t(20)=-5,116; p<0,05]. Son test ortalama puanlari (x=4,43) 6n test puanlarindan (X=2,67) anlaml
diizeyde yuksektir. Etki buyukligi 0,396’dir.
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Deney grubunun 6n testi ile kalicilik testi puanlari arasinda anlamli fark olusmustur (Z=-3,322; p<0,05).
Kalicilk testi ile 6n test puanlari incelendiginde deney grubunun kalicilik puanlarinin oldukga yiksek
oldugu gorilebilir. Etki blylikligu ise 0,743’tur. Temel anlam boyutunda deney grubunun son testi ile
kalicilik testi puanlari arasinda anlamli farkhlk gézlenmemistir (Z=-0,638; p>0,05). Son testte de yiiksek
puan alan denekler, kalicilik testi puanlarini yiikseltmis olsa da gelisimleri anlamli fark yaratmamustir.

Yan Anlam Diizeyi

“Yan anlam” alt boyutunda;
- deney ve kontrol gruplarinin 6n ve son testi (gruplar arasi),
- deney grubunun 6n ve son testi (grup igi),
- kontrol grubunun 6n ve son testi (grup ici),
- deney grubunun 6n, son ve kalicilik testi (grup i¢i) puanlari karsilastirilmistir (Tablo 6).

Tablo 6
Yan Anlam Boyutuna iliskin Sonuglar
B test N X Sx sd t p
testleri
n testierin Deney 21 5,52 2,316 39 0951 0347
karsilastinimasi
Kontrol 20 6,25 2,573
N X u 2
Son testlerin X P 1
Deney 21 29,45 32,5 0,00 0,729
karsilastirnimasi
Kontrol 20 12,13
Deney grubunun 6n N X Sx Sd t p 112
testi ile son testinin On Test 21 5,52 2,316 20 -6,97 0 0,548
karsilastirilmasi Son Test 21 9,43 2,111
Kontrol erubunun 8n N Sira Ortalamasi  Sira Toplami Z p
testi ile sgon test Negatif Sira 11 9,95 109,5 -1,051 0,293
Pozitif Sira 7 8,79 61,5
puanlarinin Diger 5
karsil I
arsilastiriimasi Toplam 20
. Sira Ortalamasi  Sira Toplami Z p n?
D b
tei:ﬁ?;g;:hc:‘lrk“;;? Negatif Sira 1 1,00 1,00 3797 0 0849
Pozitif Sira 18 10,50 189,00
puanlarinin Diger 1
karsilastirl
arsilastinlmasi Toplam 20
Denev erubunun son N Sira Ortalamasi  Sira Toplami Z p
A " "Negatif Sira 4 7,75 31,00 1,954 051
testi ile kalicilik testi .
Pozitif Sira 12 8,75 105,00
puanlarinin Diger 4
karsilastirl
arsilastinlmasi Toplam 20
*p<0,05

Gruplar arasi karsilastirmalar incelendiginde deney grubu ile kontrol grubunun 6n test puanlari
arasinda anlamh fark gozlenmemistir (t(39)=-0,951; p>0,05). Deney ve kontrol gruplarinin son test
puanlari arasindaki fark ise anlamlidir (U=32,5, p<0,05). Yan anlam diizeyi icin etki buyukligi 0,729’dur.

Grup ici karsilastirmalara goére, yan anlam diizeyinde kontrol grubunun 6n testi ile son test puanlari
arasinda anlamh fark yoktur (Z=-1,051; p<0,05). Fark anlamli olmasa da kontrol grubunun 6n testteki sira
ortalamalarinin son teste gore daha yiksek oldugu gorilebilir. Kontrol grubu sirecte gerileme
gostermistir. Deney grubunun 6n testi ile son testi arasindaki fark ise anlamlidir (t(20)=-6,97; p<0,05).
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Deney grubunun son test ortalamasi (x=9,43) 6n test ortalamasindan (x=5,52) anlamli diizeyde yuksektir.

Bu bulgu icin etki blyukligu 0,548’ dir.

