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Abstract: This study examines how native speakers of Turkish structure the process of determining a shared
date and time in task-oriented planning dialogues. Designed as a theory-driven qualitative discourse analysis,
the study analyzes five task-based spoken interactions obtained from ten university students selected through
criterion sampling. The data were examined within the framework of Register Theory, Hasan’s Generic
Structure Potential model, and speech act analysis. The dialogues were segmented into semantic dialogue units
(SDUgs), and each unit was evaluated in terms of generic stage, functional code, and speech act type. The
findings show that the Turkish planning dialogues examined in this study display a recognizable macro-level
structure in the form of (Opening) * Task Performance * Closing. However, this structure does not operate as
a fixed template; rather, it is realized as an interactional organization that can vary according to contextual
variables. In the task performance stage, the negotiation generally proceeds in the order of Date * Time. At the
micro level, it is structured through cycles of proposal, rejection, reason-giving, new proposal, request, and
acceptance. Register variables are reflected in the way this structure is realized: field is related to the scope of
negotiation; tenor is reflected in forms of address, pronoun choice, indirectness, and utterance length; and mode
is associated with pauses, elliptical utterances, backchannels, and overlapping speech. Speech act analysis
shows that the process of determining a date and time can be explained not only through the distribution of
speech act types, but also through the sequential functions these acts perform within the negotiation. In the data
set examined, rejection acts were largely supported by statements coded as Inform-Availability, reason-giving,
and politeness markers. Filled pauses, backchannels, and vocatives functioned as interactional resources that
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regulate the flow of conversation. In this respect, the study presents a multilayered analytical framework for
explaining the Turkish task-oriented planning dialogues in the sample through the relationship between register
variables, generic stage structure, and speech act and interactional patterns. The findings suggest that in
teaching Turkish as a foreign language, planning and appointment-making tasks can be designed not only
through isolated formulaic expressions but also through sequential interactional moves such as proposing,
rejecting, giving reasons, offering alternatives, and confirming agreement.

Keywords: Discourse Analysis, linguistics, genre analysis, politeness, task-oriented dialogues, speech acts,
Turkish.

Oz: Bu calisma, Tiirkceyi ana dili olarak konusan bireylerin gorev odakli planlama diyaloglarinda ortak tarih
ve saat belirleme siirecini nasil yapilandirdigini incelemektedir. Kuram odakli nitel bir sdylem ¢oziimlemesi
olarak tasarlanan arastirmada, 6l¢iit 6rnekleme yoluyla belirlenen 10 {iniversite 6grencisinden elde edilen 5
gorev temelli sozli etkilesim verisi Kesit Dil Kurami, Hasan’in Genel Yap1 Potansiyeli modeli ve s6z edimi
¢oziimlemesi ¢ercevesinde incelenmistir. Diyaloglar anlamsal diyalog birimlerine (ADB) ayrilmis; her birim
tiirsel asama, iglevsel kod ve s6z edimi tiirii bakimmdan degerlendirilmistir. Bulgular, incelenen Tiirkce
planlama diyaloglarinin makro diizeyde (Ag¢ilig) * Gorev Performansi ~ Kapanis bi¢ciminde taninabilir bir yap1
sergiledigini; ancak bu yapinin sabit bir sablon olarak degil, baglamsal degiskenlere gore esneyen bir etkilesim
diizeni olarak gerceklestigini gostermektedir. Gorev performansi agamasinda miizakere genel olarak Tarih *
Saat siralanistyla ilerlemekte; mikro diizeyde ise Oneri, ret, gerekge sunma, yeni Oneri, talep ve kabul
dongiileriyle yapilandirilmaktadir. Kesit dil degiskenleri bu yapinin gergeklesme bigimine yansimaktadir:
sOylem alan1 miizakerenin kapsamiyla, s6ylem bi¢cemi hitap bigimleri, zamir se¢imi, dolaylilik ve sbzce
uzunluguyla, sdylem kipi ise duraklama, eksiltili s6zceler, geri bildirim ve es zamanli konusmalarla iligkilidir.
S6z edimi ¢oziimlemesi, tarih ve saat belirleme siirecinin yalnizca s6z edimi tiirlerinin dagilimiyla degil, bu
edimlerin miizakere icindeki sirali islevleriyle aciklanabilecegini gostermektedir. Incelenen veri setinde ret
edimleri biiyiik oranda uygunluk bildirme, gerek¢e sunma ve nezaket belirtegleriyle desteklenmis; dolgu dil
kullanimi, geri bildirimler ve seslenmeler ise konusmanin akigini diizenleyen etkilesimsel kaynaklar olarak
islev gérmiistiir. Bu yoniiyle ¢alisma, 6rneklemde yer alan Tiirkge gorev odakli planlama diyaloglarini kesit
dil degiskenleri, tiirsel asama yapisi ve soz edimsel/etkilesimsel Oriintiiler arasindaki iligki lizerinden agiklayan
¢ok katmanli bir ¢dziimleme gergevesi sunmaktadir. Bulgular, yabanci dil olarak Tiirk¢e 6gretiminde planlama
ve randevu olusturma goérevlerinin yalnizca hazir dilsel kaliplara dayandirilmamasi, bunun yerine 6neri sunma,
reddetme, gerekgelendirme, alternatif {iretme ve uzlasiyr onaylama gibi ardigik etkilesimsel hamleler
gergevesinde tasarlanabilecegine isaret etmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Dilbilim, tiir analizi, gorev odakli diyaloglar, nezaket, s6z edimleri, soylem analizi,
Tiirkge.
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Structured Abstract:

This study examines how native speakers of Turkish structure the process of determining a mutually
suitable date and time in task-oriented planning dialogues. Spoken interaction is a multilayered process
organized in accordance with communicative purpose, contextual variables, and speakers’ sequential actions.
Although casual conversations, service encounters, classroom interactions, and appointment-planning
dialogues have been addressed through various theoretical approaches in different languages, studies that
examine Turkish planning dialogues by combining register variables, generic stages, and speech-act and
interactional patterns remain limited. In order to contribute to addressing this gap, the present study aims to
identify the obligatory and optional stages of these dialogues, determine the sequential actions through which
date and time negotiation progresses, and reveal how field, tenor, and mode are reflected in the linguistic
realization of this structure.

The research was designed as a theory-driven qualitative discourse analysis. The dataset consists of
five task-oriented spoken interactions produced in pairs by 10 native speakers of Turkish studying in the same
higher-education setting. The participants were asked to assume that their schedules partially conflicted and to
negotiate a date and time for a subsequent meeting that would be suitable for both parties. They were not
provided with a fixed scenario, sample dialogue, or list of ready-made expressions; instead, the progression of
the conversation was left to their own interactional choices. The dialogues, recorded using a digital audio
recorder, ranged in duration from 47 seconds to 1 minute and 17 seconds. The recordings were transcribed and
divided into semantic dialogue units according to the criteria of semantic integrity, communicative function in
context, and contribution to the negotiation process. The analysis drew on Taboada’s semantic dialogue unit
approach, the variables of field, tenor, and mode in Register Theory, Hasan’s Generic Structure Potential
model, Searle’s speech act classification, and Gallardo Pauls’s discourse-based functional approach. Uses of
indirectness, rejection, and politeness were interpreted in relation to Grice’s Cooperative Principle and Brown
and Levinson’s politeness framework. Coding reliability was tested through independent expert evaluations of
81 semantic dialogue units selected from three dialogues; agreement rates of 95.06% for the identification of
semantic dialogue units, 96.30% for the identification of stage boundaries, and 91.36% for speech act coding
were obtained.

The analysis identified a total of 146 semantic dialogue units and 167 communicative or discourse-
regulating functions within these units across the five dialogues. A total of 84 speaker turns were identified,
56% of which contained more than one functional unit. This finding shows that speakers may perform multiple
functions within a single turn, including giving reasons, indicating availability, offering alternatives, using
politeness expressions, and requesting confirmation. The macrostructure of the dialogues was identified as
(Opening) " Task Performance * Closing. While the Task Performance and Closing stages occurred in all five
dialogues, the Opening stage was found in three dialogues and was therefore evaluated as optional. Openings
were generally realized not through conventional greeting sequences but through functions such as indicating
the completion of a previous activity, addressing the interlocutor, or moving directly to the planning task. Date
and time negotiation constituted the main axis of the Task Performance stage. In most dialogues, the
participants first reached agreement on a shared date and then moved on to determining the time. In one
dialogue, however, the date and time were proposed together within the same turn, resulting in a more
condensed negotiation structure. At the micro level, the process progressed through recurring actions of
proposing, rejecting, giving reasons, making a new proposal or requesting a new date or time, and accepting.
In some dialogues, complementary elements such as place, whether the meeting would be held online or face
to face, and the meeting agenda were also included in the negotiation.

Register analysis showed that contextual and interpersonal features were reflected in linguistic
choices. In dialogues displaying a more informal interactional orientation, short, direct, elliptical, and context-
dependent utterances were prominent, whereas the dialogue displaying a more formal interactional orientation
was characterized by the use of the honorific “Hanim,” the formal pronoun “siz,” longer and more reasoned
utterances, and an explicit summary of the agreed plan. Pauses, filled pauses, repetitions, backchannels, and
overlapping speech were found to function as interactional resources in the real-time organization of spoken
interaction. In particular, filled pauses were shown not to function solely as indicators of disfluency; they could
also serve functions such as gaining time for thinking and planning, maintaining the floor, evaluating a
proposal, and mitigating refusals in certain contexts. Although the Closing stage occurred in all dialogues, it
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was realized through different combinations of mutual confirmation, repetition of the decision, arrangement of
future contact, farewell, and politeness expressions.

In conclusion, the study shows that Turkish task-oriented planning dialogues do not follow a fixed
conversational script but display a recognizable macrostructure and recurring local negotiation cycles. The
original contribution of the research lies in its multilayered explanation of the date- and time-setting process
through the relationship among register variables, generic stages, semantic dialogue units, and discourse-
regulating resources, rather than solely through the distribution of speech act types. The findings provide a
data-based foundation for designing tasks, materials, and role-play activities related to planning and
appointment making in teaching Turkish as a foreign language by taking into account sequences of proposal,
rejection, reason-giving, alternative offering, and acceptance. Nevertheless, because the findings are based on
five short task-elicited dialogues, they should be interpreted not as generalizable claims about all spoken
interactions in Turkish but as descriptive patterns pertaining to the dataset examined. Future studies based on
larger, more diverse, and naturally occurring interactional datasets may test whether the generic and
interactional patterns identified in this study recur across different contexts.

Keywords: Discourse analysis, linguistics, genre analysis, politeness, task-oriented dialogues, speech
acts, Turkish.
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Résumé Structuré:

Objectif Cette ¢tude examine la maniere dont les locuteurs natifs du turc structurent le processus de
détermination d’une date et d’une heure mutuellement convenables dans des dialogues de planification orientés
vers la tache. L’interaction orale est un processus multilayer organisé en fonction du but communicatif, des
variables contextuelles et des actions séquentielles des interlocuteurs. Bien que les conversations informelles,
les échanges de service, les interactions en classe et les dialogues de prise de rendez-vous aient été abordés par
diverses approches théoriques dans différentes langues, les études qui analysent les dialogues de planification
en turc en combinant variables de registre, étapes génériques, actes de langage et schémas interactionnels
demeurent limitées. Afin de contribuer a combler cette lacune, la présente recherche vise a identifier les étapes
obligatoires et optionnelles de ces dialogues, a déterminer les actions séquentielles par lesquelles progresse la
négociation de la date et de I’heure, et 2 montrer comment le champ, le rle et le mode se reflétent dans la
réalisation linguistique de cette structure.

Méthodologie La recherche a été congue comme une analyse qualitative du discours guidée par la
théorie. Le corpus se compose de cinq interactions orales orientées vers la tache, produites en bindmes par dix
locuteurs natifs du turc inscrits dans le méme établissement d’enseignement supérieur. Les participants ont été
invités a supposer que leurs emplois du temps entraient partiellement en conflit et & négocier une date et une
heure convenables pour une réunion ultérieure. Aucun scénario fixe, dialogue modéle ou liste d’expressions
prédéfinies ne leur a été fourni ; la progression de la conversation a été laissée a leurs choix interactionnels.
Les dialogues, enregistrés a I’aide d’un dispositif numérique, ont duré entre 47 secondes et 1 minute 17
secondes. Les enregistrements ont été transcrits et divisés en unités dialogiques sémantiques selon les critéres
d’intégrité sémantique, de fonction communicative en contexte et de contribution au processus de négociation.
L’analyse s’est appuyée sur I’approche des unités dialogiques sémantiques de Taboada, sur les variables de
champ, rdle et mode de la théorie du registre, sur le modéle du potentiel de structure générique de Hasan, sur
la classification des actes de langage de Searle et sur I’approche fonctionnelle discursive de Gallardo Patls.
Les usages de I’indirectivité, du refus et de la politesse ont été interprétés a la lumiére du principe de
coopération de Grice et du cadre de politesse de Brown et Levinson. La fiabilité du codage a été testée par des
évaluations indépendantes d’experts sur 81 unités dialogiques sémantiques issues de trois dialogues ; les taux
d’accord obtenus étaient de 95,06 % pour ’identification des unités, 96,30 % pour les fronti¢res d’étapes et
91,36 % pour le codage des actes de langage.

Résultats [’analyse a identifié un total de 146 unités dialogiques sémantiques et 167 fonctions
communicatives ou régulatrices du discours dans ces unités a travers les cinq dialogues. Au total, 84 tours de
parole ont été relevés, dont 56 % contenaient plus d’une unité fonctionnelle. Ce constat montre que les locuteurs
peuvent accomplir plusieurs fonctions dans un méme tour, telles que donner des raisons, indiquer une
disponibilité, proposer des alternatives, utiliser des expressions de politesse et demander une confirmation. La
macrostructure des dialogues a été identifiée comme suit : (Ouverture) ~ Exécution de la tache ~ Cloture. Alors
que les étapes d’exécution de la tache et de cloture apparaissaient dans les cinq dialogues, I’ouverture n’a été
observée que dans trois dialogues et a donc été évaluée comme optionnelle. Les ouvertures se réalisaient
généralement non par des séquences de salutations conventionnelles, mais par des fonctions telles que
I’indication de la fin d’une activité précédente, 1’adresse a I’interlocuteur ou le passage direct a la tache de
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planification. La négociation de la date et de I’heure constituait 1’axe principal de 1’étape d’exécution de la
tache. Dans la plupart des dialogues, les participants s’accordaient d’abord sur une date commune, puis
déterminaient I’heure. Dans un dialogue, toutefois, la date et I’heure ont été proposées ensemble dans le méme
tour, produisant une structure de négociation plus condensée. A un niveau micro, le processus progressait par
des actions récurrentes de proposition, refus, justification, nouvelle proposition ou demande d’une nouvelle
date/heure, et acceptation. Dans certains dialogues, des éléments complémentaires tels que le lieu, la modalité
(en ligne ou en présentiel) et I’ordre du jour de la réunion ont également été inclus dans la négociation.

L’analyse du registre a montré que les caractéristiques contextuelles et interpersonnelles se reflétaient
dans les choix linguistiques. Dans les dialogues présentant une orientation interactionnelle plus informelle, les
énoncés courts, directs, elliptiques et dépendants du contexte étaient dominants, tandis que le dialogue
présentant une orientation plus formelle se caractérisait par 1’usage de I’honorifique « Hanim », du pronom
formel « siz », d’énoncés plus longs et plus argumentés, ainsi que d’un résumé explicite du plan convenu. Les
pauses, les pauses remplies, les répétitions, les rétro-canaux et les chevauchements de parole ont été observés
comme des ressources interactionnelles dans 1’organisation en temps réel de I’interaction orale. En particulier,
les pauses remplies ne fonctionnaient pas uniquement comme indicateurs de disfluence ; elles pouvaient aussi
servir a gagner du temps pour réfléchir et planifier, maintenir le tour de parole, évaluer une proposition et
atténuer des refus dans certains contextes. Bien que 1’étape de cloture apparaisse dans tous les dialogues, elle
se réalisait par différentes combinaisons de confirmation mutuelle, répétition de la décision, organisation d’un
contact futur, salutations et expressions de politesse.

Conclusion L’étude montre que les dialogues de planification orientés vers la tache en turc ne suivent
pas un script conversationnel fixe, mais présentent une macrostructure reconnaissable et des cycles locaux de
négociation récurrents. La contribution originale de la recherche réside dans son explication multilayer du
processus de fixation de la date et de I’heure a travers la relation entre variables de registre, étapes génériques,
unités dialogiques sémantiques et ressources de régulation discursive, plutdt que seulement par la distribution
des types d’actes de langage. Les résultats fournissent une base empirique pour la conception de taches, de
matériels et d’activités de jeu de role liées a la planification et a la prise de rendez-vous dans 1’enseignement
du turc comme langue étrangére, en tenant compte des séquences de proposition, refus, justification, offre
d’alternatives et acceptation. Néanmoins, puisque les résultats reposent sur cinq dialogues courts induits par la
tache, ils doivent étre interprétés non comme des affirmations généralisables a toutes les interactions orales en
turc, mais comme des schémas descriptifs propres au corpus examiné. Des études futures, fondées sur des
ensembles de données plus vastes, diversifiés et naturels, pourront tester si les schémas génériques et
interactionnels identifiés dans cette recherche se reproduisent dans différents contextes.

Mots-Clés: Analyse du discours ; linguistique ; analyse de genre ; politesse ; dialogues orientés vers
la tache ; actes de langage ; turc

Resumen Estructurado:

Objetivo Este estudio examina como los hablantes nativos de turco estructuran el proceso de
determinar una fecha y hora mutuamente convenientes en didlogos de planificacion orientados a la tarea. La
interaccion oral es un proceso multinivel organizado de acuerdo con el propésito comunicativo, las variables
contextuales y las acciones secuenciales de los interlocutores. Aunque las conversaciones informales, los
encuentros de servicio, las interacciones en el aula y los didlogos de planificacion de citas han sido abordados
mediante diversos enfoques tedricos en diferentes lenguas, los estudios que analizan los didlogos de
planificaciéon en turco combinando variables de registro, etapas genéricas y patrones de actos de habla e
interaccion siguen siendo limitados. Para contribuir a llenar esta laguna, el presente estudio busca identificar
las etapas obligatorias y opcionales de estos dialogos, determinar las acciones secuenciales mediante las cuales
avanza la negociacion de fecha y hora, y mostrar como el campo, el tenor y el modo se reflejan en la realizacion
lingiiistica de esta estructura.

Metodologia La investigacion se disefio como un analisis cualitativo del discurso guiado por la teoria.
El corpus consiste en cinco interacciones orales orientadas a la tarea, producidas en parejas por diez hablantes
nativos de turco que estudian en el mismo entorno de educacion superior. Se pidio a los participantes que
asumieran que sus horarios entraban parcialmente en conflicto y que negociaran una fecha y hora adecuadas
para ambos. No se les proporciond un escenario fijo, un dialogo modelo ni una lista de expresiones

Turkish Studies - Language and Literature, 21(3)



A Qualitative Analysis of Generic Stages and Speech... 5267

prefabricadas; la progresion de la conversacion se dejo a sus propias elecciones interaccionales. Los didlogos,
grabados con un dispositivo digital, tuvieron una duracion de entre 47 segundos y 1 minuto 17 segundos. Las
grabaciones se transcribieron y se dividieron en unidades semanticas de didlogo segun criterios de integridad
semantica, funciéon comunicativa en contexto y contribucion al proceso de negociacion. El analisis se baso en
el enfoque de unidades semanticas de Taboada, en las variables de campo, tenor y modo de la Teoria del
Registro, en el modelo de Potencial de Estructura Genérica de Hasan, en la clasificacion de actos de habla de
Searle y en el enfoque funcional discursivo de Gallardo Pauls. Los usos de la indirectividad, el rechazo y la
cortesia se interpretaron en relacion con el Principio de Cooperacion de Grice y el marco de cortesia de Brown
y Levinson. La fiabilidad del codificado se probo mediante evaluaciones independientes de expertos sobre 81
unidades semanticas seleccionadas de tres didlogos; se obtuvieron tasas de acuerdo del 95,06 % para la
identificacion de unidades, del 96,30 % para la identificacion de limites de etapas y del 91,36 % para la
codificacion de actos de habla.

Resultados El analisis identificé un total de 146 unidades semanticas de didlogo y 167 funciones
comunicativas o reguladoras del discurso dentro de estas unidades en los cinco didlogos. Se identificaron 84
turnos de habla, de los cuales el 56 % contenian mas de una unidad funcional. Este hallazgo muestra que los
hablantes pueden realizar multiples funciones en un mismo turno, incluyendo dar razones, indicar
disponibilidad, ofrecer alternativas, usar expresiones de cortesia y solicitar confirmacion. La macroestructura
de los didlogos se identificoé como (Apertura) ~ Ejecucion de la tarea ~ Cierre. Mientras que las etapas de
Ejecucion de la tarea y Cierre aparecieron en los cinco dialogos, la Apertura se encontr6 en tres y se evalud
como opcional. Las aperturas se realizaron generalmente no mediante secuencias convencionales de saludo,
sino mediante funciones como indicar la finalizacion de una actividad previa, dirigirse al interlocutor o pasar
directamente a la tarea de planificacion. La negociacion de fecha y hora constituyo el eje principal de la etapa
de Ejecucion de la tarea. En la mayoria de los dialogos, los participantes primero llegaron a un acuerdo sobre
una fecha compartida y luego pasaron a determinar la hora. En un dialogo, sin embargo, la fecha y la hora se
propusieron juntas en el mismo turno, resultando en una estructura de negociaciéon mas condensada. A nivel
micro, el proceso avanz6 mediante acciones recurrentes de proponer, rechazar, dar razones, hacer una nueva
propuesta o solicitar una nueva fecha/hora, y aceptar. En algunos didlogos se incluyeron también elementos
complementarios como el lugar, si la reunion seria en linea o presencial, y la agenda de la reunion.

El analisis del registro mostr6é que las caracteristicas contextuales e interpersonales se reflejaban en
las elecciones lingiiisticas. En los dialogos con una orientacion interaccional mas informal, predominaban
enunciados cortos, directos, elipticos y dependientes del contexto, mientras que el didlogo con una orientacion
mas formal se caracterizé por el uso del honorifico “Hanim”, el pronombre formal “siz”, enunciados mas largos
y razonados, y un resumen explicito del plan acordado. Las pausas, las pausas llenas, las repeticiones, los
retrocanales y el habla superpuesta funcionaron como recursos interaccionales en la organizaciéon en tiempo
real de la interaccion oral. En particular, se mostr6 que las pausas llenas no funcionaban unicamente como
indicadores de disfluencia; también podian servir para ganar tiempo para pensar y planificar, mantener el turno,
evaluar una propuesta y mitigar rechazos en ciertos contextos. Aunque la etapa de Cierre aparecio en todos los
dialogos, se realiz6 mediante diferentes combinaciones de confirmacion mutua, repeticion de la decision,
organizacion de un contacto futuro, despedida y expresiones de cortesia.

Conclusion El estudio muestra que los didlogos de planificacion orientados a la tarea en turco no
siguen un guion conversacional fijo, sino que presentan una macroestructura reconocible y ciclos locales de
negociacion recurrentes. La contribucion original de la investigacion reside en su explicacion multinivel del
proceso de fijacion de fecha y hora a través de la relacion entre variables de registro, etapas genéricas, unidades
semanticas de didlogo y recursos reguladores del discurso, mas que Unicamente mediante la distribucion de
tipos de actos de habla. Los hallazgos proporcionan una base empirica para disefiar tareas, materiales y
actividades de juego de roles relacionadas con la planificacion y la concertacion de citas en la ensefianza del
turco como lengua extranjera, teniendo en cuenta secuencias de propuesta, rechazo, justificacion, oferta de
alternativas y aceptacion. No obstante, dado que los resultados se basan en cinco dialogos breves inducidos por
la tarea, deben interpretarse no como afirmaciones generalizables sobre todas las interacciones orales en turco,
sino como patrones descriptivos relativos al corpus examinado. Estudios futuros basados en conjuntos de datos
mas amplios, diversos y naturales podran comprobar si los patrones genéricos e interaccionales identificados
en este estudio se repiten en diferentes contextos.
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Palabras Clave Analisis del discurso; lingiiistica; analisis de género; cortesia; didlogos orientados a
la tarea; actos de habla; turco
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RGN BT EEON WS ESFSRENNE  FBTN ) LEHIE

CrpykrypnpoBanHoe Pe3rome:

Lenp nccnenoBanus JlaHHOE MCCiIeOBaHNUE PacCMaTpUBAET, KAKMM 00pa3oM HOCHUTENHU TYpPELKOTO
S3bIKa CTPYKTYPHUPYIOT IPOLIECC OMNpEAETCHUs B3aUMHO MOAXOJAIIEH HaThl M BpPEeMEHH B JHAaJorax
IUTAaHWPOBAHMS, OPUCHTHPOBAHHBIX Ha BBHINOJHEHUE 3a7adl. Y CTHOE B3aMMOJCHCTBHE MPEACTABISIET COOOH
MHOTOYPOBHEBBIII ~ IpOLIECC, OPraHM30BaHHBII B  COOTBETCTBHM C KOMMYHHUKaTHBHOH  LEIbIO,
KOHTEKCTYaIbHBIMHU TIEPEMEHHBIMH U TIOCIIEIOBATENHHBIMU ACHCTBUSIMH TOBOPALINX. XOTS HE(OPMaIbHbIE
Oecenpl, CEpBUCHBIC B3aMMOJCHCTBHS, ydYeOHBIC CHTyallud U JHAJOTH TI0 HAa3HAYEHHIO BCTPEY
AHATM3MPOBAIINCH B PA3JIMUHBIX SA3bIKAaX C MPUMEHEHHEM Pa3HbIX TEOPETHUECKHUX IIOJXO0JI0B, HCCIECIOBAHMS
TYPELKUX IUTAaHNPOBOYHBIX JHAIOTOB, COUCTAIOIINX MIEPEMEHHbBIE PETUCTPA, OOIIUE ITAIbI, PEUEBBIC AKTHI U
UHTEpaKIMOHHbIE TATTEpHBI, OCTAIOTCS OrpaHHuYeHHbIMHM. HacTosiiee uccienoBaHME HaNpaBICHO Ha
BBISIBJICHHE 00s3aTeNIbHBIX U (paKyJIbTaTHBHBIX ITANOB TAKMX JUAJIOrOB, OMNpE/AEICHHE IMOCIIeI0BATEIbHBIX
JIelcTBUH, TTOCPEACTBOM KOTOPBIX Pa3BHBAETCs MEPETOBOPHBIN IIpoIlece, a Takke Ha PacKpBITHE TOTO, Kak
MIEPEMEHHBIE «II0JIEY, KTOH» U «PEKUM» OTPAXKAIOTCS B SI3bIKOBOM BOIUIOIICHUH JAHHOW CTPYKTYPBI.

Merononorust MccnenoBaHue BBINONHEHO B (opMmare TEOPETHYECKH OPHEHTUPOBAHHOTO
KaueCTBEHHOI0 AUCKypc-aHalu3a. Marepuall COCTaBUIM IISATh YCTHBIX B3aUMOJEUCTBUM, OPUEHTUPOBAHHBIX
Ha 3a71ady, IPOM3BEAEHHBIX B Iapax JECATHIO HOCUTEISIMH TYPELKOTO S3bIKa, 00yJaroIMMHUCS B OZJHOM BY3e€.
Y4yacTHHUKaM OBUIO NPEIIORKEHO MPEANOI0KNUTh YaCTUIHOE HECOBITA/ICHUE PACIIMCAHUI M JOTOBOPHUTHCS O
JaTe W BPEMEHHM MOCIEeAyIomeld BCTpedH, YIOOOHBIX Uit 00enx CTOpoH. VMM He IpemocTaBIsuINCh
(hmKCHpOBaHHBIN CIieHapuii, 00pa3ell IUagora Wil CIIMCOK TOTOBBIX BBIPAXKEHHUH; X0 Gecembl onpenemsics
UX COOCTBEHHBIMH MHTECPAKIMOHHBIMH peIIeHUSAMH. [lnanorn ObuIn 3amucaHbl Ha IH(GPOBOH OTUKTO(OH, HX
MIPOIOJDKUTEIBHOCTS BapbUpoBasa OT 47 cexyHO mo | MuHyTH 17 cexkyHn. 3amucu TpaHCKPHOMPOBAIUCH U
JISNIWIACh HAa CEMAHTHYECKHE [HAJIOTOBBIC EIUHMIBI 10 KPUTEPHSIM CEeMAaHTHYECKOH IeNOCTHOCTH,
KOMMYHHUKATUBHOHM (D)YHKIIMH B KOHTEKCTE U BKJIaJIa B TIPOLIECC TIEPErOBOPOB. AHANN3 onupaics Ha moaxon T.
Taboaga K ceMaHTHYECKUM EAMHUIIAM JTHAJIOTa, IEPEMEHHBIE (II0JIE», KTOH» U «PEXHUM» B TEOPUH PETUCTPA,
MOJIeTIb OTCHIMAIBHON JKaHpOBOW cTpykTyphl P. Xacan, knaccudpukanuio peueBbix akroB J[x. Cépna u
(hyHKIMOHATBHBIN AucKypcuBHBINA noaxon X. [aispmo Ilaymsca. Mcnons3oBaHMe KOCBEHHOCTH, OTKa3a H
BEXIIMBOCTH HHTEPIPETUPOBAIOCH B paMKaX KOONEPAaTUBHOro mpuHuuna I'paiica u MOJENN BEKIMBOCTH
bpayna u JleBuncona. HanéxHocTb KOAMPOBaHHs IPOBEpsIIaCh HE3aBUCHMBIMM JKcrepramu Ha 81
CEMAaHTHYECKOW eIWHUIE W3 TpEX IUANoTOB; KOX(PQUIMEHTH coriacus coctaBmwin 95,06 % s
uaeHTUQUKanuy enuHu, 96,30 % mist rpaHui >TamoB u 91,36 % 11 KOJUPOBaHUS PEYEBHIX aKTOB.

Pesynbrarel B xome aHanuza BbIBIEHO 146 ceMaHTUYECKUMX AMANOTOBBIX €OUHUL W 167
KOMMYHHUKATHBHBIX HIIH JUCKYPCHBHO-PETYIHPYIOMNX (QYHKINI B 3TUX SAMHUIIAX TI0 IIITH JuaiioraM. Beero
3aUKCHPOBaHO 84 PEIUTHKH, U3 KOTOPBIX 56 % comepkanu Oosiee OAHOW (YHKIIMOHATBHON SAMHUIBI. DTO
MOKAa3bIBACT, YTO FTOBOPSIIIHE MOT'YT BHIOJIHATh HECKOIBKO (DYHKITHH B OJHOU PEILTUKE: TPUBOAUTE IPUYUHBI,
0003Ha4YaTh JOCTYMHOCTD, MPEJIaraTh ajJbTePHATUBBI, UCIIOIb30BaTh BRIPAXKEHUS BEKIIMBOCTH, 3aIPAITUBAThH
MOATBEpKIeHne. MakpocTpykTypa auanoroB ompeaeneHa kak (OTkpeiTue) ~ Boimonnenue 3amaum
3akppITHE. DTalbl BBHIOJHEHUS 3a7a49d U 3aKPBITUS MPUCYTCTBOBAIM BO BCEX IATH TUANOrax, TOTJAa Kak
OTKPBITHE HAOJI0JAI0CH JIUIIE B TPEX U OIIEHEHO KakK (akyIbTaTuBHOE. OTKPBITHS PEATU30BHIBAINCH HE UePE3
TpaaUIMOHHEIC TPUBETCTBEHHBIC TOCIIEIOBATEIFHOCTH, a yepe3 (YHKIUU BPOJie 0003HAUCHUS 3aBEPIICHIS
MpeIbIAyIIeH aKTUBHOCTH, OOpamieHHs K COOCCeIHHWKY WIH HEMOCPEICTBEHHOTO Ilepexoia K 3amade
ianupoBaHusi. IleperoBopsl 0 Jate ¥ BpeMEHU COCTABJISJIMA OCHOBHYIO OCh dTala BBIIOJIHEHUS 3a1adyu. B
OOJNBIIMHCTBE JHAJIOrOB YYACTHHKH CHavaja JOTOBApUBAIKCH O JaTe, 3aTeM MEPEXOIIH K OIPEACICHUIO
BpeMeHH. B ofHOM nuarnore maTta u Bpemst ObUTH MPEI0KEHBI OTHOBPEMEHHO B OHOH PEIUIHKE, YTO MPUBEIIO
K 00Jiee KOMIIAaKTHOM CTPYKType TieperoBopoB. Ha MUKpOYpOBHE TIPOIECC Pa3BUBAJICS Yepe3 MOBTOPSIONINAECS
JIEACTBUS: IPEATIOKEHUE, 0TKA3, O0BICHEHHE MPUIHH, HOBOE NPEIOKESHHE WM 3apOC HOBOH JaThl/BpeMEHH,
NpUHSITHE. B HEKOTOPBIX IUANOrax BKIIOYAIHMCH JOTIOJHHUTEIbHBIC JJIEMEHTHI: MECTO BCTpeudu, (opmar
(OHNaIH UK 0YHO), TIOBECTKA BCTPEUH.

AHanu3 perucTpa mokaszai, 9TO KOHTEKCTYaIbHbIE M MEXJIMYHOCTHBIE OCOOEHHOCTH OTPaKaJIUCh B
SI3BIKOBBIX BBIOOpax. B nmuanorax ¢ 6osee HedopManbHON OpHEHTAIMel mpeodiaganyd KOPOTKHE, TPsSMEIE,
JJUTUNITHYECKAE M KOHTEKCT-3aBUCHMEBIC BBICKA3bIBaHUS; OUAIOT C Oojee (opMalbHOW OpHEHTAIHeH
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XapaKTepU30BaJICs HCIIOIB30BAHMEM YBAXHUTEIHHOTO 00pamieHus «XaHbIM», (OPMaIbHOTO MECTOMMEHHS
«siz», Oonee NIMHHBIX W apTyMEHTHPOBAHHBIX BBICKA3bIBAHUI, a TaKKe SBHOTO PE3IOME COTIACOBAHHOTO
wiana. [lay3pl, 3amoJHEHHbIE Nay3bl, IOBTOPEHMS, PEIUIMKU-TIOANECPKKA M IEPECEKAIOINascs pedb
(YHKIIMOHMPOBAIN KaK WHTEPAKIHOHHBIE PECYpPCHl B OPraHH3aLUHM YCTHOTO B3aHMOJICHCTBHS B pEabHOM
BpPEMEHHU. B 4acTHOCTH, 3aIl0HEHHBIE May3bl HE TOJIBKO CHTHAIM3UPOBAIH O AUCQIIOCHTHOCTH, HO U MOTTIH
CIy’KUTh IJIsl BBIUTPBHINIA BPEMEHH Ha pa3MbIIUICHWE U IUIAHUPOBAHME, YACPKaHMSI XOAa PEUH, OLEHKH
MPEUIOKEHHST U CMATYCHHS OTKa3a B ONpeNeNEHHBIX KOHTEKCTaxX. JTal 3aKpbITHUs MPUCYTCTBOBAI BO BCEX
JUanorax, HO peaJu30BBIBAICA uepe3 pa3Hble KOMOMHAIMM B3aHMMHOTO MOATBEPXKICHMS, MOBTOPEHUS
peleHns, OpraHu3anuy OyayIero KOHTaKTa, IPOLaHHs U BBIPAXKEHUH BEKITHBOCTH.

3axuroyeHue MccnenoBanue NoKas3bIBaeT, UTO TyPELKHE TUAIOTH ITaHUPOBaHUS, OPHEHTUPOBAHHBIE
Ha 33j1a4y, HE CIIeyI0T (UKCUPOBAHHOMY CLIEHApHIO, HO JAEMOHCTPHUPYIOT Y3HABAaEMYI0 MaKpOCTPYKTYpY H
MOBTOPSIOIINECS JIOKAIBHBIE LUKIBL IeperoBopoB. OpUTMHAJIBHBIA BKiIaZ pabOTHl 3aKiIOvYaeTcs B
MHOTOYPOBHEBOM OOBSCHEHHH IPOIECCa YCTAaHOBJICHHS AAThl M BPEMEHH Y€pe3 B3aMMOCBS3b IIEPEMECHHBIX
pETUCTpa, JKAHPOBBIX H3TAIOB, CEMAHTHYECKHX JAHMAIOTOBBIX EIWHHI] M JUCKYPCHUBHO-PETYIMPYIOLINX
pECYpCOB, a HE TOJIBKO Yepe3 PacHpelelIeHUE THUIIOB PEYEBBIX aKTOB. [loydeHHBIE pe3ylbTaThl CO3AAIOT
SMIIMPUYECKYIO OCHOBY JUIS pa3pabOTKH 3a/laHNi, MaTepPUalioB M POJICBBIX UI'P, CBSI3aHHBIX C IIIAHUPOBaHUEM
U Ha3HAaYEHHEM BCTpeY B NPENOJABAHMM TYPELKOr0o KaKk HWHOCTPAHHOTO S3bIKa, C Y4ETOM
MIOCJICI0BATENILHOCTEH MPEATIOKEHHS, 0TKa3a, OOBACHEHHS IPUYUH, NPEUIOKEHNS aIbTePHATUB U IIPUHSATHSL.
OpHako, MOCKOJBbKY BBIBOJBI OCHOBAaHBI Ha IITH KOPOTKHX JUAIOrax, BBI3BAaHHBIX 3ajauei, UX CleAyeT
paccMaTpuBaTh He Kak 0000I1aeMble YTBEPKACHUSA 000 BCEX YCTHBIX B3aUMOACHCTBHUIX Ha TYPEIIKOM S3bIKE,
a Kak ONucaTeJbHbIE MAaTTepHBI, OTHOCAIIMECS K HCCIeIOBaHHOMY Kopmycy. Byaymue uccnenoBaHus Ha
OCHOBe 0osiee KpYIHBIX, pa3HOOOpa3HBIX M €CTECTBEHHO BO3HUKAIONINX MHTEPAKIMOHHBIX JaHHBIX MOTYT
MIPOBEPUTH, OBTOPSIOTCS JIN BBIIBICHHBIC )KAHPOBBIC M MHTEPAKI[MOHHbIE TATTEPHBI B Pa3HBIX KOHTEKCTaX.

KiaroueBble ciaoBa: AHamm3 AUCKYpCa; JIUHTBUCTHKA, )KaHpOBLIP‘I aHaJIn3; BCXKIIMBOCTL, AHAJIOIU,
OPHUCHTHPOBAHHBIC HA 3a/1a1y; pCUYCBLIC AKThI; TypeL[KI/Iﬁ S3BIK
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Yapilandirilmis Ozet:

Bu ¢alisma, Tiirkceyi ana dili olarak konusan bireylerin gérev odakli planlama diyaloglarinda ortak
bir tarih ve saat belirleme siirecini nasil yapilandirdiklarini incelemektedir. SozIi etkilesim; iletisimsel amag,
baglamsal degiskenler ve konusucularin ardisik eylemleri dogrultusunda 6rgiitlenen ¢ok katmanli bir siirectir.
Giindelik konugmalar, hizmet karsilagmalari, sinif i¢i etkilesimler ve randevu planlama diyaloglart farkli
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dillerde ¢esitli kuramsal yaklagimlarla ele alinmis olsa da Tiirkge planlama diyaloglarinin kesit dil degiskenleri,
tiirsel agamalar ve s6z edimsel-etkilesimsel Oriintiiler agisindan birlikte incelendigi ¢alismalar sinirlidir. Bu
arastirma, s6z konusu bosluga katki sunmak amaciyla diyaloglarin hangi zorunlu ve istege bagli asamalardan
olustugunu, tarih ve saat miizakeresinin hangi ardisik eylemlerle ilerledigini ve sdylem alani, s6ylem bicemi
ile sdylem kipinin bu yapinin dilsel ger¢eklesmesine nasil yansidigini ortaya koymay1 amacglamaktadir.

Arastirma, kuram odakli nitel sdylem ¢oziimlemesi olarak tasarlanmistir. Veri setini, Tiirk¢eyi ana
dili olarak konusan ve ayni yiiksekdgretim ortaminda 6grenim goren 10 iiniversite 6grencisinin ikili gruplar
halinde gerceklestirdigi bes gorev odakli sozli etkilesim olusturmaktadir. Katilimeilardan, programlarimin
kismen ¢akistigini varsayarak her iki taraf i¢in uygun olan bir sonraki toplant: tarihini ve saatini miizakere
yoluyla belirlemeleri istenmistir. Katilimcilara sabit bir senaryo, 6rnek diyalog veya hazir ifade listesi
verilmemis; konusmanin ilerleyisi kendi etkilesimsel tercihlerine birakilmistir. Dijital ses kayit cihaziyla
kaydedilen diyaloglarin siireleri 47 saniye ile 1 dakika 17 saniye arasinda degismektedir. Kayitlar ¢cevri yaziya
aktarilmig ve anlamsal biitiinliik, baglam icindeki iletisimsel islev ve miizakere siirecine katki 6lgiitleri
dogrultusunda anlamsal diyalog birimlerine ayrilmistir. Céziimlemede Taboada’nin anlamsal diyalog birimi
yaklagimindan, Kesit Dil Kurami’nin séylem alani, sdylem bigemi ve sdylem kipi degiskenlerinden, Hasan’in
Genel Yap1 Potansiyeli modelinden, Searle’nin s6z edimi siniflandirmasindan ve Gallardo Pauls’un sdylem
temelli islevsel yaklasimindan yararlanilmigtir. Dolaylilik, reddetme ve nezaket kullanimlari Grice nin Is
Birligi ilkesi ile Brown ve Levinson’un nezaket yaklasimi dogrultusunda yorumlanmistir. Kodlama giivenirligi
li¢ diyalogdan segilen 81 anlamsal diyalog birimi {izerinden bagimsiz uzman degerlendirmeleriyle sinanmis;
anlamsal diyalog birimlerinin belirlenmesinde %95,06, asama simirlarinin belirlenmesinde %96,30 ve soz
edimi kodlamasinda %91,36 oraninda uyum elde edilmistir.

Coziimleme sonucunda bes diyalogda toplam 146 anlamsal diyalog birimi ve bu birimlerin iginde 167
iletisimsel ya da sdylemi diizenleyici islev belirlenmistir. Diyaloglarda toplam 84 konugma sirast bulunmus;
bunlarin %56’smin birden fazla islevsel birim igerdigi goriilmiistiir. Bu bulgu, konusucularin tek bir séz
sirasinda gerekce sunma, uygunluk bildirme, alternatif 6énerme, nezaket kullanma ve onay talep etme gibi
birden fazla islevi birlikte gerceklestirebildiklerini gdstermektedir. Diyaloglarin makro yapisi (A¢ilis) * Gorev
Performans1 ~ Kapanis biciminde belirlenmistir. Goérev performansi ve kapanis asamalari bes diyalogun
tamaminda yer alirken acilis asamasi {i¢ diyalogda goriilmiis ve istege bagli bir asama olarak
degerlendirilmistir. Agciliglar g¢ogunlukla geleneksel selamlasma dizileriyle degil, onceki etkinligin
tamamlandigimi bildirme, muhataba seslenme veya dogrudan planlama gorevine gegme islevleriyle
gergeklestirilmistir. Gorev performansi asamasinin temel eksenini tarih ve saat miizakeresi olusturmustur.
Diyaloglarin ¢ogunda katilimcilar 6nce ortak bir tarih lizerinde uzlasmis, ardindan saat belirleme siirecine
gecmistir. Bir diyalogda ise tarih ve saat ayni soz sirasinda birlikte dnerilerek daha yogun bir miizakere yapisi
olusturulmustur. Mikro diizeyde siireg; oneri, reddetme, gerek¢e sunma, yeni oneri ya da yeni tarih-saat talebi
ve kabul etme eylemlerinin yinelenmesiyle ilerlemistir. Bazi diyaloglarda yer, gériismenin gevrim i¢i veya yiiz
ylize yapilmasi ve toplantinin giindemi gibi tamamlayici unsurlar da miizakereye dahil edilmistir.

Kesit dil ¢dziimlemesi, baglamsal ve kigileraras: 6zelliklerin dilsel tercihlere yansidigini gdstermistir.
Daha giindelik bir etkilesim goriiniimii sergileyen diyaloglarda kisa, dogrudan, eksiltili ve ortak baglama dayali
sozceler dne ¢ikarken daha resmti bir etkilesim goriiniimii sergileyen diyalogda “Hanim” hitabi, “siz” zamiri,
daha uzun ve gerekgeli sozceler ile uzlasilan planin agik¢a 6zetlenmesi dikkat cekmistir. Duraklamalar, dolgu
dil kullanim, tekrarlar, kisa geri bildirimler ve es zamanli konusmalarin sozIii etkilesimin ger¢cek zamanl
orgiitlenmesinde islevsel kaynaklar oldugu belirlenmistir. Ozellikle dolgu dil kullaniminin yalmzca akicihik
bozuklugu gostergesi olmadigi; diisinme ve planlama zamani kazanma, s6z sirasint koruma, Oneriyi
degerlendirme ve bazi baglamlarda retleri yumusatma gibi islevler tistlenebildigi goriilmiistiir. Kapanis agsamasi
biitiin diyaloglarda bulunmakla birlikte karsilikli onay, kararin tekrari, gelecekte iletisim kurma, vedalagma ve
nezaket ifadelerinin farkli birlesimleriyle ger¢eklesmistir.

Sonug olarak ¢aligma, Tiirk¢e gorev odakli planlama diyaloglarinin sabit bir konugma sablonuna degil,
taninabilir bir makro yapiya ve yinelenen yerel miizakere dongiilerine sahip oldugunu gostermektedir.
Aragtirmanin 6zgiin katkisi, tarih ve saat belirleme siirecini yalnizca séz edimi tiirlerinin dagilimiyla degil,
kesit dil degiskenleri, tiirsel agamalar, anlamsal diyalog birimleri ve sdylemi diizenleyici kaynaklar arasindaki
iligki lizerinden ¢ok katmanli bi¢imde agiklamasidir. Bulgular, yabanci dil olarak Tiirkge 6gretiminde planlama
ve randevulasma konularina yonelik gorevlerin, materyallerin ve rol oynama etkinliklerinin &neri, ret, gerekge,
alternatif ve kabul dizileri dikkate alinarak tasarlanmasina veri temelli bir dayanak sunmaktadir. Bununla
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birlikte sonuglar, bes kisa ve gorev yoluyla ortaya ¢ikarilmis diyaloga dayandigindan biitiin Tiirk¢e konusma
etkilesimlerine genellenebilir hiikiimler olarak degil, incelenen veri setine iliskin betimleyici Oriintiiler olarak
degerlendirilmelidir. Daha genis, cesitli ve dogal etkilesim verilerine dayanan gelecek calismalar, bu
arastirmada belirlenen tiirsel ve etkilesimsel Oriintiilerin farkli baglamlarda tekrarlanip tekrarlanmadigini
sinayabilir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Dilbilim, tiir analizi, gérev odakli diyaloglar, nezaket, s6z edimleri, sOylem
analizi, Tirkge.
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A Qualitative Analysis of Generic Stages and Speech Acts in L1 Turkish Task-Oriented
Planning Dialogues

Introduction

Previous studies on spoken genres have shown that recurrent communicative activities tend
to display recognizable structural patterns. Spoken interaction has been studied across different
contexts, including casual conversation (Eggins & Slade, 1997), classroom interaction in educational
settings (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975), and task-oriented everyday exchanges such as service
encounters and appointment scheduling (Mitchell, 1975; Maier, 1996; Taboada, 2004). These studies
indicate that spoken interaction is not a random sequence of turns, but a socially organized process
shaped by communicative purpose, situational context, and interactional actions.

Research on spoken interaction in Turkish has focused on a variety of topics, including the
organization of shopping and service encounters, linguistic politeness, Gricean conversational
maxims, and the functions of discourse markers (Cubukgu, 2001; Kokcii & Kot Artung, 2021; Ercan
& Danis, 2022; Altiparmak, 2022). In the international literature, task-oriented dialogues have been
shown to involve interactional processes such as turn-taking, repair, feedback, indirect speech acts,
and discourse markers (Deutsch, 1974; Traum & Hinkelman, 1992; Maier, 1996; Byron & Heeman,
1997; Taboada, 2004). However, studies that examine date-and-time planning dialogues produced
by native speakers of Turkish through the combined analysis of register variables, generic stages,
and speech act and interactional patterns remain limited.

This study addresses this gap by examining L1 Turkish task-oriented planning dialogues
through Register Theory, Hasan's (1978) Generic Structure Potential model, and speech act analysis.
More specifically, it investigates how speakers in the data organize the negotiation of date and time
through contextual variables, generic stages, and speech acts. In this context, the study aims to
contribute to the definition of Turkish-speaking task-oriented planning dialogues through a sample
by offering an empirical explanation of how such dialogues are structured and how speakers
accomplish a common task through interaction.

Literature Review

Speech utterances are unique, yet recurring communicative events generate recognizable
patterns of language use (Bakhtin, 1986; Swales, 1990). Speech genres function as fundamental
mental and cultural structures that enable human communication; without these pre-existing
frameworks, every interaction would require constructing new ones from scratch, rendering
communication nearly impossible (Bakhtin, 1986, pp. 78-79). Within Systemic Functional
Linguistics (SFL), spoken language is understood as a meticulously structured system rather than
disordered interaction (Eggins & Slade, 1997). To account for this structure, Hasan (1978) proposed
the Generic Structure Potential (GSP), which describes genres according to their constituent stages,
both obligatory and optional. Obligatory stages define a genre's essential identity, while optional
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stages account for situational variation. According to Hasan (1978, p. 229), each text type has a
generalized structural formula that allows analysts to identify its genre. Empirical studies across
business transactions, appointment scheduling, and classroom discourse consistently confirm that
interaction follows a recognizable sequence of stages, typically progressing from opening through
task performance to closing (Taboada, 2004; Maier, 1996; Mitchell, 1975; Sinclair & Coulthard,
1975).

While sequential staging reveals the basic architecture of a genre, the linguistic realization
of those stages is equally significant, directing attention toward register. Halliday et al. (1964, p. 77)
define register as "variation according to use," whereby speakers select from a range of linguistic
varieties depending on the communicative situation, developing through socialization a repertoire of
registers suited to different contexts (Ventola, 2005, p. 22). Register comprises three interrelated
variables: field (the social activity and subject matter), tenor (the role relationships among
participants, including formality and social distance), and mode (the channel and organization of
communication, distinguishing spoken from written and planned from unplanned language)
(Taboada, 2004). Whereas register pertains to situational context, genre operates at the cultural level;
Eggins and Martin (1997) characterize genre as a higher-order stratum of meaning that subsumes all
three register variables. Critically, field, tenor, and mode are not static but are renegotiated as
discourse progresses: "as interaction moves from one stage to the next, the values of field, tenor, and
mode also change" (Ventola, 2005, p. 29).

Task-oriented dialogues constitute a recognized genre in which participants collaborate
through shared knowledge and collective assumptions toward a common goal (Taboada, 2004).
Turn-taking in such interactions is governed by task requirements rather than arbitrary convention,
and as task focus intensifies, the structural organization of discourse becomes increasingly
predictable (G. P. Brown, 1984), though this predictability reflects recurrent functional patterning
rather than a fixed script, as conversations are shaped by participant contributions. Swales (1990)
characterizes such exchanges as adaptive linguistic artifacts serving the functional needs of discourse
communities, whose members produce them in methodical, mutually understandable ways.

Beyond structuring interaction, language also functions as a form of social action. As
Malinowski (1923, p. 322) observed, language is "primarily a tool of action," a view formalized by
Austin (1962), who argued that to say something is simultaneously to do something, and extended
by Searle (1969), who characterized speech as rule-governed social behavior. Building on Austin's
(1962) three-part model of locutionary, illocutionary, and perlocutionary acts, Searle (1976, pp. 11—
16) proposed five functional categories of speech acts: assertives, which depict states of affairs;
directives, which attempt to elicit action; commissives, which bind the speaker to future action;
expressives, which convey psychological states; and declarations, which bring about changes in the
external world. Interpreting these acts fully requires not only grammatical analysis but also a
thorough understanding of pragmatic and sociolinguistic context (Turan, 2019).

A complementary account of how meaning is communicated in spoken interaction is
provided by Grice's (1975) Cooperative Principle and its associated maxims of quantity, quality,
relation, and manner. Grice argues that participants operate under a general assumption of rational,
cooperative exchange and that much of what is communicated, including indirect refusals, implicit
agreements, and mitigated responses is conveyed through implicature rather than through what is
literally said. Such conversational implicatures arise when speakers appear to deviate from the
maxims, prompting hearers to infer an underlying, contextually coherent meaning. This inferential
dimension is especially significant in task-oriented dialogue, where indirectness and non-literal
expression are routinely employed to propose, negotiate, or decline courses of action. P. Brown and
Levinson (1987) situate this pragmatic logic within a broader theory of face management, arguing
that communicative choices are fundamentally shaped by the need to attend to face —the public self-
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image that interlocutors mutually claim and protect. A positive face reflects the desire to be approved
of; a negative face reflects the desire to act without imposition. Many speech acts inherent to task-
oriented dialogue, such as requests, refusals, and suggestions, are face-threatening, and speakers
routinely employ indirectness, hedging, and conventionalized politeness expressions to mitigate this
threat. The choice among these strategies is systematically shaped by participants' relative power,
their social distance, and the degree of imposition entailed by the face-threatening act (P. Brown &
Levinson, 1987). Crucially, apparent deviations from Gricean maxims, such as understatement, hints,
or deliberate vagueness, are themselves interpretable as politeness strategies, with implicatures of
face-regard derivable through the same inferential mechanisms that govern conversational
implicature (P. Brown & Levinson, 1987; Grice, 1975).

At the discourse level, Gallardo Pauls's (1998) framework complements this picture by
classifying conversational moves as either constitutive or linking, enabling the simultaneous analysis
of functional content and social organization. Additional communicative units relevant to spoken

o

interaction include backchannels (e.g., “tamam,” “peki /okay,” and “hm”), which signal active
listening; filled pauses (e.g., “u,” “ee,” and “aa’), which allow speakers to hold the floor during
cognitive planning; vocatives, used to capture interlocutor attention; formulaic politeness
expressions such as gratitude or well-wishes; and channel acts, employed to manage communicative

difficulties (Taboada, 2004).

Taken together, SFL genre theory, the GSP model, register analysis, speech act theory, and
the pragmatic frameworks of Grice (1975) and P. Brown and Levinson (1987) provide a coherent
and complementary basis for analyzing task-oriented spoken dialogue. Genre accounts for the overall
staged organization of an interaction; register explains how that organization is realized within a
specific situational context; speech act theory provides tools for examining the local actions through
which tasks are negotiated; and Gricean and politeness theories illuminate the inferential and face-
management processes through which indirect, mitigated, and socially calibrated meanings are
produced and interpreted.

Significance and Rationale of the Study

The significance of this study lies in its focus on L1 Turkish task-oriented planning dialogues
as a spoken genre. Rather than treating planning dialogues as isolated conversational examples, the
study examines them as staged, goal-oriented interactions in which speakers negotiate a common
date and time through contextual choices and sequential communicative actions. In this respect, the
study shifts attention to short, goal-oriented spoken interactions that have received more limited
attention in Turkish studies on spoken interaction and educational discourse.

The study brings together three complementary analytical perspectives. Register analysis
makes it possible to examine how field, tenor, and mode are reflected in the organization of the
dialogues. Hasan’s Generic Structure Potential model allows the study to identify the obligatory and
optional stages of the interaction. Speech act analysis, supported by discourse-based interactional
categories, reveals how speakers perform local actions such as proposing, rejecting, requesting,
accepting, confirming, giving reasons, and closing the interaction.

By combining these perspectives, the study goes beyond describing which linguistic forms
occur; it also explains how contextual variables, generic stages, and interactional actions work
together in the accomplishment of a planning task.

The findings may also have practical implications for Teaching Turkish as a Foreign
Language. The recurrent patterns identified in the data can inform the design of communicative tasks,
role-play activities, and dialogue materials that aim to teach learners how to propose a time, reject
an unsuitable option, provide a reason, offer an alternative, confirm agreement, and close an
interaction appropriately in Turkish.
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Purpose of the Study

The present study aims to examine the structural and interactional organization of L1 Turkish
task-oriented planning dialogues. In this regard, it seeks to answer the following research questions:

1. How are register variables reflected in the organization of the negotiation process in the
L1 Turkish task-oriented planning dialogues analyzed in this study?

2. How are the generic stages of these dialogues structured in terms of obligatory and
optional elements, and what functions do these stages perform within the interaction
according to Hasan’s Generic Structure Potential model?