Deney grubunun oOn testi ile kalicilk testi arasinda anlamli fark vardir (Z=-3,797; p<0,05). Sira
ortalamalari karsilastinldiginda kalicilik testinin 6n testten anlamli diizeyde yiiksek oldugu gorilebilir. Etki
bilyuklGgi 0,849'dur. Bu deger, 6nemli diizeyde bir etkiyi gostermektedir. Yan anlam diizeyinde deney
grubunun son testi ile kalicilik testi puanlari arasinda anlamli fark gézlenmemistir (Z=-31,954; p>0,05). Sira
ortalamalar karsilastirildiginda, kalicilik testi ile son test puanlarinin anlamli diizeyde benzer oldugu

soylenebilir.

Degismece Anlam Diizeyi

“Degismece anlam” alt boyutunda;

- deney ve kontrol gruplarinin 6n ve son testi (gruplar arasi),
- deney grubunun 6n ve son testi (grup ici),

- kontrol grubunun 6n ve son testi (grup ici),

- deney grubunun 6n, son ve kalicilik testi (grup ici) puanlari karsilastirilmistir (Tablo 7).

Tablo 7
Degismece Anlam Alt Boyutuna lliskin Sonuglar
.. N X
On testlerin X v P
Deney 21 22 189 0,572
karsilagtiriimasi
Kontrol 20 19,95
N v 2
Son testlerin X v P Ui
Deney 21 27,86 66 0 0,599
karsilastiriimasi
Kontrol 20 13,80
Deney grubunun 6n N X Sx Sd t p n?
test-son test On Test 21 2,86 1,195 20 -4,418 0 0,327
puanlarinin Son Test 21 3,95 1,024
Kontrol erubunun n N Sira Ortalamasi  Sira Toplami Z p
test ve sin test Negatif Sira 10 8,7 87 -1,017 0,309
puanlarinin Pozitif Sira 6 8,17 49
Diger 4
kargil I
arsilastiriimasi Toplam 20
Denev arubunun &n N Sira Ortalamasi  Sira Toplami z p n?
- i:/egkallcmk o NegatifSra 2 12 24 2725 0006 0609
Pozitif Sira 16 9,19 147
puanlarinin Diger 5
karsilagtiriimasi Toplam 20
Denev erubunun son N Sira Ortalamasi  Sira Toplami Z p
- i:/egkallcmk oo NegatifSira 5 45 22,5 0,54 0,589
uanlannin Pozitif Sira 5 6,5 32,5
IF<)ar llagtirimasi Diger 10
] Toplam 20
*p<0,05

Degismece anlam dizeyinde deney ve kontrol gruplarinin 6n test puanlarinda anlamli bir fark
olusmamis (U=189, p>0,05); bu sonug, son test puanlarini karsilastirmaya olanak saglamistir. Degismece
anlam dlzeyinde deney ve kontrol gruplarinin son test puanlarinda ise anlamli fark vardir (U=66, p<0,05).
Deney grubunun son test puani (x=27,86), kontrol grubununkinden (x'=13,80) daha yuksektir. Etki

buyuklugi 0,599 dur.
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Degismece anlam diizeyinde grup ici karsilastirmalara bakildiginda, kontrol grubunun 6n test - son test
puanlari arasinda anlamli farkhlik olmadigi belirlenmistir (Z=-1,017; p<0,05). Kontrol grubu siiregte 6rgiin
egitim almaya devam ettigi halde, 6grencilerin diizeyleri duragan kalmistir. Buna karsin deney grubunun
son test puan ortalamasi (X=3,95), 6n test ortalamasindan (x=2,86) anlamli diizeyde yuksektir. Etki
buyuklagi 0,327'dir. Deney grubunun kalicilik testi puanlari, 6n test puanlarindan anlamh diizeyde
ylksektir. Etki blylklugla ise 0,609’dur. Deney grubunun son test puanlari ve kalicilk test puanlari
arasindaki farkhhgin ise anlaml olmadigi gézlemlenmistir (Z=-0,54; p>0,05). Buna gore degismece anlam
diizeyinde deneysel islem bittikten bir siire sonra erisi diizeyi gérece artmistir, ancak bu artis anlamh
diizeyde degildir. Ortalama puanlar dismemis, kalicilik saglanmistir.