3. Through which speech act and interactional patterns is date and time negotiation carried
out within the generic stages?

Methodology

This study was designed as a theory-driven qualitative discourse analysis in order to examine
the interactional organization of the Turkish task-oriented dialogues included in the sample. A
descriptive discourse analysis approach was adopted; the local organization of talk, interactional
routines, and the linguistic resources used by speakers to accomplish a specific communicative
purpose were examined. According to Torode (1989), discourse analysis has a critical depth in that
it reveals how linguistic structures are “naturalized” in everyday interaction. In this context, discourse
was treated not merely as the content of a message but as a sequential and functional structure through
which specific social purposes are accomplished.

In line with qualitative discourse analysis principles, this study prioritizes analytical depth
over sample breadth. As Celik and Eksi (2013) state, in discourse analysis, the functionality and
analytical suitability of the data are more important than the number of participants. Accordingly,
this study focuses on task-oriented spoken interaction data obtained from a limited number of
participants.

The data used in this study were evaluated not as fully spontaneous everyday conversations
but as task-based spoken interaction data. The participants were given a specific communicative task;
however, they were not provided with a fixed script, a sample dialogue, or ready-made response
patterns. Therefore, the participants maintained the interaction through their own choices within the
limits of the task. In this respect, the data were treated as spoken interaction data that display features
of natural conversation but were produced within a specific task framework.

Participants

The participants of the study consisted of 10 university students who spoke Turkish as their
native language. The participants were selected through criterion sampling, one of the purposeful
sampling methods. Purposeful sampling refers to the deliberate selection of individuals and settings
that can provide the necessary information for understanding the research problem and the central
phenomenon. Criterion sampling, as a type of purposeful sampling, is based on the inclusion of cases
that meet certain predetermined criteria as a form of quality assurance (Creswell, 2013). In this
technique, participants are selected according to criteria determined in line with the research question
(Simsek, 2015, p. 173).

In this context, in relation to the research questions, the main criteria were that the
participants spoke Turkish as their native language, were in a similar age range, and shared the same
educational setting. These criteria were preferred in order to ensure that the participants formed a
relatively similar group in terms of linguistic, educational, and socio-cultural background and to limit
variation among participants. All participants were selected from among students studying in the
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Department of Turkish Language Teaching at the Faculty of Education, ........ University. Of the
participants, 5 were female and 5 were male, and their ages ranged from 18 to 23. Information about
the participants is presented in Table 1.

Table 1: Participant Information

Participants Gender Age
FSY Female 19
MMEI Male 19
MKB Male 21
FANK Female 19
FAS Female 20
FCO Female 18
MSK Male 21
MYD Male 19
FSA Female 19
MYK Male 23

The participants were paired in groups of two, and a total of five task-oriented dialogues
were obtained. No predetermined criteria such as closeness, gender, academic achievement, or level
of communication were used in forming the pairs; the pairing was done randomly. Thus, interaction
data were obtained from different speaker pairs within the scope of the study. The participant pairings
are shown in Table 2.

Table 2: Groups

Group Participants Gender Age
Number
1 [FSY FANK] Female- Female 19- 19
2 [FCO FAS] Female- Female 18- 20
3 [MYK FSA] Male- Female 23-19
4 [MKB_MMEI] Male- Male 21-19
5 [MYD MSK] Male- Male 19- 21

Two of the groups consisted of female-female participant pairs, two consisted of male-male
participant pairs, and one consisted of a female-male participant pair.

Limitations

This study is limited to five task-oriented dialogues obtained from 10 participants. The fact
that the participants were individuals studying in the same department at the same university and
were in a similar age range makes the data set relatively homogeneous.

Another limitation of the study is that the recordings consist of short interactions ranging
from 47 seconds to 1 minute and 17 seconds. In this respect, the findings were evaluated in the
context of short, goal-oriented, and task-based interactions rather than long-term everyday
conversations.

In addition, the data do not consist of fully spontaneous everyday conversations but of spoken
interactions elicited through a task. Since only audio recordings were used in the study, multimodal
interactional elements such as gestures, gaze, and body orientation were excluded from the analysis.
The data of the study were analyzed and evaluated in line with these limitations.

Data Collection Tools

In this study, the data were collected using a digital audio recorder. Video recording was not
used because the analysis focused on the linguistic organization of spoken interaction, semantic
dialogue units, generic stages, and speech act functions rather than multimodal interactional elements
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such as gestures and facial expressions. Audio recording was considered a sufficient data source in
line with the scope and purpose of the study.

Data Collection Process

Ethics committee approval for this study was obtained on May 28, 2024, from the Ethics
Committee of the Institute of Educational Sciences at Hacettepe University via letter No. E-
51944218-050-00003559817. Following ethical approval, data collection was carried out at the
Faculty of Education, Bursa Uludag University, in two stages. The first stage was conducted after
ethical approval in the spring term of the 2023-2024 academic year, and the second stage was
completed in the 2025-2026 academic year. After the first stage, a preliminary review indicated that
the initial recordings were analytically usable but provided limited contextual and interactional
variation for the aims of the study. Therefore, a second stage of data collection was carried out using
the same speech task, participant criteria, and recording procedures. This supplementary stage was
intended to broaden the range of comparable cases rather than to alter the research design. The final
dataset consisted of five L1 Turkish task-oriented planning dialogues selected according to the
predetermined criteria.

Before the data collection process began, the participants were informed about the purpose
of the study, the speaking task, and the recording process, and voluntary consent forms were obtained
from them. The participants were taken to an empty classroom in pairs and were asked to complete
the given task collaboratively. After the task instructions were explained, the researcher did not
intervene in the interaction process; the participants continued the conversation through their own
choices within the boundaries of the assigned task.

All conversations were recorded using a digital audio recorder. The recordings ranged from
47 seconds to 1 minute and 17 seconds in length. The recordings were then transcribed and
segmented into semantic dialogue units for analysis.

Speech Task

Within the scope of the study, the participants were asked to agree on a next meeting date
and time that would be suitable for both parties in line with a specific communicative purpose. The
task was designed to require negotiation between the participants; therefore, the participants were
expected to assume that they had partially conflicting schedules and to state the dates or times for
which they were unavailable during the interaction. This instruction was used to elicit task-oriented
interactional actions such as making a proposal, rejecting, giving reasons, producing a
counterproposal, and reaching agreement.

The participants were not given a fixed script, a sample dialogue, or ready-made expressions.
Only the purpose and boundaries of the task were explained; how the conversation would proceed,
which expressions would be used, and how agreement would be reached were left to the participants’
own interactional choices. Therefore, the data were evaluated not as fully spontaneous everyday
conversations, but as spoken interaction data produced within the framework of a specific task.

Validity and Reliability

To enhance the validity of the study, the analysis process was grounded in the relevant
theoretical frameworks. Accordingly, the analysis was carried out in four stages. In the first stage,
the dialogues were segmented based on the semantic dialogue units approach used by Taboada
(2004) in the analysis of task-oriented dialogues. In the second stage, the contextual features of the
dialogues were examined through register analysis in terms of the variables of field, tenor, and mode.
In the third stage, the generic stages of the dialogues and their obligatory and optional elements were
identified in line with Hasan’s (1978, 1984) Generic Structure Potential model. In the fourth stage,
the semantic dialogue units that constituted these generic stages were functionally coded in
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accordance with Searle’s (1976) speech act classification and the discourse-based approaches of
Taboada (2004) and Gallardo Pauls (1998). Thus, the analysis process was conducted on the basis of
theoretical criteria aligned with the research questions of the study. In interpreting the findings,
refusals, indirectness, and politeness expressions were evaluated with reference to Grice's (1975)
Cooperative Principle and the concept of conversational implicature, and P. Brown and Levinson's
(1987) politeness theory, since these frameworks help explain how speakers convey implicit
meanings while managing face and social relations in interaction.

During the coding process, a coding guide was used that included definitions of semantic
dialogue units, generic stages, functional codes, and speech act labels. The guide was used both by
the main researcher and by the independent experts, ensuring that coding decisions were based on
shared criteria. Below, a sample coding table is presented to illustrate how the units were evaluated
in terms of stage, function, and speech act.

Table 3: Sample Coding Sheet

Generic Turn ID Speaker Semantic Dialogue Functional Speech Act
Stage Units (SDUs) Code (Searle)
Mezuniyetimiz i¢in
organize konusmasini Inform Assertive
yaptik. (We had the
Opening FSY 01 01 FSY planning meeting for
our graduation.)
Konusmamiz bitti. (Our Inform Assertive
discussion is over.)
Simdi mezuniyet Propose- Directives
Task giiniinii belirleyelim. Meeting
Performance (Now, let’s decide on
the graduation day.)

To increase the reliability of the analysis process, the codings were submitted to two
independent expert coders for review. One of the experts has academic expertise in Turkish
education, and the other in Turkish language and literature. Both experts evaluated the relevant data
independently from the main researcher’s codings, in line with the definitions and criteria included
in the coding guide.

First, in order to check the reliability of semantic dialogue unit identification, a total of 81
SDUs from three dialogues were examined by the first independent expert coder. At this stage, the
codings of the main researcher and the evaluations of the independent expert coder were compared;
agreement was identified in 77 SDUs, while disagreement was identified in 4 SDUs. According to
Miles and Huberman’s (1994) reliability formula, the inter-coder agreement rate was calculated as
95.06%. This rate indicates a high level of coder agreement in the process of identifying SDUs.

Second, in order to check the reliability of stage boundary identification, the same 81 SDUs
from the same three dialogues were re-evaluated by the first independent expert coder. At this stage,
the main researcher’s stage codings and the evaluations of the independent expert coder were
compared; agreement was identified in 78 SDUs, while disagreement was identified in 3 SDUs.
According to Miles and Huberman’s (1994) reliability formula, the inter-coder agreement rate was
calculated as 96.30%.

Finally, in order to check the reliability of speech act coding, the same 81 SDUs were
evaluated by the second independent expert coder. At this stage, the main researcher’s speech act
codings and the second independent expert coder’s evaluations were compared; agreement was
identified in 74 SDUs, while disagreement was identified in 7 SDUs. According to Miles and
Huberman’s (1994) reliability formula, the inter-coder agreement rate was calculated as 91.36%.
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Disagreements were resolved through joint evaluation by the main researcher and the
independent expert coders, and consensus was reached on the final coding. In this process, the
function of each unit within its context, the generic stage to which it belonged, the definitions in the
coding guide, and the relevant theoretical criteria were considered together. Thus, the process aimed
to base coding decisions on shared criteria and to reduce subjective differences that might arise from
the researcher’s interpretation.

Data Analysis

Manual coding was used in the analysis of the data. Manual coding was preferred in order to
examine more closely the contextual details in the spoken data, functional shifts within turns, and
interactional orientations. Especially in cases where a single turn could contain more than one
communicative function, manual coding made it possible to evaluate unit boundaries within their
context.

The audio recordings were first transcribed. Then, the dialogues were segmented into units
of analysis based on the semantic dialogue units approach used by Taboada (2004) in the analysis of
task-oriented dialogues. In this study, a semantic dialogue unit was defined as a functional speech
segment that carries semantic integrity in conversation, has a distinguishable communicative
function, and contributes to the flow of interaction (Taboada, 2004). A turn may consist of a single
semantic dialogue unit, or it may contain more than one semantic dialogue unit.

Three criteria were taken into account when determining the boundaries of semantic dialogue
units: the unit’s semantic integrity, its specific communicative function in context, and its
contribution to the task negotiation or to the discourse organization of the interaction (Taboada,
2004). In this context, semantic dialogue units mostly overlapped with sentence and subordinate
clause boundaries; however, short units such as “peki” (okay), “tamam” (all right), and “maalesef”
(unfortunately) were also treated as separate semantic dialogue units when they formed meaningful
and functional responses or discourse-regulating elements on their own within the conversation.

For example:
Maalesef | O giin uygun degilim. | Ciinkii toplantim var. | Baska bir giin yapabiliriz.

Unfortunately | I am not available that day. | Because I have a meeting. | We can do it
another day.

Politeness | Rejection | Reason-Giving | New Proposal
The turn above was coded as four separate semantic dialogue units.

After the segmentation into semantic dialogue units, the analysis was carried out in four
stages. In the first stage, the dialogues were examined within the framework of register theory in
terms of the variables of field, tenor, and mode. At this stage, the social activity around which the
talk developed, the degree of closeness/formality between the speakers, and the spoken face-to-face
nature of the interaction were identified.

In the second stage, the generic structure of the dialogues was analyzed in line with Hasan’s
(1978, 1984) Generic Structure Potential model. At this stage, the dialogues were examined in terms
of opening, task performance, and closing stages; the occurrence of each stage in the data set, its
function in the task flow, and its obligatory/optional status were identified. Stages that appeared in
all dialogues and were necessary for the completion of the task were considered obligatory, whereas
elements that appeared only in some dialogues and expanded the structure were considered optional.
The realization of these stages in the dialogues is presented in detail in the findings section.
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In the third stage, each semantic dialogue unit was evaluated in terms of its local function
within task-oriented interaction. At this stage, Gallardo Pauls’s (1998) approach, which takes into
account the speaker’s communicative intention and functional moves within discourse, was used.
Functional codes were determined on the basis of both the theoretical framework and the recurring
interactional functions in the data. In this context, functional categories such as asking for a date,
requesting a date, proposing a date, rejection, giving information, accepting, indicating availability,
requesting a meeting, repeating confirmation, farewell, vocative, backchannel, and filled pause were
used. This approach made it possible to include in the coding not only task-related acts such as
proposal, rejection, and acceptance, but also discourse-regulating functions such as backchannels,
filled pauses, vocatives, and politeness.

In the fourth stage, the semantic dialogue units were associated with upper-level speech act
types in line with Searle’s (1976) speech act classification. Thus, each unit was evaluated both in
terms of its local task-oriented function and its general speech act type. For example, the unit “Would
next Wednesday be suitable for you?”” was coded functionally as “ask-date” and, in terms of Searle’s
classification, as a “directive.”

The categories used in the coding process were defined in the coding guide prepared by the
researcher (Table 3). The coding guide included the definition, sample expression, and distinguishing
criteria for each category. During the coding process, first, the generic stage to which each semantic
dialogue unit belonged was identified; then, its functional code and speech act type were assigned.
In the final stage, recurring speech act patterns within the same generic stage were compared, and
common structural-functional patterns across the dialogues were identified.

Transcription

In the study, the transcription system used in Taboada’s (2004) JANUS speech-to-speech
machine translation project was taken as a basis. Accordingly, the participants were coded according
to gender and the initials of their first and last names, and turn numbers were indicated with
underscores. For example, the code “FIP_01_02” refers to the speaker’s gender (M/F), the initials of
the speaker’s first and last name, and the second turn in the first dialogue.

In the transcription, features specific to spoken language were represented with specific
symbols. These are as follows:

Filled pauses and human sounds were given in slashes: /hmm/, /aa/

e Silences between 0.5 and 2 seconds were marked as *pause*, while silences longer
than 2 seconds were marked as *silence*.

e Incorrect or incomplete pronunciations were shown in square brackets, and the target
form was given in parentheses: [kaf(e)], [masjit (mescit)]

e False starts were indicated with angle brackets: <let’s meet> Could we meet? In
addition, overlapping speech was marked with {begin_simultaneous} and
{end_simultaneous}.

Findings
Analysis of Dialogues Within the Framework of Register Theory

In this study, the task-oriented planning dialogues were first examined within the framework
of register theory in terms of field, tenor, and mode. This analysis aimed to reveal how the dialogues
were situated in their communicative contexts and how contextual variables were reflected in the
organization of the interaction. In this regard, the register features of the five dialogues are presented
below.
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Table 4: Register Features of the Dialogues

Dialogue Field Tenor Mode
Number
1 Social planning—Graduation event | Intimate, equal-status Spoken, face-to-face
planning relationship interaction
) Institutional plannmgf.Follow—up Formal relationship Spok.en, facq—to-face
meeting planning interaction
3 Academic planning—Project Semi-formal Spoken, face-to-face
meeting planning relationship interaction
4 Informal planning—Follow-up Intimate, equal-status SpOk?H’ facg—to-face
meeting planning relationship Interaction
5 Informal planning—Follow-up Equal-status Spoken, face-to-face
meeting planning relationship interaction

As shown in Table 4, all the dialogues examined were structured around the aim of
determining a shared time as a result of the task given to the participants. However, since this
common task was carried out within different fields and participant relationships, some differences
emerged in the discourse organization of the dialogues. The field variable was evaluated in relation
to the scope of negotiation and the topics included in the meeting, while the tenor variable was
considered in relation to forms of address, degree of formality, and the ways in which proposals and
rejections were formulated. The mode variable shows that the dialogues were structured as spoken,
face-to-face interactions. The reflections of these variables on discourse organization are discussed
below under separate headings.

Field: The Type of Activity and Scope of Negotiation

In this study, the field variable was determined on the basis of the type of activity carried out
in the dialogues and the scope of the negotiation. All five dialogues were structured around the aim
of determining a shared time for a next meeting or encounter, as required by the task. However, this
common task did not occur within the same social field in each dialogue; rather, it appeared in
different contexts such as determining a graduation day, planning a meeting, organizing an
academic/project meeting, and arranging a follow-up meeting. While date and time coordination
constitutes the primary negotiation axis across all five dialogues, the scope of negotiation varies
depending on the social context in which this task is embedded.

In the first dialogue, the field has the character of social/organizational planning in the
context of determining a graduation day. The dialogue is oriented toward this task through the
expression "Simdi mezuniyet giliniinii belirleyelim. / Now, let's decide on the graduation day." The
scope of negotiation remains limited to reaching agreement on a day and time, with no expansion
into other dimensions of the planned event.

In the second dialogue, the field displays an institutional character in the context of planning
the next meeting. The date and time are proposed directly with the expression "17 Haziran Pazartesi
glinii bir sonraki toplantimiz i¢in size uygun mudur? Saat bir. / Would Monday, June 17 be suitable
for you for our next meeting? One o'clock." The institutional character of this dialogue is further
evidenced by the inclusion of institutional obligations a meeting at TOMER and a meeting with
students as reasons explaining availability. The scope of negotiation extends slightly beyond date
and time to encompass place, as reflected in the closing summary "18 Haziran Sali giinii saat beste
yine ayn1 burada. / Tuesday, June 18, at five o'clock, here again." in which all three scheduling
parameters are explicitly confirmed.

The third dialogue was evaluated within the field of planning an academic project meeting.
As in the other dialogues, the negotiation is primarily oriented toward determining a date and time.
However, in this dialogue the scope of negotiation expands most broadly: in addition to scheduling,
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action proposals were included concerning the meeting's setting ("bir yerde oturup / sitting
somewhere together"), the mode of interaction, including a proposal for an online meeting ("¢evrim
ici de yapabiliriz / we can also do it online"), and the agenda topic ("projenin konusunu
belirleyebiliriz artik / we can now determine the topic of the project"). This makes the third dialogue
the one with the broadest negotiation scope in the data set.

In the fourth dialogue, the field appears as the planning of a follow-up meeting after an
ongoing activity. The expression "Bugiinliik bu kadar yeter o zaman diyelim. / Let's say that this is
enough for today" signals the closure of the current activity, while "Haftaya cumartesi giinii tekrar
bulusalim olur mu? / Let's meet again next Saturday, is that okay?" initiates the scheduling
negotiation. This initial Saturday proposal is not accepted, however, as the other participant indicates
a prior weekend commitment; the negotiation continues, with both participants consulting their
schedules, as seen in "Bir bakayim bir dakika programima. / Let me check my schedule for a minute,"
and agreement is eventually reached on Friday. The scope of negotiation in this dialogue remains
focused on date and time, with no expansion into other dimensions.

In the fifth dialogue, the field is similarly shaped around planning a follow-up meeting as a
continuation of the previous meeting. The expression "Bugiinkii toplantinin tekrarini ne zaman
yapalim? / When shall we hold the repeat of today's meeting?" clearly establishes this field. While
the negotiation centers on determining a date and time, its scope expands to include the clarification
of date information, as evidenced by "Persembe giinii hangi tarihe denk geliyor? / What date does
Thursday correspond to?" and "Bu persembeyi mi diyorsun? / Do you mean this Thursday?" This
clarification subprocess distinguishes the scope of this dialogue from those in which a scheduling
agreement is reached without additional verification.

These findings show that the field variable is related not only to the type of social activity
represented, but also to the scope of the negotiation it generates. Across all five dialogues, date and
time coordination functions as the primary negotiation axis; however, the extent to which the
negotiation expands beyond this axis differs across contexts. In the social/organizational and follow-
up meeting contexts, the negotiation largely remains confined to date and time, though the fifth
dialogue includes an expansion into date clarification. In the institutional context, the scope extends
to encompass place as well, in a manner consistent with the roles and obligations present in the
interaction. In the academic/project context, the negotiation expands most broadly to include action
proposals regarding the meeting's setting, mode, and agenda topic. The field variable can therefore
be considered one of the main contextual variables that shape which speech acts become prominent
and how far the negotiation expands within the interaction.

Tenor: Participant Relationship, Formality, and Politeness

In this study, the tenor variable was evaluated on the basis of closeness between speakers,
degree of formality, and mutual positioning in the interaction. In this evaluation, forms of address,
pronoun choice, the formulation of proposals and rejections, politeness expressions, utterance
structure, and closing forms were taken as the main criteria. In the dialogues examined, participant
relationships were found to be structured at different degrees of formality. The following diagram
shows the comparative position of the dialogues in terms of social distance.

(Lower social distance) 1,4—» 5 —» 3 — 2 (Higher social distance)

In the diagram, the dialogues are ordered from lower to higher levels of social distance and
formality. In line with these criteria, social distance appears to be relatively low in Dialogues 1 and
4, whereas social distance and formality are more pronounced in Dialogue 2. Dialogues 3 and 5 are
positioned between these two ends and display a semi-formal or equal-status relationship.

In the table below, the dialogues are presented comparatively in accordance with the social
distance ranking given above.
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Table 5: Tenor Features of the Dialogues
Dialogues 1 and Dialogue 5 Dialogue 3 Dialogue 2

4

An intimate and | An equal-status, A semi-formal A more socially
Participant equal-status task-oriented, and academic project distant,
Relationship | relationship neutral relationship relationship institutional/profe
ssional
relationship
Use of sen No explicit formal Use of both sen Use of the title
(informal you); address; forms such | (informal you) and siz | Hanim; siz
everyday as yapalim/yapsak (formal you) forms; (formal you)
Language expressions such | foregrounding joint politeness/mitigation | pronoun; formal
Use as “Senin icin action: “Ne zaman expressions such as question patterns
uygun olur mu? / | yapalim? / When “Sizin i¢in uygunsa / | such as “sizin igin
Would it be shall we do it?” If it is suitable for uygun mudur? /
suitable for you?” you” and “istersen / if | Would it be
and “Ayin kagi you wish” suitable for you?”
oluyordu ya? /
What date is next
Saturday?” (4th
dialogue)
Short, direct, and | Short and direct, More explanatory and | More explanatory,
sometimes sometimes elliptical: | multi-component: multi-component,
elliptical: “Saat kaga “Cumartesi giinii and formal:
“Cumaya ne sOyleyelim? / What randevum var. Hafta “Maalesef...
Utterance dersin? / What do | time shall we say?”, | i¢i bir giin TOMER’de
Structure and | you think about “Saat olarak? / In ayarlayabilirsek daha | toplantim var...
Length Friday?”, “Dort terms of time?” iyi olur. Mesela sali Bagka bir giin
bes? / Four or giinii miisait misin? /I | olursa... /
five?” have an appointment | Unfortunately... I
on Saturday. It would | have a meeting at
be better if we could | TOMER... If it
arrange it on a could be another
weekday. For day...”
example, are you
available on
Tuesday?”
Both direct and Rejections proceed Indirect rejections Indirect,
indirect rejections | through indicating with alternatives mitigated, and
are observed: availability/unavailab | come to the fore formal rejections
Rejection “Benim i¢in ility and proposing come to the fore
Strategies uygun degil. / It is | an alternative time
not suitable for
me”, “Hafta sonu
isim vardida /I
had something to
do on the
weekend.”
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Closings

Short
confirmation of
agreement or
intimate
politeness
expressions:
“Anlagtik /
Agreed”, “Dikkat
et kendine / Take
care”, “Sag ol /
Thanks”

Farewell: “Goriismek
iizere / See you/ See
you later”

Acceptance +
arranging further
contact + farewell:
“Iletisime gecerim / I
will contact you”,
“Haberlesiriz / We
will keep in touch”,
“Hosga kalin /
Goodbye”

A more formal
closing with title
use and a
summary of the
decision: “18
Haziran Sal1 giinii
saat beste yine
ayni burada... /
Tuesday, June 18,
at five o’clock,
here again...”

The table shows that social distance, formality, and role relations are reflected in the
participants’ linguistic choices. In Dialogues 1 and 4, where social distance is relatively low, short,
direct, and elliptical expressions come to the fore. In Dialogue 2, the use of the title Hanim, reciprocal
siz forms, reasoned rejections, and the explicit summary of the decision create a more formal tenor,
pointing to professional role-based positioning within an institutional context. In Dialogue 3, more
explanatory and multi-component turns are prominent in connection with the semi-formal
academic/project context. In Dialogue 5, although social distance is low, a more neutral and task-
oriented relationship is evident compared to Dialogues 1 and 4.

Mode: Spoken, Face-to-Face Interaction

In this study, the mode variable was evaluated on the basis of the communication channel
through which the dialogues took place and how language functioned within the interaction. All five
dialogues examined in the study were carried out as spoken, face-to-face interactions. Therefore,
features specific to spoken language, such as pauses, filled pauses, elliptical utterances, repetitions,
short responses, false starts, and overlapping speech, are observed in the dialogues.

The fact that the dialogues were spoken, face-to-face, and task-based was reflected in the
brief nature of the openings. There is no separate opening sequence in which the participants confirm
each other’s identities. Instead, the interactions mostly begin with the announcement of a completed
activity, a meeting/date request, or a proposal that directly initiates the task performance. This is
related not only to the shared physical context but also to the task instruction, which directed the
participants toward the immediate goal of determining a time.

In the first dialogue, the turns largely proceed in a sequential and orderly manner. The
participants produce proposals and rejections in sequence without interrupting each other.

[FSY FANK 01]

FSY 01 04: Haftaya cumartesi senin <uy> *duraklama* i¢in uygun mu? | (Would next
Saturday be suitable for you?)

FANK 01 04: Cumartesi farkli énemli bir toplantim var | maalesef. | (I have another
important meeting on Saturday | unfortunately.)

FSY 01 05: Peki | *duraklama* 30 Haziran? | (Okay | June 30?)

FANK 01 05: 30 Haziran i¢in de net bir sey sOyleyemem. | Daha net bir tarih belirlesek? |
(I cannot say anything definite for June 30 either. | Shall we decide on a clearer date?)

In this snippet, one participant offers a date proposal, the other participant rejects this
proposal with a reason, and then the interaction moves on to a new date proposal. Although the
expression “30 Haziran? / June 30?” is not a complete interrogative sentence, it functions as a new
date proposal within the context. In addition, the false start and pause in the expression “senin <uy>
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pause i¢in uygun mu? / would it be suitable for you...” show that the speaker is organizing the
utterance in real time. Therefore, in the first dialogue, the spoken and face-to-face mode shows that
the negotiation is structured through sequential turns, short and elliptical date proposals, and real-
time utterance organization.

Although the second dialogue also takes place as a spoken and face-to-face interaction, it
differs from the first dialogue in that it includes more explicit, complete, and multi-component
utterances.

[FCO_FAS 01]

FAS 01 01: FCO Hanmim | 17 Haziran Pazartesi giinii bir sonraki toplantimiz i¢in size uygun
mudur? | Saat bir. | (FCO Hanim | Would Monday, June 17 be suitable for you for our next meeting?
| At one o’clock.)

FCO_01_01: *duraklama* FAS Hanim | maalesef | o giin TOMER'de toplantim var. | Baska
bir giin olursa benim agimdan daha iyi olur. | (FA§ Hamm | unfortunately | I have a meeting at
TOMER that day. | Another day would be better for me.)

FAS 01 02:\I1\ o hafta igerisinde 18 Haziran'da da benim saat ikide 6grencilerle gériismem
var | aslinda *duraklama* bir saat siirer yaklasik | *duraklama* saat ti¢ dort gibi bir sonraki
toplantimiz1 yapsak *duraklama* uyar m1? (/uh/ within that week, on June 18, I also have a meeting
with students at two o’clock | actually it takes about an hour | if we held our next meeting around
three or four o’clock would that work?)

In Dialogue 2, which is the shortest dialogue in the sample in terms of the number of speaker
turns, the negotiation is completed within a total of seven turns. Except for the farewell section, most
turns include more than one functional unit, such as a date and time proposal, a reason for rejection,
an indication of availability, or a new proposal. Interlocutor-directed backchannels are not prominent
in Dialogue 2, although filled pauses and hesitation markers are still present. This shows that the
spoken mode does not necessarily result in short and elliptical utterances; in formal or institutional
contexts, it may also be organized in a more explicit, reasoned, and decision-fixing manner. The
restatement of the decision in the closing “18 Haziran Sali giinii saat beste yine aymi burada. /
Tuesday, June 18, at five o’clock, here again” with date, time, and place information also supports
this interpretation.

In the third dialogue, the mode variable becomes visible through multi-component turns. In
this dialogue, the participants do not merely determine a date and time; they also combine reasons,
alternatives, and solution proposals within the same turn.

[MYK_FSA 01]

MYK 01 01: *sessizlik* Sizin i¢in uygunsa haftaya *duraklama* cumartesi giini
*duraklama* \11\ aksam saat on yedi gibi yapabiliriz. | (If'it is suitable for you, next week on Saturday
/uh/ we can do it around five o clock in the evening.)

FSA 01 02: Cumartesi glinii randevum var. | Hafta i¢i bir glin ayarlayabilirsek daha iyi olur]
Mesela sal1 giinii miisait misin? | (/ have an appointment on Saturday. | It would be better if we could
arrange it on a weekday. | For example, are you available on Tuesday?)

MYK 01 02: *duraklama* \I1\ sal1 giinii *sessizlik* miisait degilim. | *duraklama* Sinavim
var. {baslangi¢_eszamanli} | Tirk Dil Bilgisi | (/Ii/ on Tuesday I am not available. | I have an exam.
{begin_simultaneous} | Turkish Grammar)
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FSA 01 03: \Hm\ {bitis_eszamanli} | Diger giinler bos degilim ama ben. | \Ee\ o zaman
sOyle yapalim... | (/Hm/ {end_simultaneous} | I am not free on the other days either. | /Ii/ then let’s
do it this way...)

In this snippet, the turn produced by the participant coded as FSA “Cumartesi glinii randevum
var. Hafta ici bir glin ayarlayabilirsek daha iyi olur. Mesela sali giinii miisait misin? / I have an
appointment on Saturday. It would be better if we could arrange it on a weekday. For example, are
you available on Tuesday?” includes a rejection/reason, an alternative orientation, and a new date
proposal together. The uses of “silence,” “pause,” and “/11/” by the participant coded as MYK show
that the processes of thinking and planning before producing a proposal or rejection become visible
within the talk. The reason-giving in the form of “Sinavim var. Tiirk Dil Bilgisi /I have an exam.
Turkish Grammar” is also compatible with the academic/project context of the dialogue. Therefore,
the third dialogue shows that spoken interaction can proceed not only through short and elliptical
structures but also through explanatory, reasoned, and multi-component turns.

The fourth dialogue shows similarities with the first dialogue in terms of mode features. In
both dialogues, the negotiation is carried out through short, elliptical, and context-dependent
utterances.

[MKB_MMEIi 01]

MMEI 01 01: Aym kacgi oluyordu ya haftaya cumartesi? *duraklama* | Ben uygun
{baslangic_eszamanli} | (What date is next Saturday again? | Am I available {begin_simultaneous})

MKB 01 02: bir bakalim | (Let’s check.)

MMEI 01 02: muyum? | {bitis_eszamanl} Bir bakayim bir dakika programmma | (am I?
|{end simultaneous} Let me check my schedule for a minute.)

MMEI 01 03: *sessizlik* Hafta sonu benim bir isim vard: da evde | (I had something to do
at home at the weekend.)

MKB 01 03: Oyle mi? | (Really?)
MMEI 01 04: Evet | bir {baslangic_eszamanl1} /u/ (Yes | one {begin_simultaneous} /i1/)

MKB 01 04: Cuma olur mu mesela? {bitis_eszamanli} | (Would Friday work, for example?
{end simultaneous}))

In this snippet, expressions such as “Ayin kagi oluyordu ya? / What date is next Saturday
again?”, “Bir bakalim / Let’s check,” “Oyle mi? / Really?”, and “Cuma olur mu mesela? / Would
Friday work, for example?” show that the negotiation proceeds through utterances that are based on
shared context and organized in real time. The completion of the structure “Ben uygun... muyum? /
Am | available... am 1?” within overlapping speech shows that the participant is evaluating
availability during the interaction. One of the features that makes this dialogue distinctive is the
presence of overlapping speech. In the dialogue, which consists of 20 turns, the participants
continued or completed their utterances in overlap four times. These overlaps were evaluated not as
direct conflict or interruption, but as part of the process of jointly clarifying date and availability
information.

In the fifth dialogue, the mode variable also becomes visible particularly through pauses,
filled pauses, overlapping speech, and short/elliptical utterances. In this dialogue, the participants
plan to repeat a previous meeting and jointly clarify calendar information within the conversation.

[MYD MSK 01]

MYD_01 _01: /ee/ bugiinkii toplantinin *duraklama* tekrarini ne zaman yapalim? | (/1/
When shall we hold the repeat of today’s meeting?)
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MSK 01 _01: Ben persembe giinii miisaitim | (/ am available on Thursday.)

MYD_01 02: /Hm/ persembe giinii hangi tarihe denk geliyor? *duraklama* | Bekle
{baslangic_eszamanli} | (/Hm/ What date does Thursday correspond to? | Wait
{begin_simultaneous})

MSK 01 02: Persembe {bitis eszamanli} ne zamana denk geliyor? | (Thursday
{end _simultaneous} what date does it correspond to?)

MYD 01 03: Persembe giinii *sessizlik* | Bu persembeyi mi {baslangi¢ eszamanli}
diyorsun? | (Thursday | Do you mean this Thursday? {begin_simultaneous})

MSK 01 03: Evet {bitis_eszamanli} | (Yes {end simultaneous})

Expressions such as “Persembe giinii hangi tarihe denk geliyor? / What date does Thursday
correspond to?”, “Bu persembeyi mi diyorsun? / Do you mean this Thursday?”, “Ne zaman yapalim?
/ When shall we do it?”, and “Saat olarak? / In terms of time?” show that the participants jointly
construct shared calendar information within the conversation. Short utterances such as “Saat
olarak? / In terms of time?”, “Olur. / Okay,” “Tabii / Of course,” “Tamam / All right,” “Gorligmek
tizere / See you,” and “Goriisiiriiz / See you later” function in context as requesting a date/time,
accepting, confirming, and saying farewell. In this dialogue, which consists of 18 turns, the
participants speak in overlap a total of five times. These overlaps can also be evaluated not as signs
of conflict, but as part of the process of clarifying date information and quickly constructing a shared
decision.

Stages

In this section, the planning dialogues produced by L1 Turkish speakers are examined in
terms of opening, task performance, and closing stages in line with Hasan’s Generic Structure
Potential approach. In this study, the opening stage refers to the conversational units produced before
the participants move on to the main task of date and time negotiation. The task performance stage
refers to the negotiation process aimed at determining a date and time, while the closing stage refers
to the part in which the interaction is ended after agreement has been reached on the plan.

Opening

Overall, the opening stage in the dialogues examined appears to be optional rather than
obligatory. An opening stage was identified in three of the five dialogues, while two dialogues began
directly with the task performance stage. In the examples where an opening was present, this stage
was brief and was mostly realized within a single turn. In some cases, opening units were combined
with task-initiation units that directly launched the task performance. Therefore, in the L1 Turkish
dialogues included in the sample, the opening functions not as an extended social introduction, but
as a short and functional preparatory space that directs the interaction toward the main task.

In the dialogues examined, the opening stage was constructed not so much through social
greeting sequences, but through functions such as recalling a previous activity, closing a completed
action, addressing the interlocutor, and preparing the transition to the main task.

[FSY FANK 01]

FSY 01 01: Mezuniyetimiz i¢cin *duraklama* organize konusmasini yaptik. | *duraklama*
Konusmamiz bitti. | Simdi mezuniyet giiniinii belirleyelim. | (For our graduation we had the planning
discussion. | Our discussion is over. | Now let’s decide on the graduation day.)

In the snippet above, the speaker first refers to the previous discussion about the graduation
organization and then closes the completed activity with the expression “Konugsmamiz bitti. / Our
discussion is over.” The expression “Simdi mezuniyet giiniinii belirleyelim. / Now let’s decide on
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the graduation day” in the final SDU functions as a transitional unit that initiates the new task and
enables the shift from the opening stage to the task-performance stage.

[MKB_MMEIi 01]

MKB 01 01: Tamam | bugiinliik bu kadar yeter o zaman diyelim. *duraklama* | Haftaya
cumartesi giinii *duraklama* tekrar bulusalim | olur mu? | (Okay | let’s say that this is enough for
today then. | Let’s meet again next Saturday | is that okay?)

A similar structure is observed in this snippet. The expressions “Tamam / Okay” and
“bugiinliik bu kadar yeter o zaman diyelim / let’s say that this is enough for today then” show that
the ongoing activity has been completed and that the current section of the conversation is being
closed. The following expression, “Haftaya cumartesi giinii tekrar bulusalim olur mu? / Let’s meet
again next Saturday, is that okay?” initiates the new meeting-planning task. In this example, the
closure of the previous activity and the initiation of the new scheduling task occur within the same
turn. This makes the opening a highly compressed transitional space between the completed activity
and the task performance stage.

A different form of opening was identified in the second dialogue. In this dialogue, the
opening is realized not by recalling a previous activity or closing a completed action, but directly
through a vocative unit.

[FCO FAS 01]

FAS 01 01: FCO Hanim | 17 Haziran Pazartesi giinii bir sonraki toplantimiz i¢in size uygun
mudur? | Saat bir. | (FCO Hanim | Would Monday, June 17 be suitable for you for our next meeting?
| At one o’clock.)

In the snippet above, the expression “FCO Hanim” functions to address the interlocutor and
initiate the interaction. After this vocative unit, the speaker moves directly to a date and time
proposal. Therefore, in this dialogue, the opening stage is kept very brief and is realized only through
a vocative unit that directs the participant’s attention to the conversation and initiates the interaction
within a formal framework.

In contrast, no separate opening stage was identified in the third and fifth dialogues. The
third dialogue begins directly with the task-oriented request “Bi sonraki toplantiy1 ne zaman yapalim
sence? / When do you think we should hold the next meeting?”, while the fifth dialogue opens with
“/ee/ buglinkii toplantinin tekrarim1 ne zaman yapalim? / When shall we hold the repeat of today’s
meeting?” In both cases, the interaction starts with a meeting/date request rather than with a greeting,
vocative, or activity-completion sequence. These examples support the view that the opening stage
is optional in the data set and that some dialogues move directly into the task performance stage.

Taken together, the openings identified in the dialogues display task-oriented initial
structures rather than greeting sequences aimed at establishing social relations. Dialogues 1 and 4
include brief activity-completion sequences that prepare the transition to the new task; Dialogue 2
begins with a short vocative opening; and Dialogues 3 and 5 begin directly with task performance.
The fact that the openings are brief, often occur within a single turn, and prepare or replace the direct
transition to task performance shows that the participants organize the interaction in a short and
functional manner. For this reason, the opening stage in the dialogues can be evaluated as an optional
transitional space that directs the interaction toward the main task rather than as an extended social
introduction.

Task Performance

In the dialogues examined, this stage was the stage in which the date and time negotiation
was directly carried out.
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Table 6: Task Performance in Dialogues

Dialogue No. Sequence of Negotiation Topics
1 Date * Time
2 Date * Time
3 Date * Time
4 Date * Time
5 Date * Time

In the dialogues of L1 speakers, the task performance stage was structured primarily through
the negotiation of a suitable date and time for the next meeting. In four of the five dialogues, date
and time negotiations proceeded sequentially. In Dialogue 2, however, date and time were proposed
within the same turn, representing a more condensed realization of the Date * Time structure. In the
sequential cases, participants first tried to determine a suitable date and, after agreement was reached,
moved on to the negotiation of time. Therefore, the general organization of the task performance
stage in the L1 dialogues can be represented as Date * Time.

In some dialogues, the agreement on date and time was also accompanied by complementary
elements related to place, meeting mode, or agenda. These elements did not constitute separate
negotiation topics; rather, they clarified the scope of the decision or helped complete the plan. For
example, in Dialogue 2, the place information is consolidated in the closing through the expression
“yine ayni burada / here again.” In Dialogue 3, expressions such as “cevrim i¢i de yapabiliriz / we
can also do it online” and “projenin konusunu belirleyebiliriz / we can determine the topic of the
project” appear as complementary proposals concerning the mode and agenda of the meeting. Thus,
while the task performance stage proceeds at the macro level through the Date ~ Time sequence, at
the micro level it expands through cycles of proposal, rejection, reason-giving, new proposal, and
acceptance, and in some cases through additional elements that complete the planning task.

[MYK FSA 01]
MYK 01 06: \I1\ Bu hafta miisait misiniz? | (7Ii/ Are you available this week?)

FSA 01 07: *duraklama* Misaitim. | Carsamba ve persembe miisaitim | (/ am available. |
I am available on Wednesday and Thursday.)

MYK 01 07: Carsamba benim i¢in de uygun. | Saat kag gibi olsun? | (Wednesday is suitable
for me as well. | Around what time should it be?)

In the snippet above, the task performance stage proceeds first as date negotiation and then
as time negotiation. The participant coded as MYK initiates the date negotiation through a general
availability question: “Bu hafta miisait misiniz? / Are you available this week?”” The participant
coded as FSA states the days on which they are available with the expression “Carsamba ve persembe
miisaitim / I am available on Wednesday and Thursday,” and the participant coded as MYK accepts
one of these options as the shared date by saying “Carsamba benim i¢in de uygun / Wednesday is
suitable for me as well.” After agreement is reached on the date, the interaction moves on to time
negotiation with the question “Saat kag gibi olsun? / Around what time should it be?” This example
illustrates the sequential realization of the Date Negotiation * Time Negotiation pattern in one of the
L1 dialogues.

Although the general pattern of the task performance stage in the L1 dialogues was identified
as Date Negotiation * Time Negotiation, the second dialogue presents a more condensed realization
of this pattern.

[FCO _FAS 01]
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FAS 01 01: FCO Hanim | 17 Haziran Pazartesi giinii bir sonraki toplantimiz i¢in size uygun
mudur? | Saat bir. | (FCO Hanim | Would Monday, June 17 be suitable for you for our next meeting?
| One o’clock.)

FCO 01 01: *duraklama* FAS Hanim | maalesef | o giin TOMER'de toplantim var. | Baska
bir giin olursa benim agimdan daha iyi olur. |

FAS 01 02:\I1\ o hafta igerisinde 18 Haziran'da da benim saat ikide 6grencilerle gériigmem
var | aslinda *duraklama* bir saat siirer yaklasik | *duraklama* saat {i¢ dort gibi bir sonraki
toplantimiz1 yapsak *duraklama* uyar mi? | ( /[i/ within that week, on June 18, I also have a meeting
with students at two o’clock | actually it takes about an hour | if we held our next meeting around
three or four o’clock would that work?)

The second dialogue, a snippet of which is presented above, is completed within a total of
seven turns, and agreement on the date and time is reached in the fifth turn. The participants’ use of
the honorific Hanim and the pronoun siz (formal you) indicates that the dialogue takes place within
a formal/institutional interactional frame. Within this frame, date and time proposals are not
presented as separate and extended negotiation sequences, but are offered in an integrated form
within the same turn. As in the example “17 Haziran Pazartesi giinii ... size uygun mudur? | Saat bir.
/ Would Monday, June 17 be suitable for you for our next meeting? | One o’clock,” the participant
proposes a complete meeting time; when the initial proposal is not accepted, a new date and time
proposal is presented in a compact but explicit and reasoned form. In this respect, the second dialogue
displays a more economical and condensed negotiation structure within the L1 task performance
stage. This finding shows that, in the L1 data, a formal/institutional interactional frame may occur
together with a shorter, more economical, yet explicit task performance structure.

The general formula for the date negotiation process in the L1 appointment-planning
dialogues is as follows:

(Requesting a Meeting) " (Requesting a Date) ” [Proposing a Date * Rejecting * (Requesting
a Date) | * Proposing a Date * Accepting

This formula shows the general functioning of the date negotiation process. Accordingly, the
negotiation may optionally begin with units of requesting a meeting and/or requesting a date. Then,
one of the speakers proposes a date; when the proposed date is not found suitable, it is rejected by
the other participant, and a new date may be requested when necessary. The sequence [Proposing a
Date " Rejecting * (Requesting a Date)]" shows that the proposal-rejection—redirection process can
be repeated until a suitable date is found. The process is completed when a final date proposal is
accepted, and the participants reach agreement on a shared date. The units in parentheses indicate
optional elements that are not obligatory in every dialogue, while  indicates repeatability. In this
respect, the formula shows that the date-setting process has a recurrent negotiation structure that
proceeds through proposal, rejection, and renewed proposal/request, rather than a linear and one-
time structure.

The main functional units that shape the progression of date negotiation are proposing a date
and rejecting it. In the data, proposal and rejection units occurred up to 8 and 5 times respectively
across the task performance stage. These counts are based on functional coding conducted at the
level of semantic dialogue units. Even when they occurred within the same turn, each unit that carried
a separate proposal or rejection function was counted as a separate SDU.

Following rejections, the negotiation was mostly redirected through a new date proposal or
by requesting a new date from the other participant. The diagram showing date negotiation in the L1
dialogues is presented below.
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A. (Request)
(Meeting/ Date)
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Figure 1: Date Negotiation Flow in L1 Dialogues
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This diagram shows the general interactional pattern followed by L1 speakers in the date
negotiation process. The process may begin with a request for a meeting or a date, after which one
of the participants proposes a date. The proposed date is then met with either acceptance or rejection
by the other speaker. In cases of rejection, speakers often justify their unavailability by giving reasons
or explanations, and the negotiation is redirected either through a new date proposal or through a
request for the other participant to propose a new date. In cases of acceptance, agreement is reached
through evaluation and confirmation.

In the diagram, the notation A/B indicates that these acts can be performed by either speaker,
while the request shown in parentheses indicates that this element is not obligatory in every dialogue.
The arrow on the left shows that the negotiation cycle continues until a date proposal is accepted.
Thus, the diagram reveals that the date-setting process has a cyclical negotiation structure that
proceeds through proposal, rejection, reason-giving, renewed proposal/request, and acceptance until
a mutually acceptable date is reached.

[FSY_FANK 01]
Requesting a Meeting

FSY 01 01: Simdi mezuniyet giiniinii belirleyelim. (Now let’s decide on the graduation
day.)
Proposing a Date

FANK 01 01: Haftaya ¢arsamba senin i¢in uygun olur mu? (Would next Wednesday be
suitable for you?)

Reason-Giving + Rejection

FSY 01 02: Haftaya ¢arsamba Mus’a doniiyorum. Benim i¢in uygun degil. (Next
Wednesday, I am going back to Mus. It is not suitable for me.)

Proposing a Date
FANK 01 02: Cumaya ne dersin? (What do you think about Friday?)
Rejection + Reason-Giving

FSY 01 03: Cuma da olmaz gibi. O giin de doluyum. (Friday does not seem possible either.
1 am busy that day too.)

Requesting a Date
FANK 01 03: istersen sen bir tarih soyle. (You can suggest a date if you want.)
Proposing a Date

FSY 01 04: Haftaya cumartesi senin i¢in uygun mu? (Would next Saturday be suitable for
you?)
Reason-Giving + Rejection

FANK 01 04: Cumartesi farkli onemli bir toplantim var, maalesef. (I have another
important meeting on Saturday, unfortunately.)

Proposing a Date
FSY 01 05: 30 Haziran? (June 30?)
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Rejection + Requesting a Date

FANK 01 05: 30 Haziran i¢in de net bir sey sdyleyemem. Daha net bir tarih belirlesek? (1
cannot say anything definite for June 30 either. Shall we decide on a clearer date?)

Proposing a Date

FSY 01 06: Temmuz ayinda yapalim o zaman. (Then let’s do it in July.)

Proposing a Date

FANK 01 06: 1 Temmuz senin i¢in uygun olur mu? (Would July 1 be suitable for you?)
Accepting + Evaluation

FSY 01 07: Evet. 1 Temmuz benim igin uygun. (Yes. July I is suitable for me.)

This snippet illustrates the date negotiation process represented in the diagram. The dialogue
begins with a request to determine the meeting date; then, different date proposals are offered and
rejected on the basis of the participants’ availability, with some rejections supported by reasons. After
a rejection, the negotiation is redirected either through a new date request or a new date proposal,
and this cycle continues until one proposal is accepted. Finally, with the acceptance of the “July 17
proposal, agreement is reached on the date, and the date negotiation process is completed.

Closing

In the L1 dialogues, the closing stage was evaluated as the final section that emerges after
agreement has been reached on the date and time in the task performance stage. The main criterion
for identifying this stage was that the sequence of date or time proposal, rejection, and new proposal
no longer continued and that the participants moved toward ending the interaction by accepting the
agreement reached. The closing stage was present in all five dialogues and can therefore be treated
as an obligatory stage in this data set. However, its internal components varied considerably across
dialogues: while some closings were limited to a brief mutual confirmation of the agreement, others
expanded through decision summaries, repeated confirmations, arrangements for future contact,
farewell expressions, and interpersonal politeness. The closings in the five dialogues ranged from 2
to 4 turns, while the number of semantic dialogue units ranged from 2 to 7. This variation shows that
the closing stage, though obligatory, does not follow a fixed internal structure; rather, it is better
understood as a continuum ranging from minimal task-confirmatory closings to socially extended
ones.

In the first dialogue, the closing is realized as a highly compressed task-confirmatory closing.
After agreement is reached on the time, the interaction is brought to a close through mutual
confirmation expressions alone.

[FSY FANK 01]
FANK 01 09: *duraklama* Dort *duraklama* nasil senin i¢in? | (Four how is that for you?)
FSY 01 10: Benim i¢in uygundur | (/¢ is suitable for me.)

FANK 01 10: Benim igin de uygun. | O zaman anlastik | (It is suitable for me too. | Then
we have agreed.)

FSY 01 11: Anlastik | (Agreed.)

The units "O zaman anlastik / Then we have agreed" and "Anlastik / Agreed" constitute the
closing stage. This closing does not include a decision summary, farewell expressions, or politeness
extensions; it is realized in a brief and task-oriented manner through the mutual confirmation of the
agreement reached.
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The second dialogue presents a structurally distinct form of closing, in which the agreed date,
time, and place information is explicitly summarized before the farewell sequence.

[FCO_FAS 01]

FAS 01 03: *duraklama* Saat bes bana uyar. | *duraklama®* O zaman bir sonraki
toplantimizi 18 Haziran Sali giinii saat beste yine ayni burada yapmak i¢in gdriismek iizere | (Five
o'clock works for me. | Then, to meet here again on Tuesday, June 18, at five o'clock for our next
meeting, see you.)

FCO_01_03: Gériismek tizere | FAS Hanim | (See you | FAS Hanim)
FAS 01 04: Goriisiiriiz | (See you)

In this snippet, the expression "18 Haziran Sal1 giinii saat beste yine ayni burada / Tuesday,
June 18, at five o'clock, here again" constitutes a decision summary that fixes the date, time, and
place of the next meeting in explicit form. This summary is followed by mutual farewell expressions
("Goriismek iizere," "Goriisiiriiz") and the repeated use of the address title ("FCO Hanim"), which
extends the closing within the formal interactional frame of this dialogue. The Dialogue 2 closing is
therefore the most formally elaborated in the data set, combining decision summary, farewell, and
title use.

The third dialogue displays yet another realisation of the closing stage, in which confirmation
of the agreement is followed by an arrangement for future contact before the farewell sequence.

[MYK_FSA 01]

MYK 01 08: Tamam o zaman. | Ben okuldan ¢iktiktan sonra sizinle iletisime gecerim. |
Haberlesiriz | (All right then. | I will contact you after I leave school. | We will keep in touch.)

FSA 01 09: Tamam. | Tamamdir. | GOriisiiriiz o zaman | (Okay. | All right. | See you then)
MYK 01 _09: Hosca kalin | (Goodbye)

In this snippet, the initial acceptance (Tamam o zaman / Okay then) confirms the agreement
reached in the task performance stage. This is followed by a future contact arrangement (iletisime
gecerim / [ will contact you, Haberlesiriz / We will keep in touch), which is a distinctive feature not
observed in the other closings. The farewell expressions "goriisiiriiz / see you" and "hosga kalin /
goodbye" then bring the interaction to a close. The use of "Hosca kalin," a more formal farewell
form, is consistent with the semi-formal academic tenor of this dialogue. The Dialogue 3 closing thus
combines confirmation, future contact arrangement, and farewell, making it more extended than the
closing in Dialogue 1 but differently structured from that in Dialogue 2.

The fourth dialogue presents a closing that is extended not through a decision summary or
future contact arrangement but through repeated confirmation of the agreed time followed by
interpersonal politeness expressions.

[MKB_MMEI 01]

MMEI 01 08: Saat tam dért bugukta *duraklama* cuma giinii goriisebiliriz | (We can meet
at exactly half past four on Friday.)

MKB 01 08: Tamam. | Cuma giinii dort {baslangi¢ eszamanli} bugukta | (Okay. | On
Friday at four {begin_simultaneous} thirty.)

MMEI 01 09: Tamam | {bitis eszamanli} Haydi goriisiiriiz. | {baslangi¢ eszamanli} |
Tamam | (Okay | {end_simultaneous} See vou. | {begin _simultaneous} | Okay)

MKB 01 09: Tamam {bitis eszamanli} | (Okay {end simultaneous})
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MMEI 01 10: Haydi dikkat et kendine | (Take care.)
MKB_ 01 _10: Sag ol | (Thanks.)

In this snippet, the final time proposal is produced in MMEI 01 08 through the expression
“Saat tam dort bucukta cuma giinii goriisebiliriz / We can meet at exactly half past four on Friday.”
The closing stage begins with MKB 01 08, where the proposal is accepted and the agreed-upon day
and time are repeated through “Tamam. Cuma giinii dort bugukta. / Okay. On Friday at four thirty.”
The subsequent mutual “tamam / okay” expressions, followed by “haydi goriisiiriiz / see you,”
“dikkat et kendine / take care,” and “Sag ol / thanks,” extend the closing through confirmation,
farewell, and politeness.

The fifth dialogue presents a highly compressed closing in which brief confirmation is
followed by mutual farewell expressions.

[MYD MSK 01]

MYD 01 08: Tamam. | Benim i¢in uygundur | (Okay. | It works for me.)
MSK 01 08: Tamam | (Okay.)

MYD_01_09: Goriismek tizere | (See vou.)

MSK 01 09: Goriisiiriiz | (See you.)

In this snippet, the mutual "Tamam / Okay" exchanges confirm the agreement, after which
the interaction is closed immediately through the farewell pair "Goriismek tizere" and "Goriisiiriiz."
Unlike Dialogues 3 and 4, there is no politeness extension, no repeated confirmation of the decision,
and no future contact arrangement. The closing in Dialogue 5 is therefore the most task-focused and
interpersonally compressed in the data set.

Taken together, the five closings show that while the closing stage is present in every
dialogue, its internal realisation varies systematically. The variation can be understood as a
continuum: at one end, Dialogues 1 and 5 present minimal closings limited to brief confirmation or
farewell; at the other, Dialogue 2 presents a formally elaborated closing with decision summary and
title use; and Dialogues 3 and 4 occupy intermediate positions, extending the closing through future
contact arrangement or interpersonal politeness respectively. The general structure of the closing
stage can be expressed as follows:

Accepting * (Repeating Confirmation / Summarising the Decision) ~ (Future Contact
Arrangement) * (Farewell) ~ (Politeness)

In this formula, accepting functions as the obligatory element that confirms the agreement
reached in the task performance stage and enables the transition to closing. The remaining elements
repeating confirmation or summarising the decision, arranging future contact, farewell, and
politeness are optional components that vary across dialogues. Their presence or absence is
consistent with the tenor of each dialogue: the institutional context of Dialogue 2 produces a decision
summary and title use; the academic semi-formal context of Dialogue 3 produces a future contact
arrangement; the intimate context of Dialogue 4 produces interpersonal politeness extensions; and
the more neutral task-oriented contexts of Dialogues 1 and 5 produce compressed closings.
Therefore, the closing stage in the L1 dialogues performs both a task-completion function, through
the confirmation of the agreed date and time, and an interactional termination function, through
farewell and politeness, though the balance between these two functions differs across the five
dialogues.
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Speech Acts and Interactional Functions

In this section, speech acts are examined in terms of their functions within the task-oriented
negotiation process. For this reason, Searle’s speech act classification was used as the upper-level
theoretical framework, while task-specific speech act categories such as Ask-Date, Request-Date,
Inform-Availability, Reject-Date, Accept, and Repeat-Confirmation were used to capture the local
functions performed by speakers within the negotiation context.