Deyimsel Anlam Diizeyi

Deyimsel anlam alt boyutunda;
- deney ve kontrol gruplarinin 6n ve son testi (gruplar arasi),
- deney grubunun 6n ve son testi (grup ici),
- kontrol grubunun 6n ve son testi (grup ici),
- deney grubunun 6n, son ve kalicilik testi (grup ici) puanlari karsilastiriimistir (Tablo 8).

Tablo 8
Deyimsel Anlam Alt Boyutuna lliskin Sonuglar
N ) N X U P
On testlerin Deney 21 20,71 204 0873
karsilastiriimasi
Kontrol 20 21,30
i N X u 1’
Son testlerin Deney 21 29,5 315 0,737
karsilastirimasi
Kontrol 20 12,08
Deney grubunun 6n N X Sx Sd t p n?
testi ile son testinin On Test 21 3,05 1,161 20 -3,866 0,001 0,272
karsilagtinlmasi Son Test 21 4,57 1,326
N Sira Ortalamasi  Sira Toplami z p 112
Kontrol grubunun 6n Negatif Sira 12 8,17 98 -2,891 0,004 0,646
testi ile son testinin Pozitif Sira 2 3,5 7
karsilastiriimasi Diger 6
Toplam 20
. N Sira Ortalamasi  Sira Toplami Z p n?
?e:_e_:/ gkr “Ib‘:'l‘:‘” " NegatifSrra 1 1,5 15 379 000 0847
esti e kalictl Pozitif Sira 18 10,47 1885
testinin Di 1
karsilastiriimasi 'ser
Toplam 20
N Sira Ortalamasi  Sira Toplami Z p n?
Ee’t‘f’jly gkr “Ib‘:'l‘(‘i” St‘_’” Negatif Sira 4 6,25 25 2466 0014 0,551
estiie kaliciictest Poxitif Sira 13 9,85 128
puanlarinin Dis 3
karsilastiriimasi 'ser
Toplam 20
*p<0,05

Gruplar arasi karsilastirma yapildiginda, deney ve kontrol gruplarinin deyimsel anlam boyutunda 6n
test puanlari agisindan anlaml bir farkla ayrismadigi goriilmistir (U=204, p>0,05). Deney ve kontrol
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gruplarinin son test puanlari arasinda ise anlamh fark olusmustur (U=31,5, p<0,05). Bu sonug igin etki
buyukltgi 0,737 dir.

Grup ici karsilastirma yapildiginda deney grubunun son test puanlarinin ({=4,57) 6n test puanlarindan
(X'=3,05) anlamli diizeyde daha yiiksek oldugu gorilmistir. Bu sonug igin etki blyukluagu 0,272°dir.
Deyimsel anlam boyutunda kontrol grubunun da 6n test - son test puanlari arasinda anlamh fark
gozlenmistir (Z=-1,051; p<0,05). Bu, beklenmeyen bir bulgudur. S6z konusu farklihk 6n test lehine
gerceklesmistir. Baska bir deyisle kontrol grubunu olusturan 6grencilerin deyimsel anlam dizeyindeki
gelisimi anlamli bicimde gerilemistir. Strecte Tiirkge 6gretim merkezinde 6rglin egitime devam ettiklerine
karsin 6grencilerin diizeylerinde disus olmustur.

Deyimsel anlam diizeyinde deney grubunun kalicilik testi puanlari, 6n test puanlarina gére daha
yiksektir. Etki buyukligid 0,847°dir ve basarinin %85’i uygulamanin etkililigi ile agiklanabilir. Deney
grubunun son testi ile kalicilik testi puanlari arasinda da anlamli fark oldugu gorulmistir (Z=-2,466;
p<0,05). Bu sonug igin etki blylkligi 0,551’dir. Buna gore erisinin %55’i uygulamanin etkililigi ile
aciklanabilir.

Yanlis Coziimlemesi

Yanlhs ¢ozimlemesinden elde edilen bulgular, yanlis kullanimlarin Gg¢lincli asamada arttigini daha sonra
onemli diizeyde azaldigini gdstermektedir. "Al-"in yer aldigi dil birimlerinde yanlig kullanim egilimi, Sekil
3’te izlenebilir.

Sekil 3
"Al-" Eyleminin Yer Aldigi Dil Birimlerinde Yanhs Kullanim Egilimi

—— Bigimbilim Sozcik-anlam Sesbilim-Yazim Sozdizimi
100
80
60
40 3
3 27
20 —
SP
0 O/ =4

1. hafta 2. hafta 3. hafta 4. hafta 5. hafta 6. hafta

Siirec boyunca yapilan toplam yanlis sayisi, 464’tiir. Ugiincii hafta, yanls yapma egilimi artmakta, siire¢
sonuna dogru azalmaktadir. Uglincii haftada yapilan uygulamada, “al-"in degismece kullanimlarinin ele
alinmaya baslanmasi, bu asamadaki artisin olasi nedeni olabilir. Diger yandan bu asamada en ¢ok yanlis
yapilan dilbilgisi ulaminin bicimbilim oldugu da agik¢a goriilmektedir. Bu bulgu, 6grencilerin degismece
anlam dizeyine geciste anlamsal ve yapisal kullanimda gli¢liik yasadiklarina isaret etmektedir. Sonraki
uygulamalarda 6grencilerin bu zorlugu astig1 goérilmektedir. Sire¢ sonunda yanls sayisinin 6nemli
diizeyde dismesi, uygulamanin etkililigini gostermektedir. Dolayisiyla buradaki bulgular nicel bulgulari
destekler niteliktedir. Ogrencilerin uygulama sirasinda yaptigi dil yanlislarinin dilbilgisi temel alanlarina
gore dagiliminda en genis paydayi bigcimbilim yanlislari kaplamaktadir (%49). Sézclik-anlam yanlislari %24,
ses-yazim yanlislari %21, s6zdizimi yanhslari ise %6 oranindadir.

Goriismeler

Bu arastirma tasariminin sonuclarini, katihmcilarin bakis acisindan goérmek icin gorliismelere
basvurulmustur. Uygulama tamamlandiktan sonra 6grencilere siire¢ hakkindaki diistinceleri yiiz ylize ve
birebir yapilandiriimis gérismelerde sorulmustur. Asagida 6rnek ¢oziimlemeler gorulebilir.
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Sekil 4
03,6 046 ve 054 ile Yapilan Gdruimeden Bélimler

0: Adim, . Cezayirliyim ben. Anadilim Arapga. Ama Fransizea ve Ingilizce konusabiliyorum.

Cok giizel. [l seninle basan testi yaptik. Ontest. Sonra beraber bir deney grubuna katildik. Sen gonalli oldun. Ve &
hafta bizimle bir vakit gegirdin. Genel olarak bu stireg hakkinda ne disintyorsun?

286 O: Hum. Ben ilk defa sinavi aldiktan sonra ¢ok seyler anlamadim. Ama dersler aldiktan sonra aaa bir fark gérdim. Cok
seyler anladim.

] Yazmam daha iyi oldu. Kelimeler ok yeni.

Tabii gramer olarak da

Peki bir kelimeyi bilmiyorsun, o kelimeyi anlamak igin ne yapryorsun?

Artik cimleden anlyorum.

131 H: Genel olarak bu siireg hakkinda ne diginiyorsun?

132 G: Aaa bu stre benim igin ¢ok faydali oldu. Clnki yani 8nceden sadece temel almak kelimesinin anlami biliyordum.
Ama bundan sonra yani ok farkh manalan var gérdim. Ama sadece almak icin degil. Farkh farkl fiileler, kelimeler mana
olabilir yani.

143 O: Eeee gok ¢ok farki var simdi ve 6nceden. Arkadaglanmla sohbet ediyorum burda. Bu yizden ben kelimeler aldim. Ve
kurallar aaa yani énceden higbirsey bilmiyorum simdi gok iyi biliyorum.

150 H: Evet. Sence bu 6 hafta beraber ders yaptik 6 hafta. Kendinden bir gelisme, bir fayda oldu mu?

151 O: Evet tabi. Fayda aldim.

152 Derslerden nasil bir fayda aldin? Nasil gecti 6 hafta?

Aaaa gok gelistim. Kelime yani ¢ok yeni kelimeler aldim. Kurallar yeni biliyorum simdi ve benim simdi dinleme daha
iyi. Clnki dnceden mesela baska insanlar benimle konusuyorlar ama ben onu hig anlamyorum.