Within discourse, each SDU performs a specific communicative function according to its
context. In the five dialogues produced by L1 speakers, a total of 146 SDUs were identified; within
these units, 167 speech acts and discourse-regulating functional units were coded.

Table 7: Number of SDUs and Coded Functional Units

Dialogue Number Total Number of SDUs Total Number of Coded
Functional Units
1 33 34
2 18 22
3 37 49
4 30 31
5 28 31

The fact that the number of coded functional units is higher than the number of SDUs shows
that some SDUs include more than one communicative or discourse-regulating function.

[MYK_FSA 01]

FSA 01 08:\Ee\ (dolgu dil kullanimi) sdyle yapabiliriz. (eylem &nerme) | Istersen (nezaket)
bes alt1 gibi (tarih sorma) bir yerde oturup projenin konusunu belirleyebiliriz artik (eylem 6nerme) |
(/Ee/ (filled pause) we can do it this way. (propose-action) | If you want (politeness) around five or
six (asking for time) we can sit somewhere and determine the topic of the project now. (propose-
action)

The turn in the snippet above consists of two SDUSs. The first SDU includes a filled pause
and an action proposal, while the second SDU includes politeness, asking for time, and an action
proposal. In other words, within the same turn, the participant creates time for thinking through a
filled pause and aims to offer a solution for the date negotiation through an action proposal.
Following these, the participant asks about time by using a polite expression and makes an action
proposal that points to the main task. This shows that a single turn can contain more than one SDU
and that some SDUs can be structured with more than one functional element.

Across the five dialogues, a total of 84 speaker turns were identified. Some turns consisted
of a single functional unit, whereas others included more than one communicative or discourse-
regulating function. This shows that speakers may perform multiple functions within the same turn.

[MKB_MMEI 01]

MMEI 01 07: Dért bes civarinda uygundur benim igin. | (4round four or five would be
suitable for me. (repeat-confirmation)

The snippet above consists of a single semantic dialogue unit. In this unit, the participant is
seen to confirm the proposal presented to them by repeating it.

A total of 17 different functional categories were identified in the turns produced by the L1
participants. While some of these categories can be evaluated within Searle’s speech act
classification, certain units such as filled pauses, backchannels, politeness markers, and vocatives
were treated not directly as classical speech act types, but as complementary units that contribute to
the organization of the interaction.
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Table 8: Speech Acts and Discourse-Regulating Functional Categories in the Dialogues

maintaining the turn

Group
Speech Acts Function Dialogues (Searle) Total
Inform Providing a reason, 1,2,3,4,5 Assertives 17
explanation, or contextual
information
Inform-Availability Indicating unavailability 1,2,3,4,5 Assertives 17
Ask-Date Proposing a specific 1,2,3,4,5 Directives 30
date/time and asking about
its suitability
Request-Date Asking the other participant 1,2,3,4,5 Directives 13
to propose a date/time
Propose-Action Offering a task-related 1,3 Directives 4
solution or action
Request-Action Asking the other participant 5 Directives 1
to perform an action
Request-Information | Asking for explanation or 4,5 Directives 4
clarification
Propose-Meeting Initiating a new 1 Directives 1
meeting/planning task
Reject-Date Indicating that the 1,2,3 Assertives 6
proposed date/time is not
suitable
. 1,2,3,4,5 Commissives 22
Accept Approvmg a proposal or
accepting agreement
Repeat- Reinforcing the accepted 1,2,3,4 Commissives 8
Confirmation plan by repeating it
Request- Asking the other participant 2,45 Directives 4
Confirmation to confirm a proposal
Vocative Addressing the interlocutor 2 - 3
and indicating the
relationship level
Farewell Socially closing the 2,3,45 Expressives 8
interaction
Politeness Mitigating a rejection, 1,2,3,4 - 7
proposal, or closing
Backchannel Acknowledging the 1,3,4 - 6
previous utterance and
maintaining the flow
Filled Pause Thinking, planning, and 1,2,3,4,5 - 16

When Table 8 is examined, it is seen that the most frequently used functional categories in
the dialogues of L1 Turkish speakers are Ask-Date (30), Accept (22), Inform (17), Inform-
Availability (17), and Request-Date (13). When these acts are evaluated on the basis of Searle's
(1976) speech act classification, Ask-Date and Request-Date fall under directives; Accept and
Repeat-Confirmation fall under commissives; and Inform and Inform-Availability fall under
assertives. Accept and Repeat-Confirmation were classified as commissive acts because, in the
context of appointment-planning dialogues, accepting or confirming a proposed date or time commits
the speaker to a future joint action; however, these acts may also carry an assertive function to the
extent that they confirm the agreed plan. Reject-Date was likewise classified under assertives
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because, at the propositional level, speakers assert that a proposed date or time is unsuitable or state
their unavailability. While these utterances perform the interactional function of declining a proposal
within the negotiation, their grammatical realization and propositional content are assertive in nature,
which is consistent with Searle's (1976) account of assertives as acts that commit the speaker to the
truth of a proposition.

Considering the overall distribution, directives constitute the group with the highest
frequency. This finding shows that, in task-oriented dialogues, participants mostly use acts that direct
the other participant to respond, make a choice, or give confirmation in order to carry out the process
of determining a shared time. Therefore, these acts contribute directly to the completion of the
negotiated task. In this respect, the speech acts that stand out in the dialogues are discussed below
together with their functions and examples.

Ask-Date and Request-Date serve to initiate and sustain the process of determining a shared
time. In the Ask-Date act, participants ask whether a specific date or time is suitable for the other
participant. For example, in the expression “17 Haziran Pazartesi giinii bir sonraki toplantimiz i¢in
size uygun mudur / Would Monday, June 17 be suitable for you for our next meeting?”, the speaker
proposes a specific date and requests confirmation from the other participant. In the Request-Date
act, participants do not directly propose a date; instead, they expect the date proposal to come from
the other participant. The expression “Istersen sen bir tarih sdyle / You can suggest a date if you
want” is an example of this use. The findings show that asking for a date/time is used more frequently
than requesting a date/time. The high frequency of asking for a date/time indicates that the
participants remain focused throughout the dialogues on the task of determining a shared time. Since
this act directs the other participant to respond and indicate availability/unavailability, it can be
considered one of the main directive functions that enables the negotiation to progress.

The Inform-Availability act functioned especially as a mitigated rejection strategy in
contexts where the proposed date or time could not be accepted. Through this act, the participants
stated that they could not accept the date or time proposed to them due to reasons such as a meeting,
appointment, family visit, or a previously planned trip.

[FSY FANK 01]

FSY 01 04: Haftaya cumartesi senin <uy> *duraklama* i¢in uygun mu? | (Would next
Saturday be suitable for you?)

FANK 01 04: Cumartesi farkli énemli bir toplantim var | maalesef. | (/_have another
important meeting on Saturday | unfortunately.)

In the snippet above, the participant coded as FANK presents the rejection by giving the
meeting they have to attend as a reason. Although the expression functions on the surface as an
indication of unavailability, it can be evaluated in context as an indirect date rejection strategy. The
following expression “maalesef / unfortunately” functions as a politeness element that mitigates the
rejection.

The fact that two of the seven politeness units identified in the data were used within rejection
sequences shows that politeness expressions can be used not only in closings, but also in some
rejection sequences to reduce the interactional effect of rejection. However, not all rejections were
performed indirectly. Some participants used more explicit negative expressions such as “yok / no,”
“uygun degil / not suitable,” and “olmaz / not possible” to perform direct date rejection acts.

[FCO FAS 01]

FCO 01 02: Ajandami kontrol ediyorum. | *sessizlik* Ug ya da dort degil de| *duraklama*
saat bes *duraklama* sizin i¢in uygun mudur? (I am checking my agenda. | Not three or four, but |
would five o clock be suitable for you?)
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In this example, the participant coded as FCO directly rejects the proposed time range “ii¢
ya da dort / three or four” through the structure “degil de / not ... but.” Immediately after this
rejection, however, the participant continues the negotiation by offering a new proposal: “saat bes
sizin i¢in uygun mudur? / would five o’clock be suitable for you?” When the data are evaluated as a
whole, Inform-Availability acts (17) are observed more frequently than explicit Reject-Date acts (6).
This suggests that participants generally tended to avoid direct rejection and instead expressed
unavailability by providing reasons or contextual explanations. Dialogues 4 and 5 do not contain
explicit Reject-Date acts; in these dialogues, rejection is realized indirectly through Inform-
Availability units. In this respect, unavailability statements function as mitigated rejection strategies
and contribute to face-saving within the negotiation process.

The Inform act served to allow participants to provide contextual explanations within the
dialogue, present information about previous or subsequent actions, and produce reasons that support
the negotiation process. Through this act, participants sometimes conveyed information about a
previous meeting or discussion (Mezuniyetimiz i¢in organize konusmasini yaptik / We had the
planning discussion for our graduation), sometimes elaborated on the reason for accepting (23 Nisan
giinii okul da olmayacak / There will be no school on April 23) or rejecting (Sinavim var. Tiirk Dil
Bilgisi/ I have an exam. Turkish Grammar) a proposed date/time, and sometimes provided additional
information about how the meeting plan would be maintained (Okuldan ¢iktiktan sonra sizinle
iletisime gegerim / I will contact you after I leave school). In this respect, the act of giving information
does not merely serve the function of conveying information; it also contributes to participants’
justification of the shared time-setting process and to the progression of the negotiation.

Accept is the act through which a participant responds positively to a proposed date, time,
action, or closing. In the dialogues, this act was mostly realized through short and direct expressions
such as “evet / yes,” “tamam / okay,” “olur / that works,” “tabii / Of course,” “benim i¢in uygundur
/ it is suitable for me,” and “tamam o zaman / okay then.” In the examples examined, the Accept act
appears to perform two main functions.

9 ¢ 2 <.

First, the Accept act enables the negotiation to move to the next stage by confirming the
proposal presented:

[MYD MSK 01]

MSK_01_06: Ogleden sonra islerim olabiliyor. | Sabah yapsak olur mu? | (I sometimes have
things to do in the afternoon. | Would it be okay if we did it in the morning?)

MYD 01 07: Olur. | Tabii. | Saat kaga sdyleyelim o zaman? | (That works | Of course | What
time shall we say then?)

In the snippet above, the participant coded as MSK proposes meeting in the morning, and
the participant coded as MYD accepts this proposal with the expressions “olur / that works” and
“tabii / of course.” Following this acceptance, the question “Saat kaga sdyleyelim o zaman? / What
time shall we say then?”” moves the negotiation to the time-setting stage. This shows that the Accept
act performs a function that advances the negotiation.

Second, the Accept act is used to confirm the agreed plan and move toward the closing stage:
[FSY FANK 01]

FANK 01 10: Benim i¢in de uygun. | O zaman anlastik. | (/¢ is suitable for me too. | Then,
we have agreed.)

FSY 01 11: Anlastik. | (Agreed)
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In this snippet, after the participants state that the agreed date and time are suitable for them,
they confirm that the shared decision has been finalized with the word “anlastik / agreed.” Thus, the
Accept act functions not only to approve the proposal, but also to end the negotiation and move
toward the closing stage.

Another act used by the participants to express confirmation is Repeat-Confirmation. In this
act, the accepted date, time, or plan is stated again. Therefore, this act is not limited to simply saying
“evet / yes”; it serves to finalize the agreed information by repeating it.

[FSY FANK 01]
FANK 01 06: 1 Temmuz senin i¢in uygun olur mu? | (Would July 1 be suitable for you?)
FSY 01 07: Evet| 1 Temmuz benim i¢cin uygun | (Yes. | July I is suitable for me.)

In this snippet, the participant coded as FANK requests the other participant’s confirmation
by proposing a specific date with the expression “1 Temmuz senin i¢in uygun olur mu? / Would July
1 be suitable for you?” The participant coded as FSY first accepts the proposal by saying “evet /
yes,” and then reinforces this confirmation by repeating the accepted date with the expression “1
Temmuz benim i¢in uygun / July 1 is suitable for me.” This example shows the functional distinction
between Accept and Repeat-Confirmation. While “evet / yes” is a short and direct expression of
acceptance, “1 Temmuz benim i¢in uygun / July 1 is suitable for me” is a Repeat-Confirmation act
in which the agreed date is repeated and finalized.

Among the acts that carry a confirmation function, the act most frequently used by the
participants was Accept. The higher frequency of Accept compared to Repeat-Confirmation shows
that the participants mostly preferred to respond to the proposals presented to them with short and
direct positive responses. In contrast, although Repeat-Confirmation occurred less frequently, it
contributed to reinforcing the shared decision in cases where the accepted date, time, or plan was
restated.

In addition to the main speech act types, some interactional units that cannot be directly
included in Searle’s classification also play an important role in the flow of the dialogues. Filled
Pause (16) is one of the frequently observed functional units. Although these units are not directly
evaluated as a speech act type in Searle’s classification, they serve participants’ interactional
purposes in the dialogue flow, such as gaining time to think, maintaining the turn, planning a
response, and organizing discourse before a proposal or rejection. Therefore, in this study, Filled
Pauses were treated as functional indicators that contribute to the organization of task-oriented
dialogues, although they are separate from classical speech act types.

Table 9: Functions of Filled Pauses in L1 Turkish Dialogues
Example Context Function

MYK 01 01: \n\ aksam saat on yedi
gibi yapabiliriz | (/n/ we can do it around
five o’clock in the evening.)

The participant proposes a
time in response to the
question about when the
meeting should be held.

Gaining time to think and plan
before formulating a suitable time
proposal.

FANK 01 02: \Ee\ peki | cumaya ne
dersin? | (/Ee/ okay | what do you think
about Friday?)

After the previous date is
rejected, the participant
proposes a new date.

Accepting the previous
rejection, maintaining the turn,
and moving to a new proposal.

FAS 01 02: \In\ o hafta icerisinde 18
Haziran'da da benim saat ikide
ogrencilerle gériismem var | (/I/ within
that week, on June 18, I also have a
meeting with students at two o’clock.)

The participant indicates
that they are not available
on the proposed date.

Mitigating the indication of
unavailability and planning the
response.
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yapahm... | (/Ee/ then let’s do it this | proposal at a point where maintainipg the turn, and moving
way...) the negotiation becomes | to a solution proposal.
blocked.

MYD 01 02: /Hm/ persembe giinii | The participant thinks and | Evaluating the proposal and
hangi tarihe denk geliyor? (/Hm/ what | requests clarification before | processing the information.

date does Thursday correspond to?) directly =~ accepting  or
rejecting the proposed date.

When the table is examined, it is seen that Filled Pauses are not merely elements that fill
gaps in the dialogues; rather, they have certain communicative functions. The participants used these
units especially in the processes of developing a new date/time proposal, evaluating a previous
proposal, explaining their availability/unavailability, and moving toward a solution proposal. Based
on this, Filled Pauses can be evaluated as functional indicators that not only provide the speaker with
time for thinking and planning, but also help maintain the turn and sustain the flow of negotiation.

In Table 9, the contextual functions of Filled Pauses are presented. In addition, it is observed
that some word-level expressions in the data set also function as pauses depending on the context,
particularly contributing to the speaker’s response planning and maintenance of the turn.

[MYD_MSK 01]
MSK 01 01: Ben persembe giinii miisaitim | (/ am available on Thursday.)

MYD 01 02: /Hm/ persembe giinii hangi tarihe denk geliyor? *duraklama* | Bekle
{baslangi¢c_eszamanli} | (/Hm/ What date does Thursday correspond to? | Wait
{begin_simultaneous})

MSK 01 02: Persembe {bitis_eszamanli} ne zamana denk geliyor? | (Thursday
{end simultaneous} what date does it correspond to?)

MYD 01 03: Persembe giinii *sessizlik* | Bu persembeyi mi {baslangi¢ eszamanli}
diyorsun? | (Thursday *silence* | Do you mean this Thursday? {begin simultaneous})

MSK 01 03: Evet {bitis_eszamanli} | (Yes {end_simultaneous})

2

In the snippet above, after the participant coded as MSK proposes “Persembe / thursday,’
the participant coded as MYD tries to clarify which date this day corresponds to. MYD’s Filled
Pause “Hm” and the subsequent repetition of the expression “persembe / thursday” show that the
participant is evaluating the proposal rather than immediately accepting or rejecting it. In this
context, the repeated expression functions as a pause that helps the speaker gain time to think and
maintain the turn. A similar example is as follows:

[MKB_MMEI 01]

MKB 01 05: Saat kag olsun? | On iki uygun mu sana? | (What time should it be? | Would
twelve be suitable for you?)

MMEI 01 _06; 1/ On iki | ikindi vakti gibi olabilir ya | saat ... | (/uh/ Twelve | It could be
around late afternoon | time ...)

In this example, the consecutively used sound “/11/” and the expression “on iki / twelve” also
function as pauses, serving both to gain time to think and to evaluate the proposal presented.

In addition to Filled Pauses, units such as Politeness, Backchannel, Vocative, and Farewell
in the table also contribute to the interactional organization of the dialogues. These units function not
so much as core speech acts that directly construct the content of the task, but rather as elements that
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regulate the relationship between participants, maintain the turn, mitigate rejection, and appropriately
close the conversation.

Politeness units were used in contexts where participants made proposals, rejected proposals,
and closed the interaction. While the expression “maalesef / unfortunately” mitigates the effect of
rejection and “sizin igin uygunsa / if it is suitable for you” softens proposals, expressions such as
“sag ol / thanks” and “dikkat et kendine / take care” serve to maintain a positive relationship in the
closing. Backchannel units, on the other hand, such as “peki / okay,” “6yle mi / really,” and “tamam
/ okay,” show that the participant has understood the previous turn and is ready for the continuation

of the negotiation.
[MYK FSA 01]

MYK 01 02: *duraklama* Sinavim var. {baslangi¢c_eszamanli} | Tiirk Dil Bilgisi | (I have
an exam. {begin_simultaneous} | Turkish Grammar)

FSA 01 03: /Hm/ {bitis eszamanli} | Diger giinler bos degilim ama ben. | (/Hm/
{end_simultaneous} | I am not free on the other days either, though.)

In the snippet above, the participant coded as MYK explains their unavailability by saying
“Siavim var. Tiirk Dil Bilgisi / I have an exam. Turkish Grammar.” The response “/Hm/” produced
by the participant coded as FSA functions as a Backchannel unit. This unit does not introduce a new
proposal, rejection, or acceptance; rather, it signals that the previous explanation has been received
and acknowledged. After this backchannel, FSA continues the negotiation by stating their own
unavailability with the expression “Diger giinler bos degilim ama ben / I am not free on the other
days either, though.” In this context, “/Hm/” was evaluated as a Backchannel unit because it marks
the uptake of the previous turn, maintains the flow of interaction, and prepares the continuation of
the negotiation.

Vocative units were identified only in the second dialogue. In this dialogue, the participants
addressed each other as “FCO Hanim” and “FAS Hanim,” and they also used the pronoun siz (formal
you) throughout the conversation. This use indicates a certain level of social distance and formality
between the participants.

[FCO _FAS 01]

FAS 01 01: FCO Hanmim | 17 Haziran Pazartesi giinii bir sonraki toplantimiz i¢in size uygun
mudur? | Saat bir. | (FCO Hanmim | Would Monday, June 17 be suitable for you for our next meeting?
| At one o’clock.)

FCO 01 01: *duraklama* FAS Hanim | maalesef | o giin TOMER'de toplantim var. | Baska
bir giin olursa benim agimdan daha iyi olur. | (FAS Hamm | unfortunately | I have a meeting at
TOMER that day. | Another day would be better for me.)

The snippet above consists of the first two turns of Dialogue 2. The vocative “FCO Hanim”
in the opening of this dialogue functions to address the other participant and initiate the interaction
within a formal frame. Similarly, the form of address “FAS Hanim” is not limited to addressing the
person; together with the following expression, “maalesef / unfortunately,” it can be evaluated as a
unit that contributes to maintaining politeness and social distance in a context where the proposed
date is going to be rejected.

FCO_01_03: Gorlismek iizere | FAS Hanim | (See you | FAS Hanim)

The Vocative “FAS Hanim,” which appears again in the closing of the dialogue, is used
together with the Farewell act and contributes to ending the interaction within a respectful and formal
frame.
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Farewell acts are expressive units that serve to close the interaction in a socially appropriate
way in task-oriented dialogues. In the data, these acts are realized through expressions such as
“gdriigmek lizere / see you,” “goriisiirliz / see you later,” “goriisiiriiz o zaman / see you then,” “haydi
goriisiirliz / see you,” and “hosca kalin / goodbye.” While these expressions mark the end of the
conversation, they also contribute to maintaining a positive relationship between the participants. In
this respect, farewell can be evaluated not only as a structural element indicating that the dialogue
has ended, but also as a social act that supports interactional alignment.

99 ¢¢

Discussion and Conclusion

This study examined how generic stages and speech acts are organized in task-oriented
planning dialogues produced by L1 Turkish-speaking participants. Drawing on Register Theory
(Halliday et al., 1964; Halliday & Hasan, 1989), Hasan's (1984) Generic Structure Potential (GSP)
model, Searle's (1976) speech act classification, and the functional coding framework of Taboada
(2004) and Gallardo Pauls (1998), five short audio-recorded dialogues elicited from ten participants
were segmented into semantic dialogue units (SDUs) and analyzed in terms of their macrostructural
organization, sequential interactional patterns, and register-level realizations. The analysis focused
on how this macrostructure is locally realized in the data set through register variables, generic stages,
and sequential speech acts and interactional patterns.

The findings suggest that the dialogues examined follow a recognizable macrostructure
consisting of (Opening) * Task Performance * Closing, in which the Opening stage is optional, while
the Closing stage is present in all dialogues but varies in its internal realization. This broad
organization is consistent with generic stage models developed for task-oriented dialogue (Taboada,
2004) and with Hasan’s (1978, 1984) account of how genre-specific structural formulae are realized
through contextual configurations. As Hasan (1984) demonstrates, not all elements of a structural
formula need be obligatory; some elements may be optional, and their presence or absence is
determined by the values of the contextual configuration rather than by chance. In the data, Opening
functions not as an extended social exchange but primarily as a short task-oriented transition, often
realized by a minimal acknowledgment or by moving directly into the task. Task Performance
emerges as the obligatory and structurally dominant stage, generally proceeding through Date
Negotiation followed by Time Negotiation, a sequencing consistent with the scheduling dialogue
structure described by Taboada (2004) for task-oriented dialogues in English and Spanish. Closing,
while brief, serves a dual function in the dialogues examined: it confirms the successful completion
of the task and simultaneously marks the social end of the interaction. In the data, two closing forms
were observed. In some dialogues, closing was limited to a brief mutual confirmation of agreement
realized through expressions such as "anlagtik / agreed" without any extended farewell. In others, the
closing expanded through decision summaries, farewell expressions, and politeness tokens. This
variation appears to be linked to the tenor variable: dialogues characterized by greater social distance
or formality tended toward more explicitly structured closings, whereas those with closer participant
relationships were resolved through shorter, more economical confirmation sequences.

The findings related to the Task Performance stage show that its micro-level organization is
cyclical rather than strictly linear. In the sample, the negotiation process proceeds through recurrent
cycles of proposal, rejection, reason-giving, new proposal/request, and acceptance. These cycles
typically involve a proposal or date/time request, a rejection or non-acceptance move, a reason-giving
utterance that mitigates the rejection, a revised proposal or counter-request, and ultimately an
acceptance. One of the formal descriptive outputs of the analysis is the date negotiation formula
identified in the data: (Requesting a Meeting) * (Requesting a Date) * [Proposing a Date * Rejecting
~ (Requesting a Date)]* ~ Proposing a Date ~ Accepting. In this formula, elements shown in
parentheses are optional, and the bracketed sequence is repeatable ("), reflecting the cyclical nature
of the negotiation rather than a fixed linear progression. Taboada (2004) similarly describes the task
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performance stage in scheduling dialogues as structured through a proposal-rejection—new proposal—
acceptance flow, with rejection and reason-giving as integral components of the negotiation rather
than incidental interruptions. In Hasan's (1984) terms, this internal regularity reflects how the
contextual configuration shapes not only which structural elements appear, but also how they are
ordered and in what configurations they co-occur. The formal representation of this negotiation cycle
helps describe how the Task Performance stage is realized at the micro level in the present data set.
A related finding concerns the density of interactional action within individual turns: 56% of the
turns in the data are multi-act, with some turns containing up to five distinct communicative functions
within a single turn. This suggests that SDU-level analysis is useful for describing how multiple
communicative functions may co-occur within a single turn in the present data set.

Combining register analysis with generic structure and speech act description provides a
useful basis for explaining the variation observed across the five dialogues. In the framework
developed by Halliday et al. (1964) and Halliday and Hasan (1989), register is understood as
systematic variation in language that correlates with variation in context of situation, and this
variation is organized through the variables of field, tenor, and mode. As Taboada (2004, p. 12)
similarly observes, register encompasses the set of meanings determined by the situation, including
what is taking place, who is taking part, and what part language is playing along with the
lexicogrammatical choices through which those meanings are realized. In terms of field, the scope
of the negotiation, whether participants are scheduling a single meeting or coordinating across
multiple time constraints, shapes the extent and complexity of the Task Performance stage. Tenor,
operationalized through address forms, pronoun choices, degree of indirectness, and rejection
strategies, appears to influence how proposals are formulated and how disagreements are managed.
In the data, Inform-Availability functions as the dominant mitigated rejection strategy: rather than
declining a proposed date or time outright, participants typically offer availability information as a
face-saving alternative, allowing the negotiation to continue without a direct refusal.

It should be noted, however, that not all rejections were indirect; some participants also used
explicit negative expressions such as "uygun degil / not suitable" and "olmaz / not possible" as direct
Reject-Date acts. The distribution of Inform-Availability (17 instances) compared to Reject-Date (6
instances) indicates that the indirect, availability-framing strategy was more prevalent, though both
forms were present in the data. The pattern of indirectness and reason-giving in rejection sequences
is consistent with P. Brown and Levinson's (1987) account of negative politeness, whereby speakers
seek to minimize imposition and preserve the addressee's freedom of action when performing face-
threatening acts. The tenor variable also manifests in address forms: Vocative units, realized through
the honorific "Hanim" with formal “‘siz’’ address, were identified exclusively in Dialogue 2, the
most formally oriented dialogue in the sample, supporting the interpretation that formality and social
distance are reflected in the selection and distribution of interactional units. Based on the data
examined, indirectness and reason-giving appear to function as predominant rejection mitigation
strategies within the present sample. Mode, meanwhile, is reflected in the presence of filled pauses,
elliptical utterances, backchannels, and overlapping speech features that index the spoken, real-time,
and dialogic nature of the interaction (Halliday et al., 1964; Halliday & Hasan, 1989). These mode-
level features are not incidental; they are resources through which participants manage turn-taking,
signal understanding, and coordinate the progression of the negotiation. As Schiffrin (1987)
demonstrates, such discourse-regulating items function across multiple planes of discourse
simultaneously, integrating the expressive, social, and textual dimensions of talk.

From a theoretical standpoint, the findings suggest that, in task-oriented spoken dialogue,
speech act categories are more effectively interpreted when they are considered together with
interactional and discourse-regulating functions. Searle’s (1976) taxonomy offers a useful upper-
level framework for classifying major speech act types; however, the present data show that units
such as Filled Pause, Backchannel, Politeness, Vocative, and Farewell do not function primarily as
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propositional speech acts. Rather, they contribute to the organization of interaction by supporting
turn management, mitigation, interpersonal positioning, and the social closing of the dialogue. These
units function as discourse-regulating and interactive resources; this distinction is also acknowledged
by Taboada (2004), who conducted a corpus-based analysis of scheduling dialogues in English and
Spanish and treated these units as functional categories separate from canonical speech act types.
This observation aligns with Schiffrin’s (1987) argument that items such as backchannels and filled
pauses operate not merely on the propositional plane but across multiple planes of discourse,
including the participation framework, exchange structure, and information state. In the present
study, considering these units alongside task-related speech act types such as Ask-Date, Request-
Date, Inform, Inform-Availability, Reject-Date, Accept, and Repeat-Confirmation helps describe
how the dialogues are locally organized and how the negotiation is sustained.