Deneysel surece katilan 21 6grenciyle yapilan gorlismelerde 6ne gikan temalar ve bu temalarin
sikliklar séyledir: dil kullaniminda iyilesme-gelisme (s"= 35), “almak” cokanlamli eylemini anlama-
kullanma (s= 20), s6zvarliginin gelismesi (s= 19), dilbilgisel gelisme (s= 12), anlamin baglamdan gikariimasi
(s=11).

Tablo 9

Yapilandirilmis Gériismelerde One Cikan Temalar
Temalar Goriilme Sikhg
Dil kullaniminda iyilesme-gelisme 35
“Almak” cokanlamli eylemini anlama-kullanma 20
Sozvarhginin gelismesi 19
Dilbilgisel gelisme 12
Anlamin baglamdan ¢ikarilmasi 11

<<“Almak” ¢okanlamli eylemini anlama-kullanma>> temasi en sik <<dil kullaniminda gelisme-
iyilesme>> temasiyla birlikte goriilmustir. Ayrica <<sézvarliginin gelismesi>> temasi da <<dil kullaniminda
gelisme-iyilesme>> temaslyla yan yana sik¢a gegmistir.

Tartisma ve Sonug

Calismanin temel varsayimi (sdzclksel yaklasimla temellendirilmis sdzclik 6gretiminin 6grencilerin
Tirkce gelisimini etkileyecegi 6ngoriisii) dogrulanmistir. Deney grubu, baslangi¢c diizeyine gore gelisme
gostermis, Ustelik uygulama tamamlandiktan sonra da gelisim stirmistur. Etki buyukliklerine bakildiginda,
sozciksel yaklasim cercevesinde, baglam ve derlem temelli hazirlanan 6gretim uygulamalarinin etkili
oldugu soylenebilir. Baglamin ve esdizimli birimlerin anlamaya etkisinin dil gelisiminin sonraki asamalarina
da olumlu yansidigi gortlmistiir. Bu, karsilastirma grubunun durumuna bakildiginda agikca
anlasiimaktadir. Kontrol grubu, orgiin 6gretimde Tirkge hazirlik derslerine devam ettigi halde baslangig
diizeyinde kalmis, Gstelik deyimsel anlam alt boyutunda gerilemistir. Diger yandan uygulamanin deney
grubunda temel, yan, degismece ve deyimsel anlam alt boyutlarini kazandirmada da etkili oldugu
gorilmistir. Tum alt boyutlarda deneysel islem bittikten sonra da gelisim stirmastdr.

*siklik (frekans)
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Hedef sozvarligini kazandirmada, derlem ve esdizim bilgisiyle donanmis baglam destegi, nitel bulgulara
da yansimistir. Yanhs ¢6zimlemesi sonuglari, 6grencilerin siireg icindeki iyilesmesini kanitlar niteliktedir.
Ogrenenlerin en sik yanlis yaptig alani ise bicimbilimdir. Bu sonug, yanhs ¢dziimlemesi ¢alismalari ile
kosutluk gostermektedir (bkz. Glinaydin & Bozkurt, 2023). Siireg iginde bigimbilim yanlslarinda dizelme
oldugu agikga gorilmustir. Ayrica Ogrenenler, gorismelerde iyilesmenin bilincinde olduklarini
belirtmiglerdir.

Tirkiye baglaminda soézcliksel yaklasimin temel ilkelerine dayali az sayida 6zgiin galisma vardir (Aksoy,
2008; Bircan, 2010; Ordem, 2005). Bunlar ikinci dil olarak ingilizce &gretimi baglaminda yapilan
arastirmalardir. Aksoy (2008), sdzciiksel yaklasimin iiniversite diizeyinde ingilizce hazirhk &grencilerinin
6bek eylemleri (phrasal verbs) kullanma sikligini artirdigini ve konusma akiciiginda anlamli bir fark
yarattigini gostermistir. Bircan (2010), s6zciik kaliplarini (lexical phrases) kullanmis, baslangi¢ diizeyindeki
10-11 yas grubu cocuklarin ingilizce alici ve Uretici sézciik bilgilerinin gelistigini belirlemistir. Ordem (2005),
sdzciiksel yaklasim kullanildiginda, ingilizce 6gretmen adaylarinin sézciik birlesimlerini, daha az sapma
gostererek, daha dogru animsadigini ve dogru yazdigini bulmustur. Farkh dizeylerdeki her Ug¢ calisma,
sozcliksel yaklasimin dil becerilerini destekledigini gdstermistir. Bu arastirmanin sonuglari da yukaridaki
calismalarla kosutluk géstermektedir.