Within the limits of the present data set, the findings may offer some implications for the
teaching of Turkish as a foreign language, particularly in relation to spoken pragmatics and task-
based interaction. Learners of Turkish may benefit from awareness-raising activities that draw
attention to the cyclical negotiation structure observed in the data, as well as to the role of Inform-
Availability as an indirect rejection strategy and to the occurrence of more direct Reject-Date
expressions. P. Brown and Levinson (1987) propose that negative politeness strategies represent a
cross-linguistically significant dimension of face management in interaction, and a learner's ability
to recognize and produce such strategies is widely regarded as central to pragmatic competence. The
reason-giving moves and Inform-Availability statements observed in the data may also be interpreted
in relation to Grice’s (1975) Cooperative Principle, since they provide relevant information that helps
the negotiation continue even when a proposed date or time is not accepted. In teaching contexts,
authentic or semi-authentic task-oriented planning dialogues can be used to help learners understand
how field, tenor, and mode influence interactional choices, thereby supporting the development of
pragmatic competence (Taboada, 2004).

The dialogues in the data set demonstrate that filled pauses cannot always be interpreted as
indicators of communication breakdown or lack of fluency. The findings show that participants used
these units strategically to perform various interactional functions, including gaining time for
thinking and planning, maintaining the turn while responding to a previous rejection, mitigating
statements of unavailability, and evaluating a proposal while formulating a response. From this
perspective, filled pauses should be regarded not merely as elements that interrupt fluency, but also
as functional resources that enable speakers to manage the negotiation process.

This finding has several implications for the teaching of Turkish as a foreign language. First,
the functional use of filled pauses can be addressed as a pragmatic skill that instructors can explicitly
teach. Learners can be made aware that these units do not simply fill gaps in speech but may also
serve strategic functions, such as maintaining the turn, gaining time for thinking and planning, and
mitigating rejection. Second, attention to these functions in oral examinations and speaking
assessments is important for determining whether learners demonstrate natural and interactionally
competent language use. Finally, it is recommended that speaking assessment scales be reconsidered
so that filled pauses are evaluated according to their contextual and interactional functions rather
than being automatically treated as errors or signs of disfluency. For example, a learner’s strategic
use of a unit such as /11/ or /ee/ to mitigate a rejection or maintain the turn may constitute an indicator
of communicative competence. Automatically penalizing such uses may therefore fail to reflect the
learner’s actual pragmatic and interactional competence.

That said, these implications are grounded in a small and homogeneous data set. Further
research drawing on more diverse participant groups and naturalistic data would be needed before
stronger instructional claims could be made. Several limitations of the study merit explicit
acknowledgment. The data consist of five short task-elicited dialogues produced by ten participants
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who are relatively homogeneous in terms of age, educational background, and institutional context.
The recordings range from 47 seconds to 1 minute and 17 seconds in length, meaning that the data
represent short, condensed, task-elicited interactions rather than extended natural conversations. The
task-elicited nature of the data means that the dialogues, while displaying many features of naturally
occurring spoken interaction, cannot be treated as equivalent to fully spontaneous everyday
conversation. Participants were aware of being recorded and were working within an explicitly
defined task frame, both of which may have influenced interactional choices. Additionally, the
analysis is based solely on audio recordings; multimodal resources such as gaze, gesture, and body
orientation were not available for analysis. Future research could address these limitations by
incorporating larger and more varied participant samples, collecting data in more naturalistic settings,
and employing multimodal analytical frameworks. Comparative studies examining similar task types
across different first-language backgrounds or proficiency levels could also shed further light on the
interplay between register, generic structure, and speech act organization in planning dialogues.

In conclusion, this study contributes to the analysis of task-oriented spoken interaction in L1
Turkish by providing a data-based description of how planning dialogues are organized at the levels
of register, generic stage structure, and sequential interaction. The findings show that date and time
negotiation constitutes the central axis of the task performance stage, while openings, closings, and
local speech acts vary according to contextual and interactional conditions. In particular, the task
performance stage is organized through recurrent cycles of proposal, rejection, reason-giving,
renewed request or proposal, and acceptance, which can be formally represented as:

(Requesting a Meeting) " (Requesting a Date) " [Proposing a Date * Rejecting * (Requesting
a Date) | * Proposing a Date * Accepting

The analysis also shows that register-level linguistic choices, such as indirectness, forms of
address, statements of availability, and discourse-regulating resources, affect how this generic
structure is realized in interaction. These findings provide a data-based descriptive contribution to a
relatively under-researched area within the broader literature on genre, register, and spoken
interaction in Turkish. In this context, the proposed formula may provide a framework that can be
used by those preparing teaching materials and textbooks for teaching Turkish as a foreign language
in organizing the stages of planning dialogues, and by teachers aiming to develop genre awareness
in the classroom in making the structural and interactional features of these dialogues visible.
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D1 Tiirkce Gorev Odakh Planlama Diyaloglarinda Tiirsel Asamalar ve S6z Edimleri: Nitel
Bir Coziimleme

Giris

Sozlii tiirler lizerine yapilan ¢aligsmalar, iletisimsel etkinliklerin taninabilir yapisal Oriintiiler
sergileme egiliminde oldugunu goéstermistir. S6zIii etkilesim; giindelik konusmalar (Eggins & Slade,
1997), egitim ortamlarindaki sinif i¢i etkilesim (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975) ve hizmet karsilagmalari
ile randevu planlama gibi gorev odakli giindelik etkilesimler (Mitchell, 1975; Maier, 1996; Taboada,
2004) dahil olmak flizere farkli baglamlarda incelenmistir. Bu c¢aligmalar, sozlii etkilesimin
rastlantisal bir s6z sirasi dizisi olmadigini; iletisimsel amag, durumsal baglam ve etkilesimsel
eylemler tarafindan bigimlendirilen toplumsal olarak orgiitlenmis bir siire¢ oldugunu ortaya
koymaktadir.

Tiirkcede sozlii etkilesime iligkin arastirmalar; aligveris ve hizmet etkilesimlerinin yapist,
dilbilimsel kibarlik, Grice’in konusma ilkeleri ve sdylem belirleyicilerinin islevleri gibi farkli
konulara odaklanmistir (Cubukcu, 2001; Kokcii & Kot Artung, 2021; Ercan & Danig, 2022;
Altiparmak, 2022). Uluslararas1 alanyazinda ise gorev odakli diyaloglarin sira alma, onarim, geri
bildirim, dolayli s6z edimleri ve sOylem belirleyicileri gibi etkilesimsel siirecler {izerinden
yapilandig1 gosterilmistir (Deutsch, 1974; Traum & Hinkelman, 1992; Maier, 1996; Byron &
Heeman, 1997; Taboada, 2004). Bununla birlikte, D1 Tiirk¢e konusurlarin tarih ve saat belirlemeye
yonelik planlama diyaloglarini kesit dil degiskenleri, tiirsel agamalar ve s6z edimsel-etkilesimsel
oriintiiler agisindan birlikte ele alan arastirmalar sinirlidir.

Bu g¢aligma, D1 Tiirk¢e konusurlarin gérev odakli planlama diyaloglarini Kesit Dil Kurami,
Hasan’in (1978) Genel Yap1 Potansiyeli modeli ve s6z edimi ¢dziimlemesi ¢ergevesinde inceleyerek
s0z konusu boslugu gidermeyi amacglamaktadir. Daha 6zel olarak calisma, konusurlarin tarih ve saat
miizakeresini baglamsal degiskenler, tiirsel asamalar ve s6z edimleri araciligiyla nasil
diizenlediklerini arastirmaktadir. Bu baglamda ¢alisma, s6z konusu diyaloglarin nasil
yapilandirildigini ve konusurlarin ortak bir gorevi etkilesim yoluyla nasil gergeklestirdiklerini
verilere dayali olarak aciklayarak, Tiirk¢e gorev odakli planlama diyaloglarmin bir 6rneklem
iizerinden tanimlanmasina katki sunmay1 amaglamaktadir.

Alanyazin

Sozceler kendilerine 6zgili olmakla birlikte, yinelenen iletisimsel olaylar dil kullaniminda
taninabilir Oriintiiler ortaya ¢ikarir (Bakhtin, 1986; Swales, 1990). Konusma tiirleri, insan iletisimini
miimkiin kilan temel zihinsel ve kiiltiirel yapilar olarak islev goriir. Onceden var olan bu cerceveler
bulunmasaydi her etkilesimde yeni yapilarm bastan kurulmasi gerekirdi ve bu durum iletigimi
neredeyse imkansiz hale getirirdi (Bakhtin, 1986, ss. 78—79). Sistemik Islevsel Dilbilim ¢ercevesinde
sozlii dil, diizensiz bir etkilesimden ziyade son derece yapilandirilmig bir sistem olarak ele
almmaktadir (Eggins & Slade, 1997). Hasan (1978) bu yapiy1 agiklamak amaciyla tiirleri zorunlu ve
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secimlik asamalarina ayiran Genel Yap1 Potansiyeli (GYP) modelini gelistirmistir. Zorunlu asamalar
bir tiliriin temel kimligini belirlerken se¢imlik asamalar durumsal farkliliklari agiklar. Hasan’a gore
(1978, s. 229) her metin tiiri, o metnin tiirlinlin belirlenmesine imkan veren genellestirilmis bir
yapisal formiile sahiptir. Satig islemleri, randevu planlama ve sinif sdylemi iizerine yapilan
calismalar da etkilesimin genellikle agilistan gorev performansina ve ardindan kapaniga dogru
ilerleyen tanmabilir bir asamalar dizisi izledigini gostermektedir (Taboada, 2004; Maier, 1996;
Mitchell, 1975; Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975).

Asamalarin siralanisi bir tiiriin temel yapisini ortaya koymakla birlikte, bu asamalarin dilsel
olarak nasil gerceklestirildigi de aym Ol¢lide nemlidir ve bu durum dikkati kesit dile (register)
yoneltmektedir. Halliday ve digerleri (1964, s. 77), kesit dili “kullanima gore degisim” olarak
tanimlar. Buna gore konusurlar, iletisimsel duruma bagli olarak farkli dilsel cesitler arasindan se¢im
yapmakta ve toplumsallagma siirecinde farkli baglamlara uygun kesit dillerden olusan bir repertuvar
gelistirmektedir (Ventola, 2005, s. 22). Kesit dil birbiriyle iligkili {i¢ degiskenden olusur: sdylem
alan1 (field), sdylem bigemi (tenor) ve sOylem kipi (mode). Soylem alani, sosyal etkinligi ve
konusmanin konusunu; sdylem bigemi, resmiyet ve toplumsal mesafe dahil olmak tizere katilimcilar
arasindaki rol iliskilerini; sOylem kipi ise iletisim kanalin1 ve sdylemin Orgiitlenisini, baska bir
ifadeyle sozlii-yazili ve planli-plansiz dil ayrimini ifade eder (Taboada, 2004). Kesit dil durumsal
baglamla iliskiliyken tiir kiiltiirel diizeyde islev goriir. Eggins ve Martin (1997), tiirii ii¢ kesit dil
degiskenini de kapsayan daha Uist diizey bir anlam katmani olarak nitelendirmektedir. Soylem alant,
sOylem bicemi ve sdylem kipi duragan degildir; sdylem ilerledik¢e yeniden diizenlenir. Ventola’nin
(2005, s. 29) belirttigi gibi, “etkilesim bir asamadan digerine gectikce sdylem alani, sdylem bigemi
ve sdylem kipinin degerleri de degisir.”

Gorev odakli diyaloglar, katilimcilarin ortak bilgi ve paylasilan varsayimlar araciligiyla
ortak bir amaca yonelik olarak is birligi yaptig1 taninmis bir tiirdiir (Taboada, 2004). Bu tiir
etkilesimlerde soz sirasi alma, keyfi uzlasimlardan ziyade gorevin gerekleri tarafindan diizenlenir ve
gorev odaklilik arttikga sdylemin yapisal orgiitlenmesi giderek daha ongoriilebilir hale gelir (G. P.
Brown, 1984). Bununla birlikte bu Ongoriilebilirlik, konusmalar katilimcilarin katkilartyla
bicimlendigi i¢in sabit bir senaryodan ziyade yinelenen islevsel oriintiileri yansitir. Swales (1990),
bu tiir etkilesimleri, {iyeleri tarafindan diizenli ve karsilikli olarak anlasilabilir bigimlerde tretilen,
sOylem topluluklarin islevsel ihtiyaclarina hizmet eden uyarlanabilir dilsel iirlinler olarak
nitelendirir.

Dil, etkilesimi yapilandirmanin 6tesinde toplumsal bir eylem bigimi olarak da islev goriir.
Malinowski’nin (1923, s. 322) belirttigi gibi dil “Oncelikle bir eylem aracidir.” Bu goriis, bir sey
sOylemenin ayni zamanda bir sey yapmak oldugunu ileri siiren Austin (1962) tarafindan
kuramsallastirilmis ve konusmay1 kurallarla yonetilen toplumsal bir davranis olarak nitelendiren
Searle (1969) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Austin’in (1962) diizs6z, edimséz ve etkiséz edimlerinden
olusan ii¢lii modelinden hareket eden Searle (1976, s. 11-16), s6z edimlerini bes islevsel kategori
altinda smiflandirmigtir:  diinyadaki durumlari  betimleyen iddia ediciler; bir eylemin
gergeklestirilmesini saglamaya ¢alisan yonlendiriciler; konusuru gelecekteki bir eyleme baglayan
taahhiit ediciler; psikolojik durumlar1 aktaran ifade ediciler ve dis diinyada degisiklik meydana
getiren bildiriciler. Bu edimlerin tam olarak yorumlanmasi, yalnizca dil bilgisel ¢6ztimlemeyi degil,
aynt zamanda edimbilimsel ve toplumdilbilimsel baglamin kapsamli bicimde anlasilmasini da
gerektirir (Turan, 2019).

Grice’nin (1975) is birligi ilkesi ve bu ilkeye baglh kurallar olan nicelik, nitelik, bagint1 ve
tarz, sozli etkilesimde anlamin nasil aktarildigina dair tamamlayict bir agiklama sunar. Grice,
iletisime katilanlarin akilcr ve is birlikgi bir fikir aligverisi i¢inde olduklari varsayimiyla hareket
ettiklerini savunur. Ona gore; dolayli retler, ortiik onaylar ve yumusatilmig yanitlar da dahil olmak
iizere aktarilan anlamin biiylik bir kismi, sézciiklerin diiz anlamindan ziyade sezdirim yoluyla iletilir.
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Bu tir konusma sezdirimleri, konusucular iletisimin temel ilkelerinden sapiyormus gibi
gorlindiigiinde ortaya cikar ve dinleyiciyi, sozlin ardinda yatan ve baglama uyan asil anlami
cikarmaya yonlendirir. Cikarima dayali bu boyut; bir eylem plani 6nermek, miizakere etmek veya
reddetmek i¢in dolayli ifadelerin siklikla kullanildig1 gérev odakli diyaloglarda bilhassa 6nem tasir.
P. Brown ve Levinson (1987), bu edimbilimsel mantig1 daha genis bir yliz yonetimi kurami
cercevesine oturtur. Onlara gore iletisimsel secimler, temel olarak yiize —yani muhataplarin karsilikli
olarak talep edip korudugu kamusal benlik imajina— 6zen gosterme ihtiyaciyla sekillenir. Olumlu
yliz onaylanma arzusunu, olumsuz yiiz ise herhangi bir dayatmaya maruz kalmadan hareket etme
istegini yansitir. Gorev odakli diyaloglarin dogasinda var olan rica, ret ve oneri gibi pek ¢ok soz
edimi yiizii tehdit edici niteliktedir. Konusucular bu tehdidi hafifletmek amaciyla dolayli anlatima,
yumusatma stratejilerine ve nezaket ifadelerine siklikla bagvurur. Bu stratejiler arasindaki sec¢im;
katilimcilarin goreceli giicti, aralarindaki toplumsal mesafe ve yiizii tehdit edici eylemin barindirdig
dayatma derecesi tarafindan sistematik olarak belirlenir (P. Brown & Levinson, 1987). En 6nemlisi,
Grice'ln iletisim ilkelerinden sapma gibi algilanan durumlarin bizzat kendisi birer nezaket
stratejisidir. Kasith belirsizlik, ima veya eksik anlatim bu durumlara drnek olarak gosterilebilir. Bu
durumlarda ortaya ¢ikan yiize saygi sezdirimleri, tipki konusma sezdirimlerinde oldugu gibi ayni
¢ikarimsal mekanizmalarla ¢oziimlenir (P. Brown & Levinson, 1987; Grice, 1975).

Soylem diizeyinde, Gallardo Patls'un (1998) cercevesi konusma hamlelerini kurucu veya
baglayici olarak siniflandirarak bu tabloyu tamamlar ve boylece islevsel igerik ile toplumsal
orgiitlenmenin es zamanli olarak ¢éziimlenmesine olanak tanir. Sozlii etkilesimle ilgili diger
iletisimsel birimler arasinda sunlar yer alir: etkin dinlemeye isaret eden geri bildirim (backchannel)
ifadeleri (6rn. tamam, peki ve hm); biligsel planlama esnasinda konusucunun séz sirasini elinde
tutmasini saglayan dolgu dil kullanimi (filled pause) (6rn. 11, ee ve aa); muhatabin dikkatini ¢ekmek
icin kullanilan seslenmeler (vocative); tesekkiir veya iyi dilekler gibi kaliplasmis nezaket ifadeleri
ve iletisimsel zorluklar1 yonetmek i¢in basvurulan kanal (channel) ifadeleri (Taboada, 2004).

Biitiin olarak degerlendirildiginde; Sistemik Islevsel Dilbilim tiir kurami, Genel Yapi
Potansiyeli modeli, kesit dil (register) ¢oziimlemesi, s6z edimi kurami ile Grice (1975) ve P. Brown
ve Levinson’un (1987) edimbilimsel c¢ergeveleri, gérev odakli sozlii diyaloglar1 ¢oziimlemek igin
tutarli ve birbirini tamamlayan bir temel sunar. Tiir, bir etkilesimin asamalardan olusan genel
orgiitlenmesini agiklarken; kesit dil, bu orgiitlenmenin belirli bir durumsal baglam iginde nasil
gerceklestigini izah eder. Ote yandan séz edimi kuramu, gorevlerin miizakere edildigi yerel eylemleri
incelemek i¢in gerekli araglar saglarken; Grice'nin iletigim ilkeleri ve nezaket kuramlari ise dolayls,
yumusatilmig ve toplumsal dinamiklere gore ayarlanmig anlamlarin {iretilip yorumlanmasini
saglayan ¢ikarim ve yiliz yonetimi siire¢lerine 151k tutar.

Calismanin Onemi

Bu ¢aligmanin dnemi, sozlii bir tiir olarak Tiirkce gorev odakli planlama diyaloglarina
odaklanmasindan kaynaklanmaktadir. Calisma, planlama diyaloglarini bagimsiz konusma 6rnekleri
olarak ele almak yerine; konusucularin baglamsal secimler ve ardisik iletisimsel eylemler araciligiyla
ortak bir tarih ve zamani miizakere ettikleri agamali, amag odakli etkilesimler olarak incelemektedir.
Bu baglamda calisma, Tiirk¢e alanyazinda smurli ilgi géren kisa, amag¢ odakli sozlii etkilesimlere
dikkat ¢gekmektedir.

Bu ¢alisma, birbirini tamamlayan ii¢ ¢éziimleme aracini bir araya getirmektedir. Kesit dil
¢coziimlemesi; sdylem alani, sdylem bigemi ve sdylem kipinin diyaloglarin drgiitlenmesine nasil
yansidigini incelemeyi miimkiin kilar. Hasan'm Genel Yap1 Potansiyeli modeli, etkilesimin zorunlu
ve istege bagli agamalarinin belirlenmesine olanak tanir. SGylem temelli etkilesimsel kategorilerle
desteklenen soz edimi ¢oziimlemesi ise konusucularin; 6nerme, reddetme, rica etme, kabul etme,
onaylama, gerek¢e sunma ve etkilesimi sonlandirma gibi eylemleri nasil gergeklestirdigini ortaya
koyar. Bu bakis agilarini birlestiren ¢alisma, yalnizca hangi dilbilimsel bigimlerin ortaya ¢iktigini
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betimlemekle kalmamakta; ayn1 zamanda baglamsal degiskenlerin, tiirsel agamalarin ve etkilesimsel
eylemlerin bir planlama goérevinin yerine getirilmesinde nasil birlikte isledigini de agiklamaktadir.

Elde edilen bulgularmn Yabanci Dil Olarak Tiirkce Ogretimi icin uygulamaya doniik
yansimalari da olabilecegi diisliniilmektedir. Verilerde tespit edilen yinelenen oriintiiler; 6grencilere
Tiirk¢ede uygun bir sekilde zaman Onermeyi, uygun olmayan bir secenegi reddetmeyi, gerekce
sunmay1, alternatif Onermeyi, anlagsmayi onaylamayi ve etkilesimi sonlandirmayi O6gretmeyi
amaglayan iletisimsel gorevlerin, rol yapma etkinliklerinin ve ders materyallerinin tasarimina yon
verebilir.

Calismanin Amaci

Bu calisma, D1 Tiirkce gorev odakli planlama diyaloglarinin yapisal ve etkilesimsel
orgilitlenmesini incelemeyi amacglamaktadir. Bu dogrultuda, asagidaki arastirma sorularina yanit
aramaktadir:

1. Bu calismada incelenen D1 Tiirkge gorev odakli planlama diyaloglarinda, kesit dil
degiskenleri miizakere siirecinin orgiitlenmesine nasil yansimaktadir?

2. Hasan'in Genel Yapi1 Potansiyeli modeline gore, bu diyaloglarin tiirsel agsamalar1 zorunlu
ve istege bagh dgeler agisindan nasil yapilandirilmistir ve bu agamalar etkilesim iginde
hangi islevleri yerine getirmektedir?

3. Tiirsel asamalar i¢ginde tarih ve zaman miizakeresi hangi s6z edimi ve etkilesimsel
ortintiiler araciligryla gergeklestirilmektedir?

Yontem

Bu calisma, oOrneklemde yer alan Tirkge goérev odakli diyaloglarin etkilesimsel
orgiitlenmesini incelemek amaciyla kuram odakli nitel bir sdylem ¢oziimlemesi olarak tasarlanmugtir.
Betimsel bir sdylem ¢oziimlemesi yaklasimi benimsenmis; konusmanin yerel Orgilitlenmesi,
etkilesimsel rutinler ve konusucularin belirli bir iletisimsel amaca ulagmak i¢in kullandiklart
dilbilimsel kaynaklar incelenmistir. Torode'ye (1989) gore sOylem ¢oziimlemesi, dilbilimsel
yapilarin giindelik etkilesimde nasil dogallastirildigini ortaya koymasi bakimindan elestirel bir
derinlige sahiptir. Bu baglamda sdylem, yalnizca bir iletinin icerigi olarak degil, belirli toplumsal
amaglarin gergeklestirildigi ardisik ve iglevsel bir yapi1 olarak ele alinmustir.

Bu ¢alisma, 6rneklem genisliginden ziyade analitik derinligi 6n planda tutmaktadir. Celik ve
Eksimin (2013) de belirttigi gibi, sdylem ¢oziimlemesinde verilerin islevselli§i ve analitik
uygunlugu, katilimci sayisindan daha onemlidir. Buna uygun olarak bu calisma, simirli sayida
katilimcidan elde edilen gérev odakl sozlii etkilesim verilerine odaklanmaktadir.

Bu ¢alismada kullanilan veriler, tamamen kendiliginden gelisen giindelik konusmalar olarak
degil, goreve dayali sozlii etkilesim verileri olarak degerlendirilmistir. Katilimcilara belirli bir
iletisimsel gorev verilmis; ancak onlara sabit bir senaryo, ornek bir diyalog veya hazir yanit
oOriintiileri sunulmamistir. Dolayisiyla katilimcilar, gérevin smirlart dahilinde kendi segimleri
araciligryla etkilesimi siirdiirmiiglerdir. Bu bakimdan veriler, dogal konusma 6zellikleri sergileyen
ancak belirli bir gérev gercevesinde iiretilmis s6zli etkilesim verileri olarak ele alinmustir.

Katihmcilar

Caligmanin katilimcilari, ana dili Tiirkge olan 10 iiniversite 6grencisinden olusmaktadir.
Katilimcilar, amagl 6rnekleme yontemlerinden biri olan 6lgiit ornekleme yoluyla se¢ilmistir. Amagh
ornekleme, arastirma problemini ve merkezl olguyu anlamak i¢in gerekli bilgiyi saglayabilecek
bireylerin ve ortamlarin bilingli olarak se¢ilmesini ifade eder. Amach Srneklemenin bir tiirii olan
Olciit 6rnekleme, bir kalite giivencesi bi¢imi olarak dnceden belirlenmis belirli 6l¢iitleri karsilayan
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durumlarin dahil edilmesine dayanir (Creswell, 2013). Bu teknikte katilimcilar, arastirma sorusu
dogrultusunda belirlenen dlgiitlere gore segilir (Simsek, 2015, s. 173).

Bu baglamda, arastirma sorulariyla iliskili olarak temel 6lgiitler; katilimcilarin ana dilinin
Tiirkce olmasi, benzer yas araliginda bulunmalari ve ayn1 egitim ortamini paylasmalar1 olmustur. Bu
olciitler, katilimcilarn dilbilimsel, egitimsel ve sosyokiiltiirel gecmisleri agisindan gérece benzer bir
grup olusturmalarini saglamak ve katilimcilar arasindaki gesitliligi sinirlandirmak amaciyla tercih
edilmistir. Tiim katilimcilar, Bursa Uludag Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Tiirkge Ogretmenligi
boliimiinde 6grenim goéren 6grenciler arasindan secilmistir. Katilimeilarin 5'1 kadin, 5'1 erkek olup
yagslar1 18 ile 23 arasinda degismektedir. Katilimeilara iligkin bilgiler Tablo 1'de sunulmaktadir.

Tablo 1: Katilimci Bilgileri

Katilimeilar Cinsiyet Yas
KSY Kadin 19
EMEI Erkek 19
EKB Erkek 21
KANK Kadin 19
KAS Kadin 20
KCO Kadin 18
ESK Erkek 21
EYD Erkek 19
KSA Kadin 19
EYK Erkek 23

Katilimcilar ikigerli gruplar halinde eslestirilmis ve toplamda bes adet gorev odakl diyalog
elde edilmistir. Ciftler olugturulurken yakinlik, cinsiyet, akademik bagar1 veya iletisim diizeyi gibi
onceden belirlenmis herhangi bir ol¢iit kullanilmamis; eslestirme rastgele yapilmistir. Boylece,
calisma kapsaminda farkli konusucu c¢iftlerinden etkilesim verileri elde edilmistir. Katilimet
eslestirmeleri Tablo 2'de sunulmaktadir.

Tablo 2: Gruplar

Grup Katilmcilar Cinsiyet Yas
Numarasi
1 [KSY KANK] Kadin- Kadm 19- 19
2 [KCO KAS] Kadin- Kadm 18- 20
3 [EYK KSA] Erkek- Kadin 23-19
4 [EKB EMEI] Erkek- Erkek 21-19
5 [EYD ESK] Erkek- Erkek 19- 21

Gruplarin ikisi kadin-kadin, ikisi erkek-erkek, biri ise kadin-erkek katilimci giftlerinden
olusmustur.

Smirhhiklar

Bu ¢alisma, 10 katilimcidan elde edilen bes gorev odakli diyalog ile sinirhidir. Katilimcilarin
ayni liniversitede ayn1 boliimde 6grenim géren ve benzer yas araliginda bulunan bireyler olmasi, veri
setini gérece homojen kilmaktadir. Caligmanin bir diger sinirliligi, kayitlarin 47 saniye ile 1 dakika
17 saniye arasinda degisen kisa etkilesimlerden olusmasidir. Bu bakimdan bulgular, uzun siireli
giindelik konusmalardan ziyade kisa, ama¢ odakli ve gdreve dayali etkilesimler baglaminda
degerlendirilmistir. Ayrica veriler, tamamen kendiliginden gelisen giindelik konusmalardan degil,
bir gorev araciligiyla elde edilen s6zlii etkilesimlerden olusmaktadir. Calismada yalnizca ses kayitlari
kullanildigindan; jest, bakis ve beden yonelimi gibi 6geler ¢oziimlemenin diginda birakilmistir.
Calismanin verileri bu sinirlhiliklar dogrultusunda ¢6ziimlenmis ve degerlendirilmistir.
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Veri Toplama Araclari

Bu calismada veriler, dijital bir ses kayit cihazi kullanilarak toplanmistir. Coztimleme; jestler
ve yiz ifadeleri gibi ¢ok kipli etkilesimsel Ogelerden ziyade, sozlii etkilesimin dilbilimsel
orgiitlenmesine, anlamsal diyalog birimlerine, tiirsel asamalara ve s6z edimi islevlerine odaklandig:
icin video kaydi kullanilmamigtir. Caligmanin kapsami ve amact dogrultusunda, ses kaydi yeterli bir
veri kaynagi olarak degerlendirilmistir.

Veri Toplama Siireci

Calisma igin 28.05.2024 tarihinde Hacettepe Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisii Etik
Kurulundan E-51944218-050-00003559817 sayili yazi ile etik kurul onay1 alinmistir. Etik onayin
ardindan veri toplama siireci, Bursa Uludag Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesinde iki asamada
gerceklestirilmistir. Ik asama etik onay sonrasinda 2023-2024 egitim-6gretim yili bahar yariyilinda
yiiriitiilmiis, ikinci asama ise 2025-2026 egitim-dgretim yilinda tamamlanmistir. {lk asamanin
ardindan yapilan 6n inceleme; ilk kayitlarin analitik olarak kullanilabilir oldugunu, ancak ¢alismanin
amaglart dogrultusunda sinirli baglamsal ve etkilesimsel cesitlilik sundugunu gostermistir. Bu
nedenle; ayn1 konugma gorevi, katilimer Slgiitleri ve kayit prosediirleri kullanilarak veri toplama
stirecinin ikinci asamasi gerceklestirilmistir. Bu ek agsama, arastirma desenini degistirmekten ziyade
karsilastirilabilir durumlarin yelpazesini genisletmek amaciyla yapilmistir. Nihai veri seti, onceden
belirlenmis Olciitlere gore secgilen bes adet D1 Tiirkge gorev odakli planlama diyalogundan
olusmaktadir.

Veri toplama siireci baglamadan 6nce katilimcilar; ¢alismanin amaci, konusma gorevi ve
kayit stireci hakkinda bilgilendirilmis ve kendilerinden goniilli katilim formlart alinmistir.
Katilimcilar giftler halinde bos bir sinifa alinmig ve verilen gorevi ig birligi iginde tamamlamalari
istenmistir. Gorev yonergeleri agiklandiktan sonra arastirmaci etkilesim siirecine miidahale etmemis;
katilimcilar, verilen gorevin simirlar1  dahilinde kendi secimleri araciligiyla konusmay1
siirdiirmiislerdir.

Tim konusmalar dijital bir ses kayit cihazi kullanilarak kaydedilmistir. Kayitlarin
uzunluklar1 47 saniye ile 1 dakika 17 saniye arasinda degismektedir. Daha sonra bu kayitlarin
cevriyazisi yapilmis ve ¢oziimleme i¢in anlamsal diyalog birimlerine ayrilmistir.

Konusma Gorevi

Calisma kapsaminda katilimecilardan, belirli bir iletisimsel ama¢ dogrultusunda ikinci bir
toplant1 planlamalar1 ve her iki tarafa da uyan ortak bir tarih ve saat {izerinde anlagsmalar1 istenmistir.
Gorev, katilimcilar arasinda miizakere gerektirecek sekilde tasarlanmigtir; bu nedenle katilimeilarin,
programlarinin kismen g¢akigtigin1 varsaymalari ve etkilesim sirasinda uygun olmadiklari tarih veya
saatleri belirtmeleri beklenmistir. Bu yonerge; 6nerme, reddetme, gerekce sunma, karsi 6neri liretme
ve anlagsmaya varma gibi gorev odakli etkilesimsel eylemleri ortaya c¢ikarmak amaciyla
kullanilmagtir.

Katilimcilara sabit bir senaryo, drnek bir diyalog veya hazir ifadeler verilmemistir. Sadece
gdrevin amaci ve sinirlan agiklanmis; konusmanin nasil ilerleyecegi, hangi ifadelerin kullanilacag
ve anlagsmaya nasil varilacagi katilimcilarin kendi etkilesimsel se¢imlerine birakilmigtir. Dolayisiyla
veriler, tamamen kendiliginden gelisen giindelik konusmalar olarak degil, belirli bir goérev
cercevesinde iiretilmis sozlii etkilesim verileri olarak degerlendirilmistir.

Gecgerlik ve Giivenirlik

Caligmanin gecerligini artirmak amaciyla ¢dziimleme siireci ilgili kuramsal cergevelere
dayandirilmigtir. Bu dogrultuda ¢dziimleme dort asamada gerceklestirilmistir. Birinci agamada
diyaloglar, Taboada'min (2004) gorev odakli diyaloglarin ¢6ziimlemesinde kullandigi anlamsal
diyalog birimleri (ADB) yaklasimmna dayali olarak boliimlere ayrilmustir. ikinci asamada,
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diyaloglarin baglamsal 6zellikleri soylem alani, sdylem bi¢emi ve sdylem kipi degiskenleri a¢isindan
kesit dil ¢dziimlemesi yoluyla incelenmistir. Uciincii asamada, Hasan'm (1978) Genel Yapi
Potansiyeli modeline uygun olarak diyaloglarin tiirsel agsamalari ile zorunlu ve istege bagl 6geleri
belirlenmistir. Dordiincii asamada, bu tiirsel asamalar1 olusturan ADB’ler; Searle'nin (1976) s6z
edimleri smiflandirmasi ile Taboada (2004) ve Gallardo Patls'un (1998) sodylem temelli
yaklagimlarina uygun olarak islevsel agidan kodlanmigtir. Boylece ¢oziimleme siireci, ¢aligmanin
arastirma sorulartyla uyumlu kuramsal dlciitler temelinde yiiriitiilmiistiir. Bulgular yorumlanirken;
retler, gerekge sunma, dolaylilik ve nezaket ifadeleri, Grice'nin (1975) is birligi ilkesi ve konugsmaya
dayali sezdirim kavrami ile P. Brown ve Levinson'un (1987) nezaket kuramma atifla
degerlendirilmistir; zira bu gerceveler konusucularin etkilesimde yiizii ve toplumsal iliskileri
yonetirken ortiik anlamlari nasil aktardigini agiklamaya yardimei olmaktadir.

Kodlama siirecinde; anlamsal diyalog birimlerinin (ADB), tiirsel asamalarin, islevsel
kodlarin ve s6z edimi etiketlerinin tanimlarimi igeren bir kodlama kilavuzu kullanilmistir. Kilavuz
hem asil arastirmact hem de bagimsiz uzmanlar tarafindan kullanilmis ve bdylece kodlama
kararlarinin ortak olgiitlere dayanmasi saglanmistir. Asagida, birimlerin asama, islev ve s6z edimleri
acisindan nasil degerlendirildigini gosteren drnek bir kodlama tablosu yer almaktadir.

Tablo 3: Ornek Kodlama Tablosu

Tiirsel Sira Kodu Konusmaci Anlamsal Diyalog Islevsel So6z Edimleri
Asama Birimi (ADB) Kod (Searle)
Mezuniyetimiz igin
organize konusmasini Bilgi verme Iddia Ediciler
Acilis yaptik.
KSY 01 01 KSY Konugmamiz bitti. Bilgi verme Iddia Ediciler
Gorev Simdi mezuniyet Toplant1
Performansi giiniinii belirleyelim. Onerme Yonlendiriciler

Analiz siirecinin giivenirligini artirmak amaciyla kodlamalar, degerlendirilmek iizere iki
bagimsiz uzman kodlayiciya sunulmustur. Uzmanlardan biri Tiirk¢e egitimi, digeri ise Tiirk dili ve
edebiyati alaninda akademik uzmanliga sahiptir. Her iki uzman da ilgili verileri, kodlama
kilavuzunda yer alan tanim ve dlgiitler dogrultusunda bagimsiz olarak degerlendirmistir.

Ik olarak, anlamsal diyalog birimlerinin belirlenmesine iliskin giivenirligi kontrol etmek
amaciyla ii¢ diyalogdan elde edilen toplam 81 ADB, birinci bagimsiz uzman kodlayici tarafindan
incelenmistir. Bu agsamada aragtirmacinin kodlamalar1 ile uzman kodlayicinin degerlendirmeleri
karsilastirilmig, 77 ADB’de goriis birligi, 4 ADB’de ise goriis ayrilig1 oldugu belirlenmistir. Miles
ve Huberman’in (1994) giivenirlik formiiliine gore kodlayicilar arast uyum orani %95,06 olarak
hesaplanmistir. Bu oran, ADB’lerin belirlenmesi siirecinde kodlayicilar arasinda yiiksek diizeyde
uyum bulundugunu gdstermektedir.

Ikinci olarak, asama simirlarimin belirlenmesine iliskin giivenirligi kontrol etmek amaciyla
ayni ii¢ diyalogda yer alan 81 ADB, birinci bagimsiz uzman kodlayici tarafindan yeniden
degerlendirilmistir. Bu agamada arastirmacinin agama kodlamalari ile bagimsiz uzman kodlayicinin
degerlendirmeleri karsilastirilmis, 78 ADB’de goriis birligi, 3 ADB’de ise goriis ayriligi oldugu
belirlenmistir. Miles ve Huberman’in (1994) giivenirlik formiiliine gore kodlayicilar arasi uyum
orani %96,30 olarak hesaplanmistir.

Son olarak, s6z edimi kodlamalarinin giivenirligini kontrol etmek amaciyla ayn1 81 ADB,
ikinci bagimsiz uzman kodlayici tarafindan degerlendirilmistir. Bu agamada aragtirmacinin s6z edimi
kodlamalar ile ikinci bagimsiz uzman kodlayicinin degerlendirmeleri karsilastirilmig, 74 ADB’de
goriis birligi, 7 ADB’de ise goriis ayriligi oldugu belirlenmistir. Miles ve Huberman’in (1994)
giivenirlik formiiliine gére kodlayicilar arast uyum orani %91,36 olarak hesaplanmaistir.
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Goriis ayriliklari, arastirmact ile bagimsiz uzman kodlayicilarin ortak degerlendirmeleri
sonucunda giderilmis ve nihai kodlamalar iizerinde uzlastya varilmistir. Bu siiregte her bir birimin
baglam icerisindeki islevi, ait oldugu tiirsel asama, kodlama kilavuzunda yer alan tanimlar ve ilgili
kuramsal Olgiitler birlikte dikkate alinmistir. Boylece kodlama kararlarimin ortak Olgiitlere
dayandirilmasi ve arastirmacinin yorumundan kaynaklanabilecek 6znel farkliliklarin azaltilmasi
amaglanmistir.

Veri Analizi

Verilerin analizinde manuel kodlama kullanilmistir. Konusma verilerindeki baglamsal
ayrintilarin, konusma siralari igerisindeki islevsel gecislerin ve etkilesimsel yonelimlerin daha
yakindan incelenebilmesi amaciyla manuel kodlama tercih edilmistir. Ozellikle tek bir konusma
sirasmin birden fazla iletisimsel islev icerebildigi durumlarda manuel kodlama, birim sinirlarinin
baglam i¢erisinde degerlendirilmesine olanak saglamistir.

Ses kayitlar oncelikle yaziya aktarilmigtir. Ardindan diyaloglar, Taboada’nin (2004) gérev
odakli diyaloglarin analizinde kullandig1 anlamsal diyalog birimleri yaklagimi temel alinarak analiz
birimlerine ayrilmistir. Bu ¢alismada anlamsal diyalog birimi; konusma igerisinde anlamsal biitiinliik
tagiyan, ayirt edilebilir bir iletisimsel isleve sahip olan ve etkilesimin ilerleyisine katkida bulunan
islevsel bir s6z kesiti olarak tanimlanmistir (Taboada, 2004). Bir konusma siras1 tek bir anlamsal
diyalog biriminden olusabilecegi gibi birden fazla anlamsal diyalog birimini de igerebilir.

ADB’lerin sinirlar belirlenirken ti¢ 6lgiit dikkate alinmistir: birimin anlamsal biitiinligi,
baglam icerisindeki 6zgiil iletisimsel islevi ve gérev miizakeresine ya da etkilesimin sdylemsel
diizenlenisine katkis1 (Taboada, 2004). Bu baglamda ADB’ler ¢ogunlukla climle ve yan ciimle
sinirlartyla ortligmiistiir. Bununla birlikte “peki”, “tamam” ve “maalesef” gibi kisa birimler de
konusma igerisinde tek baslarina anlamli ve islevsel birer yanit ya da sdylemi diizenleyici unsur

olusturduklarinda ayr1 birer ADB olarak degerlendirilmistir.
Ornegin:
Maalesef | O giin uygun degilim. | Ciinkii toplantim var. | Baska bir giin yapabiliriz.
Nezaket | Ret | Sebep Sunma | Yeni Oneri
Yukaridaki konusma sirasi, dort ayrt ADB olarak kodlanmaistir.

Anlamsal diyalog birimlerine ayirma isleminin ardindan analiz dort asamada
gerceklestirilmistir. Birinci agsamada diyaloglar, kesit dil kurami ¢ercevesinde sdylem alani, soylem
bicemi ve sOylem kipi degiskenleri bakimindan incelenmistir. Bu asamada konusmanin etrafinda
gelistigi etkinlik, konusucular arasindaki yakinlik ya da resmiyet diizeyi ve etkilesimin yiiz yiize
soOzlIii niteligi belirlenmistir.

Ikinci asamada diyaloglarin tiirsel yapisi, Hasan’in (1978) Genel Yap1 Potansiyeli modeli
dogrultusunda analiz edilmistir. Bu asamada diyaloglar agilis, gdérev performansi ve kapanig
asamalar1 bakimindan incelenmistir. Her bir asamanin veri setindeki gergeklesme durumu, gorev
akis1 icerisindeki islevi ve zorunlu/se¢imlik niteligi belirlenmistir. Tiim diyaloglarda goriilen ve
gdrevin tamamlanmasi i¢in gerekli olan asamalar zorunlu, yalnizca bazi diyaloglarda ortaya ¢ikan ve
yapiy1 genigleten unsurlar ise se¢imlik olarak degerlendirilmistir. Bu asamalarin diyaloglardaki
gergeklesme bigimleri bulgular boliimiinde ayrintili olarak sunulmustur.

Ugiincii asamada her bir anlamsal diyalog birimi, gorev odakli etkilesim igerisindeki islevi
bakimindan degerlendirilmistir. Bu asamada konusucunun iletisimsel niyetini ve sylem igerisindeki
islevsel hamleleri dikkate alan Gallardo Pauls’un (1998) yaklasimindan yararlanilmistir. Islevsel
kodlar hem kuramsal cerceve hem de verilerde yinelenen etkilesimsel islevler temel alinarak
belirlenmistir. Bu kapsamda tarih sorma, tarih talep etme, tarih 6nerme, reddetme, bilgi verme, kabul
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etme, uygunluk bildirme, bulugma talep etme, vedalasma, seslenme, geri bildirim ve dolgu dil
kullanimi gibi islevsel kategoriler kullanilmigtir. Bu yaklagim; 6nerme, reddetme ve kabul etme gibi
gorevle iliskili edimlerin yan1 sira geri bildirimler, dolgu dil kullanimi, seslenmeler ve nezaket
ifadeleri gibi sdylemi diizenleyici islevlerin de kodlamaya dahil edilmesine olanak saglamistir.

Dérdiincii agsamada anlamsal diyalog birimleri, Searle’nin (1976) s6z edimi siniflandirmasi
dogrultusunda s6z edimi tiirleriyle iligkilendirilmigtir. Béylece her bir birim hem gorev odakli iglevi
hem de genel s6z edimi tiirii bakimindan degerlendirilmistir. Ornegin “Gelecek ¢arsamba sizin igin
uygun olur mu?” birimi, islevsel olarak “tarih sorma”, Searle’nin siniflandirmasina gore ise
“yonlendirici” olarak kodlanmistir.

Kodlama siirecinde kullanilan kategoriler, arastirmaci tarafindan hazirlanan kodlama
kilavuzunda tanimlanmistir (Tablo 3). Kodlama kilavuzunda her bir kategoriye iliskin tanim, 6rnek
ifade ve ayirt edici Olgiitlere yer verilmistir. Kodlama siirecinde dncelikle her bir anlamsal diyalog
biriminin ait oldugu tiirsel asama belirlenmis, ardindan islevsel kodu ve s6z edimi tiirli atanmugtr.
Son asamada ise ayni tlirsel asama igerisinde yinelenen s6z edimi Oriintiileri karsilastirilmis ve
diyaloglar arasindaki ortak yapisal-islevsel oriintiiler belirlenmistir.

Cevri Yaz1

Arastirmada, Taboada’nin (2004) JANUS konusmadan konusmaya makine ¢evirisi
projesinde kullanilan ¢evri yazi sistemi temel alinmistir. Buna gore katilimcilar, cinsiyetleri ile ad ve
soyadlarinin bas harfleri kullanilarak kodlanmig, konusma siras1 numaralari ise alt ¢izgi isaretiyle
ayrilarak gosterilmistir. Ornegin “KiP_01 02” kodu, sirastyla konusucunun cinsiyetini (E/K), ad ve
soyadinin bas harflerini ve birinci diyalogdaki ikinci konusma sirasini ifade etmektedir.

Cevri yazida konugma diline 6zgii 6zellikler belirli simgelerle gosterilmistir. Bu simgeler
asagidaki gibidir:

e Dolgu dil kullanimi ve insan sesleri egik ¢izgi igerisinde gosterilmistir: /hmm/, /aa/

e 0,5 ile 2 saniye arasindaki sessizlikler *duraklama*, 2 saniyeden uzun sessizlikler
ise *sessizlik* bigiminde isaretlenmigtir.

e Yanls veya eksik sesletimler koseli ayrag¢ igerisinde gdsterilmis, hedef bigim ise
parantez i¢inde verilmistir: [kaf(e)], [masjit (mescit)]

e Yanlis baglangiglar su sekilde gdsterilmistir: <bulusalim> Bulusabilir miyiz?

e Es zamanl konusmalar {baslangi¢c eszamanli} ve {bitis eszamanli} etiketleriyle
isaretlenmistir.

Bulgular
Bulgularin Kesit Dil Kurami Cercevesinde Analizi

Bu calismada gorev odakli planlama diyaloglar1 dncelikle kesit dil kurami gergevesinde
sOylem alani, sdylem bicemi ve sdylem kipi bakimindan incelenmistir. Bu analizle, diyaloglarin
iletisimsel baglamlar1 igerisinde nasil konumlandiginin ve baglamsal degiskenlerin etkilesimin
diizenlenisine nasil yansidiginin ortaya konulmasi amaglanmistir. Bu dogrultuda bes diyalogun kesit
dil 6zellikleri asagida sunulmustur.

Tablo 4: Diyaloglarin Kesit Dil Ozellikleri

Diyalog .. .. . . .. .
Numarasi Soylem Alanm Soylem Bicemi Soylem Kipi
1 Sosyal pl.an.lagna — Mezuniyet Yakn, esit statiilii iliski Sozli, yiiz ytize
etkinligi planlama etkilesim
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5 Kurumsal planlama — Takip Resmi iliski Sozli, yiiz ytize
toplantisi planlama etkilesim

3 Akademik planlama — Proje Yart resmi iliski Sozli, yliz ytize
toplantisi planlama etkilesim

Giindelik planlama — Takip . e e Soz1t, yiiz ylize
4 toplantist planlama Yakian, esit statiili iliski etkilesim

5 Giindelik planlama — Takip Esit statiilii iliski Sozli, yiiz ytize
toplantisi planlama etkilesim

Tablo 4’te gorildiigii lizere incelenen tiim diyaloglar, katilimcilara verilen gorev
dogrultusunda ortak bir zaman belirleme amaci1 etrafinda yapilandirilmistir. Bununla birlikte bu ortak
gorevin farkli alanlar ve katilimcr iligkileri icerisinde gergeklestirilmesi, diyaloglarin sdylemsel
diizenlenisinde bazi farkliliklarin ortaya ¢ikmasina neden olmustur. Soylem alami degiskeni,
miizakerenin kapsami ve goriisme siirecinde ele alinan konularla iligkili olarak degerlendirilirken
sOylem bicemi hitap bi¢imleri, resmiyet diizeyi ve Oneri ile retlerin ifade edilme bicimleri agisindan
ele alinmigtir. Soylem kipi degiskeni ise diyaloglarin sozlii ve yiiz yiize etkilesimler olarak
yapilandirildigini géstermektedir. Bu degiskenlerin sdylemsel diizenlenise yansimalari agagida ayri
basliklar altinda ele alinmustir.

Soylem Alam: Etkinlik Tiirii ve Miizakerenin Kapsam

Bu ¢aligmada sdylem alani degiskeni, diyaloglarda gergeklestirilen etkinligin tiirii ve
miizakerenin kapsami temelinde belirlenmistir. Bes diyalogun tamami, gorev geregi bir sonraki
toplant1 ya da goriisme igin ortak bir zaman belirleme amaci etrafinda yapilandirilmistir. Bununla
birlikte bu ortak gorev her diyalogda aym toplumsal alan igerisinde ger¢eklesmemis; mezuniyet
giiniiniin belirlenmesi, toplanti planlanmasi1 ve akademik/proje toplantisinin diizenlenmesi gibi farkli
baglamlarda ortaya ¢cikmistir. Bes diyalogun tamaminda tarih ve saat temel miizakere eksenini
olustururken miizakerenin kapsami, gérevin yer aldig1 baglama bagli olarak farklilagsmustir.

Birinci diyalogda alan, mezuniyet gilinliniin belirlenmesi baglaminda organizasyonel
planlama niteligi tasimaktadir. Diyalog, “Simdi mezuniyet giinlinii belirleyelim.” ifadesiyle bu
goreve yonelmektedir. Miizakerenin kapsami, planlanan etkinligin diger boyutlarina genislemeden
giin ve saat lizerinde uzlagilmasiyla sinirli kalmaktadir.

Ikinci diyalogda alan, bir sonraki toplantinin planlanmasi baglaminda resmi bir nitelik
tasimaktadir. Tarih ve saat, “17 Haziran Pazartesi giinii bir sonraki toplantimiz i¢in size uygun
mudur? Saat bir.” ifadesiyle dogrudan onerilmistir. Bu diyalogun resmi niteligi, katilimcilarin
uygunluk durumlarim1 TOMER’deki toplanti ve dgrencilerle yapilacak gériisme gibi kurumsal
yiikiimliiliikklerle agiklamalarindan da anlasilmaktadir. Miizakerenin kapsamu, tarih ve saatin 6tesine
sinirli 6lglide genigleyerek yeri de igine almaktadir. Nitekim “18 Haziran Sali giinii saat beste yine
ayni burada.” bi¢imindeki kapanis 6zetinde planlamaya iligkin ii¢ parametre de bulunmaktadir.

Uglincii  diyalog, akademik bir proje toplantisinin planlanmasi alani igerisinde
degerlendirilmistir. Diger diyaloglarda oldugu gibi burada da miizakere oncelikle tarih ve saatin
belirlenmesine yoneliktir. Bununla birlikte miizakerenin kapsami en genis bi¢imde bu diyalogda
ortaya ¢ikmistir. Zaman planlamasinin yani sira toplantinin gerceklestirilecegi ortama iliskin “bir
yerde oturup” bi¢ciminde bir eylem Onerisine, etkilesim bi¢imine iligkin “cevrim i¢i de yapabiliriz”
Onerisine ve giindem konusuna iliskin “projenin konusunu belirleyebiliriz artik” ifadesine yer
verilmigtir. Bu ozellikler, iigiincii diyalogu veri setinde miizakere kapsaminin en genis oldugu
diyalog haline getirmektedir.

Dérdiincii diyalogda alan, yiiriitiilen bir etkinligin ardindan yapilacak takip toplantisinin
planlanmasidir. “Bugiinliik bu kadar yeter o zaman diyelim.” ifadesi mevcut etkinligin sona erdigini,
“Haftaya cumartesi giinii tekrar bulusalim, olur mu?” ifadesi ise yeni toplanti i¢in zaman belirleme
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stirecinin basladigini géstermektedir. Cumartesi giinii i¢in yapilan ilk 6neri, diger katilimecinin hafta
sonu igin dnceden yapilmis bir plan1 olmasi nedeniyle kabul edilmemistir. Bunun iizerine goriisme
devam etmis ve her iki katilimci da programimi kontrol etmistir. “Bir bakayim bir dakika
programima.” ifadesi bu stireci gostermektedir. Sonunda cuma giinii iizerinde anlagmaya varilmaistir.
Bu diyalogda miizakere yalnizca tarih ve saatle sinirli kalmig, baska konulara genislememistir.

Besinci diyalogda da alan, onceki toplantinin devami niteligindeki bir takip toplantisinin
planlanmasidir. “Bugiinkii toplantinin tekrarini ne zaman yapalim?” ifadesi bu durumu acikca
gostermektedir. Miizakere tarih ve saat belirleme {izerine kurulmustur. Bununla birlikte “Persembe
giinii hangi tarihe denk geliyor?” ve “Bu persembeyi mi diyorsun?” ifadelerinde goriildiigii tizere
tarih bilgisinin agikliga kavusturulmasi da siirece dahil olmustur. Bu agiklama ve dogrulama siireci,
besinci diyalogu ek bir kontrole gerek kalmadan zaman {izerinde uzlasilan diger diyaloglardan
ayirmaktadir.

Bu bulgular, sdylem alami degiskeninin yalmizca etkinligin tiiriiyle degil, miizakerenin
kapsamiyla da iliskili oldugunu gostermektedir. Bes diyalogun tamaminda temel amag ortak bir tarih
ve saat belirlemektir. Ancak miizakerenin bu temel amacin disina ne 6lgiide ¢iktig1 baglama gore
degismektedir. Organizasyonel planlama ve takip toplantisi baglamlarinda goriigme biiyiik 6l¢iide
tarih ve saatle sinirlt kalmigtir. Besinci diyalogda bunlara tarih bilgisini agikliga kavusturma siireci
de eklenmistir. Resmi baglamda miizakere, tarih ve saatin yani sira yeri de kapsamustir.
Akademik/proje baglaminda ise toplantinin yapilacagi ortam, goriismenin c¢evrim igi olup
olmayacagi ve toplantinin giindemi de ele alinmistir. Bu nedenle alan degiskeninin, etkilesimde
hangi s6z edimlerinin 6ne ¢iktigin1 ve miizakerenin ne Ol¢lide genisledigini belirleyen temel
baglamsal degiskenlerden biri oldugu sdylenebilir.

Séylem Bicemi: Katihmear iliskileri, Resmiyet ve Nezaket

Bu ¢alismada sdylem bicemi degiskeni, konusucular arasindaki yakinlik, resmiyet diizeyi ve
etkilesim igindeki karsilikli konumlanma temelinde degerlendirilmistir. Bu degerlendirmede hitap
bigimleri, zamir kullanimi, 6neri ve retlerin ifade edilis bi¢imi, nezaket ifadeleri, sézce yapisi ve
kapanis bicimleri temel &lgiitler olarak ele almmustir. Incelenen diyaloglarda katilimer iliskilerinin
farkli resmiyet diizeylerinde kuruldugu goriilmiistiir. Asagidaki sema, diyaloglarin toplumsal mesafe
bakimindan karsilagtirmali konumlarini géstermektedir.

(Daha diisiik sosyal mesafe) 1,4 —»5 — 3 —>2 (Daha yiiksek sosyal mesafe)

Sekilde diyaloglar, sosyal mesafe ve resmiyet diizeyinin diisiik oldugu ugtan yiiksek oldugu
uca dogru siralanmistir. Bu dlgiitler dogrultusunda, 1. ve 4. diyaloglarda sosyal mesafenin gorece
diisiik oldugu; 2. diyalogda ise sosyal mesafe ve resmiyetin daha belirgin oldugu goriilmektedir. 3.
ve 5. diyaloglar bu iki ug arasinda konumlanmakta ve yar1 resmi ya da esit statiiye dayali bir iliski
sergilemektedir.

Asagidaki tabloda diyaloglar, yukarida verilen sosyal mesafe siralamasina uygun olarak
karsilastirmali bi¢imde sunulmustur.