Son vyillarda yapilan yurt digi arastirmalarda, sozciiksel yaklasimin ikinci dilde sdzcik 6grenme,
esdizimleri kazanma/kullanma, sozIi dil becerileri ile okuma ve yazma tzerindeki etkisi deneysel kanitlarla
gosterilmistir. Sézcuksel yaklasimin sézciik 6grenmeye etkisi, en yaygin ¢alisma konularindandir. Attya vd.
(2019), esdizimlerle yapilan sézciik dgretiminin ingilizce sézvarliginda iyilesme sagladigini; Krishenan ve
Kahar (2023), sozciiksel yaklasimin dgrencilerin ingilizce séz dagarcigini gelistirdigini; Lee vd. (2019),
derlem kullaniminin sézcik 6grenmeye olumlu etkisi oldugunu; Sewbihon-Getie (2021), soOzciiksel
yaklasima dayali sdzciik 6gretiminin (esdizim calismalari, derlem temelli etkinlikler vb.) ingilizce
O0grenenlerin s6z dagarcigini gelistirdigini; Tinkel (2023), soézciksel yaklasima dayali bir 6gretim
programinin ingilizce sézciik 8beklerine iliskin iiretici ve alici bilgileri destekledigini géstermistir.

Sozciksel yaklagimin esdizimlerin 6gretilmesine etkisine odaklanan ¢alismalar, bu yaklasimin 6zgul
alanlardaki izlerini géstermistir. Boonyarattanasoontorn vd. (2020), Tayland’da Ingilizce &grenen
ogrencilere sozciiksel yaklasima dayali esdizim dersleri vermis; 6grencilerin agik esdizim 6gretiminden
yararlandiklarini derlem temelli bir incelemeyle ortaya koymustur. Debabi ve Guerroudj (2018), Cezayir
ingilizcesi dgrencilerine, esdizimleri sézciiksel yaklasimin ilkelerine dayanarak &gretmis, dil birimlerini
basarili bir sekilde parcalama ile yazilarinda esdizimsel kullanimin artmasi arasinda bir iliski oldugunu
gostermistir. Rana (2020), derlem destekli 6gretim ile esdizim 6gretimini sinamis, deney grubunda gelisme
oldugunu bulmustur. Sarmiento-Tacha (2018), Colombia’da bir ortaokulda, sozciiksel yaklasima dayal
atélyelerin 10-13 yas arasi 6grencilerinin ingilizce esdizim 6grenimine olumlu etkisi oldugunu géstermistir.
Scott (2015) ise Birlesik Kralliktaki bir dil okulunda, s6zciksel yaklasima dayal derlem odakli 6gretimin,
o6grencilerin dlizeyler arasi gegiste daha hizl ilerlemesini sagladigini; diger 6grencilere gére daha fazla
esdizim Urettiklerini bildirmistir.

Yazma becerisi, sdzciiksel yaklasimin uygulama alanlarindan biridir. Brenes (2022), ingilizce sézciik
obeklerinin (esdizimler, deyimler, ¢oklu sézciikler [poly words] vb.] sbézciksel yaklasimin pedagojik
ilkelerinden yararlanilarak 6gretilmesinin 6grencinin yazma etkinliklerinde olumlu bir etkisi oldugunu;
Ebrahimi vd. (2021), karsilastirmali sdzciiksel yaklasimin iranli yabanci dil 6grencilerinin ingilizce yazma
becerilerini gelistirdigini; Wang (2021) ise sézciiksel yaklasimin sanat dallarinda ingilizce yazma
yeterliklerini olumlu etkiledigini saptamistir.

SézIi dil becerileri sozcliksel yaklasimin temel hedeflerindendir. Aromin ve Kim (2021), Glney Kore'de
cevrimici konusma siniflarinda Universite 6grencilerinin konusma yeterliklerini gelistiriimede soézciksel
yaklasimi sinamis; 6grencilerin kaliplagsmis ifadelerin kullanimi ve esdizim secimleri agisindan konusma
yeterliklerinde 6nemli bir gelisme oldugunu ortaya g¢ikarmistir. Cancino ve lturrieta (2022), sdzciksel
yaklasimin algilanan ingilizce sozlii yeterlik becerilerinde basarimi artirdigini gdstermistir.
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Kim (2021) ve Zhong (2021), s6zciksel yaklasimi okudugunu anlama becerilerine etkisi bakimindan
gozlemlemistir. Kim (2021), soézclksel yaklasima dayali esdizim 6gretiminin Cince okuma becerilerini
gelistirmede etkili oldugunu belirlemistir. Zhong (2021) ise s6zciiksel yaklasimin Cince-ingilizce bdlimi
dgrencilerinin  sdzcitksel yaklasimin kendilerine uygun oldugunu ve ingilizce okuma becerilerini
gelistirmede yararli oldugunu diistindiiklerini bildirmistir.

Yukaridaki uygulamalarin yani sira dil 6gretiminde alici ve Uretici esdizimlilik bilgisini 6lgmeye yonelik
arag gelistiren yenilikgi bir ¢calismadan da s6z etmek gerekir. Cetinkaya ve arkadaslari (2023), Turkgenin
yapisina gore sozciiksel esdizimsel yapilari bes ulamda (6nad + ad, ad + eylem, ad + ad, belirte¢ + énad ve
belirte¢ + eylem) ele almis ve bunlara hem alici hem de dretici esdizim bilgisini sinamak (izere 6lgme
aracinda yer vermistir. Esdizim bilgisini, dolayisiyla baglam ve derlem destegini dil 6gretimi dizlemine
taslyan bu calisma, 6nci bir nitelik géstermektedir. Bu tiir 6lgme araglari, sézciik 6gretiminde 6greneni
izlemek ve degerlendirmek igin, ek olarak esik sinavlarinda diizey belirlemek igin kullanisli olacaktir.

Bu g¢alismanin en belirgin sinirhligi, tek bir eylemin 6gretimine odaklanmis olmasidir. Bu durum, al-
eyleminin derinlemesine ele alinmasiyla dengelenmeye calisilmistir. Dilbilim ¢alismalari, tek bir s6zcigi
farkh kullanim baglamlari ve esdizimleri agisindan incelemektedir. Bu yaklasim egitimbilimciler icin anlamli
bir pencere sunmaktadir. Egitimbilim calismalarinda yontemler (yeni 6gretim yaklasimlari, yéntemleri,
stratejileri vb.) ya da 6gretim araglari (teknoloji destegi vb.) 6ne ¢ikarilmaktadir. Oysa igerik olmaksizin
Ogretim ydnteminin ya da araglarinin anlamsiz kalacagi agiktir. Bu arastirmada bu “agik”, érnek bir icerik
cergevesiyle giderilmeye c¢alisilmigtir. Sozciksel yaklasim, calismanin 6gretim ydntemi boyutunu
olustururken, al- eyleminin ¢okanlamli ve ¢ok boyutlu gériinimi, yaklasimin igerik doygunlugunu
saglamigstir.

Sinmirliliklar ve Oneriler

Calisma, sozciiksel yaklasimin barindirdigi kisitlarin yani sira kendi arastirma baglamina 6zgi sinirliliklar
tasimaktadir. En 6nemli kisitlanma, yukarida da soéz edildigi gibi 6gretim igeriginin bir s6zcligu ve
esdizimlerini derinlemesine ele alma ¢abasiyla ilgilidir. Calismanin bu dezavantajinin daha genis sézciik
kiimeleriyle yapilacak bir tasarimda giderilebilecegi 6ngorilmektedir. Ayrica farkli dil dizeylerine ve
¢okanlamli baska eylemlere de uygulanabilir.

Yazar Katki Orani
Yazarlar, calismaya esit oranda katki sunmuslardir.
Etik Beyan

“Yiksekogretim Kurumlari Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi Yonergesinde’ yer alan tim kurallara
uyulmus ve yonergenin ikinci boliminde yer alan “Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigine Aykiri Eylemlerden”
hicbiri gerceklestiriimemistir.

Catisma Beyani

Yazarlar ¢alisma kapsaminda herhangi bir kurum veya kisi ile ¢ikar catismasi bulunmadigini beyan
etmektedirler.
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