Tablo 5: Diyaloglarin Séylem Bigemi Iliskilerine iliskin Ozellikleri

Diyalog 1 ve 4 Diyalog S Diyalog 3 Diyalog 2
Samimi ve esit Esit statiiye Yar1 resmi, Sosyal mesafenin
Katthmallar | gtatiiye dayali bir iligki | dayali, gorev akademik proje daha yiiksek
Arasindaki odakli ve tarafsiz | baglaminda kurulan | oldugu mesleki
iliski bir iligki bir iligki bir iligki
Sen hitap bi¢ciminin Acik bir resmi Hem sen hem de siz | Hanim tinvaninin
kullanilmast; “Senin hitap bigiminin hitap bicimlerinin ve siz hitap
icin uygun olur mu?” bulunmamast; kullanilmast; “Sizin | bi¢iminin
Dil Kullammm | ve “Ayin kagi oluyordu | yapalim/vapsak icin uygunsa” ve kullanilmast;
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ya?” gibi giindelik

gibi ortak eylemi

“istersen” gibi

“Sizin i¢in uygun

ifadelerin yer almasi One ¢ikaran nezaket ve mudur?” gibi
(4. diyalog) bigimlerin yumusatma resmi soru
kullanilmast: “Ne | ifadelerine yer kaliplarina yer
zaman yapalim?” | verilmesi verilmesi
Kisa, dogrudan ve Kisa, dogrudan ve | Daha agiklayici ve | Daha agiklayici,
zaman zaman eksiltili zZaman zaman birden fazla ¢ok bilesenli ve
sozceler: “Cumaya ne eksiltili sozceler: bilesenden olusan resmi sozceler:
dersin?”, “Dort bes?” “Saat kaga sOzceler: “Maalesef...
soyleyelim?”, “Cumartesi giinii TOMER’de
Sozce Yapisi “Saat olarak?” randevum var. toplantim var...
ve Uzunlugu Hafta igi bir giin Bagka bir giin
ayarlayabilirsek olursa...”
daha iyi olur.
Mesela sal1 giinii
miisait misin?”’
Hem dogrudan hem de | Reddetmeler, Alternatif 6neriler Dolayls,
dolayli reddetme uygunluk veya iceren dolayli yumusatilmis ve
stratejileri uygun olmama reddetmeler 6ne resmi reddetmeler
goriilmektedir: “Benim | durumunun ¢ikmaktadir. one ¢ikmaktadir.
i¢in uygun degil.”, belirtilmesi ve
Reddetme “Hafta sonu igim vard: | alternatif bir
Stratejileri | da.” zaman Onerilmesi
yoluyla
gerceklestirilmekt
edir.
Anlagmanin kisa Vedalagma Kabul + daha sonra | Unvan
bicimde dogrulanmas: | ifadesi: iletigim kurma kullanimini ve
veya samimi nezaket “Gortigmek taahhiidd + alian kararin
Kapamislar | ifadelerinin lizere.” vedalagma: Ozetlenmesini
kullanilmasi: “Tletisime igeren daha resmi
“Anlastik.”, “Dikkat et gegerim.”, bir kapanig: “18
kendine.”, “Sag ol.” “Haberlesiriz.”, Haziran Sal1 giinii
“Hosca kalin.” saat beste yine

ayni burada...”

Tablo, sosyal mesafe, resmiyet ve rol iligkilerinin katilimcilarin dilsel tercihlerine yansidigini
gostermektedir. Sosyal mesafenin gorece diisiik oldugu 1. ve 4. diyaloglarda kisa, dogrudan ve

eksiltili ifadeler 6ne ¢gikmaktadir. 2. diyalogda ise ‘ hanim’’ invaninin kullanilmasi, karsilikli “‘siz

’

kullanimina yer verilmesi, gerekgelendirilmis retler ve alinan kararin agikga dzetlenmesi daha resmi
bir sdylem bicemi olusturmaktadir. Bu durum, kurumsal baglam i¢inde mesleki rollere dayali bir
konumlanmaya isaret etmektedir. 3. diyalogda, yar1 resmi proje baglamiyla baglantili olarak daha
aciklayict ve c¢ok bilesenli sdz siralari belirginlesmektedir. 5. diyalogda ise sosyal mesafe diisiik
olmakla birlikte, 1. ve 4. diyaloglara kiyasla daha tarafsiz ve gdrev odakli bir iligski dikkat

¢ekmektedir.

Soylem Kipi: Yiiz Yiize Etkilesim

Bu caligmada sdylem kipi degiskeni, diyaloglarin gerceklestigi iletisim kanali ve dilin
etkilesim iginde nasil islev gordiigli temelinde degerlendirilmistir. Caligmada incelenen bes
diyalogun tamami sozlii ve yiiz yiize etkilesim bi¢iminde gerceklestirilmistir. Bu nedenle
diyaloglarda duraklamalar, dolgu dil kullanimi, eksiltili sdzceler, tekrarlar, kisa yanitlar, hatali
baslangiclar ve es zamanli konusmalar gibi sozlii dile 6zgii 6zellikler gozlenmektedir.
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Diyaloglarin s6zli, yiiz yiize ve gorev temelli olmasi, agilislarin kisa tutulmasina yansimustir.
Katilimcilarin birbirlerine kendilerini tanittiklart ya da selamlastiklart ayri bir agilis dizisi
bulunmamaktadir. Bunun yerine etkilesimler ¢ogunlukla tamamlanmis bir etkinligin bildirilmesi,
gorlisme talebi, tarih belirleme talebi ya da tarih Onerisiyle baslamaktadir. Bu durum yalnizca
paylasilan fiziksel baglamla degil, ayn1 zamanda katilimcilari dogrudan bir zaman belirleme amacina
yonlendiren gorev yonergesiyle de iliskilidir.

Birinci diyalogda s6z siralar1 biiyiik dlciide ardisik ve diizenli bir bicimde ilerlemektedir.
Katilimcilar, birbirlerinin s6ziinii kesmeden 6neri ve reddetme s6zcelerini sirasiyla iiretmektedir.

[KSY KANK 01]

KSY 01 04: Haftaya cumartesi senin <uy> *duraklama* i¢in uygun mu? |
KANK 01 04: Cumartesi farkli 6nemli bir toplantim var | maalesef. |

KSY 01 _05:Peki | *duraklama* 30 Haziran? |

KANK 01 05: 30 Haziran i¢in de net bir sey sdyleyemem. | Daha net bir tarih belirlesek?

Yukaridaki kesit, 2. diyalogun ilk iki s6z sirasindan olusmaktadir. Bu diyalogun agilisinda
yer alan “KCO Hanim” seslenme ifadesi, diger katilimciya hitap etme ve etkilesimi resmi bir
cercevede baslatma islevi géormektedir. Benzer sekilde, “KAS Hanim” hitap bi¢imi yalnizca kisiye
seslenmekle sinirli degildir; ardindan gelen “maalesef” ifadesiyle birlikte, Onerilen tarihin
reddedilecegi bir baglamda nezaketin ve sosyal mesafenin korunmasina katkida bulunan bir birim
olarak degerlendirilebilir.

Ikinci diyalog da sozlii ve yiiz yiize etkilesim bigiminde gerceklesmesine ragmen, daha acik,
eksiksiz ve ¢ok bilesenli sozceler icermesi bakimindan birinci diyalogdan farklilagmaktadir.

[KCO KAS 01]

KAS 01 01: KCO Hanim | 17 Haziran Pazartesi giinii bir sonraki toplantimiz i¢in size
uygun mudur? | Saat bir. |

KCO 01 01: *duraklama* KAS Hanim | maalesef | o giin TOMER'de toplantim var. |
Baska bir giin olursa benim agimdan daha iyi olur. |

KAS 01 02:\I1\ o hafta igerisinde 18 Haziran'da da benim saat ikide 6grencilerle goriismem
var | aslinda *duraklama* bir saat siirer yaklasik | *duraklama* saat {i¢ dort gibi bir sonraki
toplantimiz1 yapsak *duraklama* uyar m1? |

S6z sirast sayist bakimindan orneklemdeki en kisa diyalog olan 2. diyalogda miizakere,
toplam yedi sz sirasi i¢inde tamamlanmaktadir. Vedalasma boliimii disinda séz siralarinin gogu;
tarih ve saat Onerisi, reddetme gerekgesi ya da yeni bir 6neri sunulmasi gibi birden fazla islevsel
birim igermektedir. Dolgu dil kullanim1 ve tereddiit belirtecleri bulunmakla birlikte, 2. diyalogda
muhataba yonelik geri bildirim ifadeleri belirgin degildir. Bu durum, sozlii kipin her zaman kisa ve
eksiltili sozcelerle sonuglanmadigini; resmi veya kurumsal baglamlarda etkilesimin daha agik,
gerekcelendirilmis ve karar1 kesinlestirmeye yonelik bicimde de diizenlenebildigini gostermektedir.
Kapanista kararm tarih, saat ve yer bilgileriyle birlikte “18 Haziran Sal1 glinli saat beste yine ayni
burada.” bigiminde yeniden ifade edilmesi de bu yorumu desteklemektedir.

Ucgiincii diyalogda kip degiskeni, cok bilesenli sdz siralari araciligiyla goriiniir hale
gelmektedir. Bu diyalogda katilimcilar yalnizca bir tarih ve saat belirlemekle kalmamakta; ayni s6z
strasi iginde gerekgeleri, alternatifleri ve ¢6ziim Onerilerini de bir araya getirmektedir.

[EYK KSA 01]
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EYK 01 01: *sessizlik* Sizin icin uygunsa haftaya *duraklama* cumartesi giinii
*duraklama* 1\ aksam saat on yedi gibi yapabiliriz. |

KSA 01 _02: Cumartesi giinii randevum var. | Hafta ici bir giin ayarlayabilirsek daha iyi olur|
Mesela sal1 giinii miisait misin? |

EYK 01 02: *duraklama®* \I1\ sal1 glinii *sessizlik* miisait degilim. | *duraklama* Sinavim
var. {baslangi¢_eszamanli} | Tiirk Dil Bilgisi |

KSA 01 03: \Hm\ {bitis_eszamanli} | Diger giinler bos degilim ama ben. | \Ee\ o zaman
sOyle yapalim... |

Bu kesitte KSA olarak kodlanan katilimcinin iirettigi “Cumartesi giinii randevum var. Hafta
ici bir giin ayarlayabilirsek daha iyi olur. Mesela sal1 gilinii miisait misin?” bi¢imindeki s6z sirasi;
reddetme, alternatif bir yonelim ve yeni bir tarih 6nerisini birlikte icermektedir. EYK olarak kodlanan
katilimecinin “sessizlik”, “duraklama” ve “/11/” kullanimlari, bir 6neri ya da reddetme sozcesi
iretilmeden Once gergeklesen diisiinme ve planlama siireglerinin konugma iginde goriiniir hale
geldigini gostermektedir. “Sinavim var. Tiirk Dil Bilgisi.” bigimindeki gerekce sunumu da diyalogun
akademik/proje baglamiyla uyumludur. Dolayisiyla 3. diyalog, sozlii etkilesimin yalnizca kisa ve
eksiltili yapilarla degil; aciklayici, gerekcelendirilmis ve ¢ok bilesenli s6z siralariyla da
ilerleyebildigini gostermektedir.

Dordiincti  diyalog, sodylem kipi ozellikleri bakimindan birinci diyalogla benzerlik
gostermektedir. Her iki diyalogda da miizakere, kisa, eksiltili ve baglama bagimli sdzceler
araciligryla yiiriitilmektedir.

[EKB _EMEI 01]

EMEI 01 01: Aym kact oluyordu ya haftaya cumartesi? *duraklama* | Ben uygun
{baglangi¢c_eszamanli} |

EKB 01 02: bir bakalim |

EMEI 01 _02: muyum? | {bitis_eszamanli} Bir bakayim bir dakika programima
EMEI 01 03: *sessizlik* Hafta sonu benim bir isim vardi da evde |

EKB _01_03: Oyle mi? |

EMEI 01 04: Evet | bir {baslangic_eszamanl1} /11/ |

EKB 01 04: Cuma olur mu mesela? {bitis_eszamanli} |

Bu kesitte “Ayin kag1 oluyordu ya?”, “Bir bakalim”, “Oyle mi?” ve “Cuma olur mu mesela?”
gibi ifadeler, miizakerenin ortak baglama dayali ve ger¢ek zamanli olarak diizenlenen sozceler
araciligiyla ilerledigini gostermektedir. “Ben uygun... muyum?” yapisinin es zamanli konusma
sirasinda tamamlanmasi, katilimcinin uygunluk durumunu etkilesim esnasinda degerlendirdigini
gostermektedir. Bu diyalogu ayirt edici kilan o6zelliklerden biri, es zamanli konusmalarin
bulunmasidir. Yirmi s6z sirasindan olusan diyalogda katilimcilar, sdzcelerini dort kez es zamanh
olarak siirdiirmiis veya tamamlamistir. Bunlar dogrudan bir ¢atisma ya da s6z kesme olarak degil,
tarih ve uygunluk bilgilerinin ortaklasa acikliga kavusturulmasi siirecinin bir parcasi olarak
degerlendirilmistir.

Besinci diyalogda sdylem kipi degiskeni de 6zellikle duraklamalar, dolgu dil kullanimi, es
zamanli konusmalar ve eksiltili sdzceler araciliiyla goriiniir hdle gelmektedir. Bu diyalogda
katilimcilar daha once gerceklestirdikleri bir bulugsmay1 tekrar planlamakta ve takvim bilgilerini
konusma igerisinde ortaklasa agikliga kavusturmaktadir.

[EYD ESK 01]
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EYD 01 01:/ee/ bugiinkii toplantinin *duraklama* tekrarini ne zaman yapalim? |
ESK 01 01: Ben persembe giinii miisaitim |

EYD 01 02: /Hm/ persembe giinii hangi tarihe denk geliyor? *duraklama* | Bekle
{baslangic_eszamanli} |

ESK 01 02: Persembe {bitis_eszamanli} ne zamana denk geliyor? |

EYD 01 03: Persembe giinii *sessizlik* | Bu persembeyi mi {baslangi¢ eszamanli}
diyorsun? |

ESK 01 03: Evet {bitis_eszamanli} |

“Persembe giinii hangi tarihe denk geliyor?”, “Bu persembeyi mi diyorsun?”, “Ne zaman
yapalim?” ve “Saat olarak?” gibi ifadeler, katilimcilarin konusma igerisinde ortak takvim bilgisini
birlikte yapilandirdiklarin1 gostermektedir. “Saat olarak?”, “Olur”, “Tabii”, “Tamam”, “Goriismek
lizere” ve “Goriisiiriiz” gibi kisa sozceler baglam igerisinde tarih bilgisi isteme, kabul etme, onaylama
ve vedalagma islevlerini yerine getirmektedir. On sekiz s6z sirasindan olusan bu diyalogda
katilimcilar toplam bes kez es zamanli konusma gerceklestirmistir. Bunlar da catisma gostergeleri
olarak degil, tarih bilgisini agikliga kavusturma ve ortak bir karar1 hizli bigimde olusturma siirecinin
bir parcasi olarak degerlendirilebilir.

Asamalar

Bu boliimde, D1 Tiirk¢e konusurlar1 tarafindan iiretilen planlama diyaloglari, Hasan’in
Genel Yapi Potansiyeli yaklasimi dogrultusunda agilig, gorev performansi ve kapanis asamalari
bakimindan incelenmektedir. Bu c¢alismada acilis asamasi, katilimcilarin tarih ve saat
miizakeresinden olusan temel goreve gecmeden Once Tirettikleri konusma birimlerini ifade
etmektedir. Gorev performansi asamasi, bir tarih ve saat belirlemeye yonelik miizakere siirecini,
kapanis asamasi ise plan {izerinde uzlasmaya varildiktan sonra etkilesimin sonlandirildigi boliimii
ifade etmektedir.

Acihis

Genel olarak incelenen diyaloglarda agilis agsamasinin zorunlu olmaktan ¢ok segimlik bir
nitelik tasidig1 goriilmektedir. Bes diyalogdan {igiinde acilis asamasi yer alirken iki diyalog dogrudan
gorev performansi agamasiyla baglamistir. A¢ilisin bulundugu 6rneklerde bu asama kisa tutulmus ve
cogunlukla tek bir soz sirasi icerisinde gergeklestirilmistir. Bazi durumlarda acgilis birimleri, gorev
performanst asamasint dogrudan baslatan goéreve giris birimleriyle bir arada kullanilmistir.
Dolayisiyla 6rneklemde yer alan D1 Tiirkge diyaloglarda acilis, uzun bir sosyal giris boliimii olarak
degil, etkilesimi temel goreve yonlendiren kisa ve islevsel bir hazirlik alani olarak iglev gérmektedir.

Incelenen diyaloglarda acilis asamasi, sosyal selamlasma dizilerinden ziyade daha &nce
gerceklestirilen bir etkinligi hatirlatma, tamamlanmis bir eylemi sonlandirma, muhataba seslenme ve
temel goreve gecisi hazirlama gibi islevler araciligiyla yapilandirilmistir.

[KSY KANK 01]

KSY 01 01: Mezuniyetimiz i¢in *duraklama* organize konusmasini yaptik. | *duraklama*
Konusmamiz bitti. | Simdi mezuniyet giiniinii belirleyelim. |

Yukaridaki kesitte konusur, 6nce mezuniyet organizasyonuna iliskin 6nceki konugmaya
gonderimde bulunmakta, ardindan “Konusmamiz bitti.” ifadesiyle tamamlanan etkinligi
sonlandirmaktadir. Son anlamsal diyalog biriminde yer alan “Simdi mezuniyet giiniinii belirleyelim.”
ifadesi ise yeni gorevi baslatan ve ac¢ilis asamasindan gorev performansi asamasina gegisi saglayan
bir gecis birimi olarak islev gormektedir.
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[EKB _EMEI 01]

EKB 01 01: Tamam | bugiinliik bu kadar yeter o zaman diyelim. *duraklama* | Haftaya
cumartesi giinii *duraklama* tekrar bulusalim | olur mu? |

Bu kesitte de benzer bir yap1 goriilmektedir. “Tamam” ve “bugiinliik bu kadar yeter o zaman
diyelim” ifadeleri, siirmekte olan etkinligin tamamlandigimi ve konugmanin mevcut boliimiiniin
kapatildigim gostermektedir. Ardindan gelen “Haftaya cumartesi giinii tekrar bulusalim olur mu?”
ifadesi ise yeni bulusmayi1 planlama gorevini baslatmaktadir. Bu 6rnekte onceki etkinligin
sonlandirilmasi1 ile yeni tarih belirleme gorevinin baslatilmast ayni séz sirasi igerisinde
gergeklesmektedir. Bu durum, agilist tamamlanan etkinlik ile gorev performansi agamasi arasinda
olduke¢a yogunlastirilmis bir gegis alan1 haline getirmektedir.

Ikinci diyalogda ise farkli bir acilis bi¢imi belirlenmistir. Bu diyalogda acilis bir seslenme
birimi aracilifiyla gergeklestirilmistir.

[KCO KAS 01]

KAS 01 01: KCO Hanim | 17 Haziran Pazartesi giinii bir sonraki toplantimiz i¢in size uygun
mudur? | Saat bir. |

Yukaridaki kesitte “KCO Hanim” ifadesi, muhataba seslenme ve etkilesimi baslatma islevi
gormektedir. Bu seslenme biriminin ardindan konusur dogrudan bir tarih ve saat Onerisine
gecmektedir. Dolayistyla bu diyalogda agilis asamasi oldukea kisa tutulmus ve yalnizca katilimeinin
dikkatini konusmaya yonelten ve etkilesimi resmi bir ¢ergeve igerisinde baglatan bir seslenme birimi
araciligryla gergeklestirilmistir.

Buna karsilik {iglincii ve besinci diyaloglarda ayri bir acilis asamasi belirlenmemistir.
Ugiincii diyalog dogrudan gorev odakli “Bir sonraki toplanty1 ne zaman yapalim sence?” istegiyle
baslarken besinci diyalog “/ee/ bugiinkii toplantinin tekrarini ne zaman yapalim?” ifadesiyle
baslamaktadir. Her iki durumda da etkilesim bir selamlasma, seslenme ya da etkinlik sonlandirma
dizisiyle degil, toplanti ya da tarih belirlemeye yonelik bir istekle baglamaktadir. Bu 6rnekler, veri
setinde acilis asamasinin sec¢imlik oldugu ve bazi diyaloglarin dogrudan gdrev performansi
asamasina gectigi goriisiinii desteklemektedir.

Birlikte degerlendirildiginde, diyaloglarda belirlenen agilislarin toplumsal iliskileri kurmaya
yonelik selamlagma dizilerinden ziyade gorev odakli baslangi¢ yapilar sergiledigi goriilmektedir. 1.
ve 4. diyaloglarda yeni goreve ge¢isi hazirlayan kisa diziler yer almakta, 2. diyalog kisa bir seslenme
birimiyle baglamakta, 3. ve 5. diyaloglar ise dogrudan gorev performansi agsamasiyla agilmaktadir.
Agiliglarin kisa olmasi, ¢ogunlukla tek bir s6z sirasi igerisinde gergeklesmesi ve gorev performansi
asamasina dogrudan gegisi hazirlamasi ya da onun yerine gegcmesi, katilimcilarin etkilesimi kisa ve
islevsel bir bicimde diizenlediklerini gostermektedir. Bu nedenle diyaloglardaki agilis asamasi, uzun
bir toplumsal giristen ziyade etkilesimi temel goreve yonelten secimlik bir gecis alani olarak
degerlendirilebilir.

Gorev Performansi

Incelenen diyaloglarda bu asama, tarih ve saat miizakeresinin dogrudan gergeklestirildigi
asamadir.
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Tablo 6: Diyaloglardaki Gorev Performansi

Diyalog Numarasi Miizakere Konularinin Siralanisi
1 Tarih » Saat
2 Tarih » Saat
3 Tarih » Saat
4 Tarih » Saat
5 Tarih » Saat

D1 konusurlarmin diyaloglarinda gdrev performansi asamasi, temel olarak bir sonraki
toplanti i¢in uygun bir tarih ve saatin miizakere edilmesi yoluyla yapilandirilmigtir. Bes diyalogun
dordiinde tarih ve saat miizakereleri ardisik bicimde ilerlemistir. Ancak 2. diyalogda tarih ve saat
ayni s0z sirasi igerisinde Onerilmis ve boylece Tarih » Saat yapist daha yogunlastirilmis bir bigimde
gerceklestirilmistir. Miizakerenin ardigik ilerledigi 6rneklerde katilimcilar 6nce uygun bir tarih
belirlemeye calismis, tarih lizerinde uzlasmaya varildiktan sonra saat miizakeresine ge¢mistir. Bu
diizenlilik, yapinin bazi baglamlarda daha yogunlastirilmis bigcimde gergeklestirilebilmesine karsin,
D1 konusurlarmin planlama gorevini dogrusal ve amag¢ odakli bir bigimde yapilandirdiklarim
gostermektedir.

Baz1 diyaloglarda tarih ve saat miizakeresine yer, bulusma bigimi gibi unsurlar da eslik
etmistir. Bu unsurlar ayr1 miizakere konular1 olusturmamis; daha ¢ok kararin kapsamini agikliga
kavusturmus veya planin tamamlanmasina katkida bulunmustur. Ornegin 2. diyalogda yer bilgisi,
kapanis asamasinda “yine ayni burada” ifadesiyle kesinlestirilmistir. 3. diyalogda ise “gevrim i¢i de
yapabiliriz” ve “projenin konusunu belirleyebiliriz” gibi ifadeler, toplantinin gerceklestirilme
bi¢cimine ve glindemine iliskin Oneriler olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Dolayisiyla gérev performansi
asamas1 makro diizeyde Tarih ~ Saat dizilimiyle ilerlerken mikro diizeyde oneri, reddetme, gerekce
sunma, yeni Oneri ve kabul dongiileriyle; baz1 durumlarda ise planlama gorevini tamamlayan ek
unsurlarla genislemektedir.

[EYK KSA 01]

EYK 01 06:\I1\ Bu hafta miisait misiniz? |

KSA 01 07: *duraklama* Miisaitim. | Carsamba ve persembe miisaitim |
EYK 01 07: Carsamba benim i¢in de uygun. | Saat kag gibi olsun? |

Yukaridaki kesitte gdrev performansi asamasi, Once tarih miizakeresi, ardindan saat
miizakeresi bi¢iminde ilerlemektedir. EYK olarak kodlanan katilimci, “Bu hafta miisait misiniz?”’
seklindeki genel bir uygunluk sorusuyla tarih miizakeresini baglatmaktadir. KSA olarak kodlanan
katilimei, “Carsamba ve persembe miisaitim” ifadesiyle uygun oldugu giinleri belirtmekte; EYK
olarak kodlanan katilimci ise “Carsamba benim i¢in de uygun” diyerek bu segeneklerden birini ortak
tarih olarak kabul etmektedir. Tarih lizerinde uzlasmaya varilmasinin ardindan etkilesim, “Saat kag
gibi olsun?” sorusuyla saat miizakeresine gegmektedir. Bu Ornek, Tarih Miizakeresi ~ Saat
Miizakeresi Oriintiisiiniin ardigik bigimde gerceklestirildigini gostermektedir.

Ormneklemdeki D1 diyaloglarinda gorev performansi asamasmin genel oriintiisii Tarih
Miizakeresi * Saat Miizakeresi olarak belirlenmis olmakla birlikte, ikinci diyalog bu oriintiiniin daha
yogunlastirilmis bir ger¢eklesimini sunmaktadir.

[KCO KAS 01]

KAS 01 01: KCO Hanim | 17 Haziran Pazartesi giinii bir sonraki toplantimiz i¢in size
uygun mudur? | Saat bir. |

KCO 01 01: *duraklama* KAS Hanim | maalesef | o giin TOMER'de toplantim var. |
Bagka bir giin olursa benim agimdan daha iyi olur. |
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KAS 01 02:\I1\ o hafta igerisinde 18 Haziran'da da benim saat ikide 6grencilerle gériismem
var | aslinda *duraklama* bir saat siirer yaklasik | *duraklama* saat {i¢ dort gibi bir sonraki
toplantimiz1 yapsak *duraklama* uyar m1? |

Yukarida bir kesiti sunulan ikinci diyalog toplam yedi s6z sirasinda tamamlanmakta, tarih
ve saat lizerinde uzlagmaya ise besinci sz sirasinda varilmaktadir. Katilimeilarin ‘“Hanim’’ hitabini
ve ‘‘siz’”’ adilin1 kullanmalari, diyalogun resmi bir etkilesim c¢ercevesinde gergeklestigini
gostermektedir. Bu cergevede tarih ve saat Onerileri, birbirinden ayr1 ve genisletilmis miizakere
dizileri halinde sunulmak yerine ayni sz sirasi igerisinde biitiinlesik bir bicimde ifade edilmektedir.
“17 Haziran Pazartesi giinii ... size uygun mudur? | Saat bir.” 6rneginde oldugu gibi katilimci, tarih
ve saati iceren bir bulusma 6nerisi sunmaktadir. {1k dnerinin kabul edilmemesi {izerine ise yeni tarih
ve saat Onerisi yogunlastirilmis ancak acik ve gerekcelendirilmis bir bigimde ifade edilmektedir. Bu
bakimdan ikinci diyalog, D1 konusurlarinin gérev performansi asamasinda daha ekonomik ve
yogunlastirilmis bir miizakere yapisi sergilemektedir. Bu bulgu, D1 verilerinde resmi etkilesim
cercevesinin daha kisa, daha ekonomik ancak ayni zamanda agik bir goérev performansi yapisiyla
birlikte ortaya ¢ikabilecegini gostermektedir.

D1 konusurlariin diyaloglarinda tarih miizakeresi siirecinin genel formiilii agsagidaki gibidir:

(Toplant1 Talep Etme) » (Tarih Talep Etme) » [Tarih Onerme ~ Reddetme » (Tarih Talep
Etme)]" * Tarih Onerme » Kabul Etme

Bu formiil, tarih miizakeresi siirecinin genel isleyisini gdstermektedir. Buna gore miizakere,
secimlik olarak bulusma talep etme ve/veya tarih isteme birimleriyle baglayabilmektedir. Ardindan
konusurlardan biri bir tarih 6nermekte, 6nerilen tarihin uygun bulunmamasi durumunda bu 6neri
diger katilimci tarafindan reddedilmekte ve gerektiginde yeni bir tarih istenmektedir. [Tarih Onerme
A Reddetme ~ (Tarih Isteme)]» dizilimi, uygun bir tarih bulununcaya kadar oneri-ret—yeniden
yonlendirme siirecinin tekrarlanabilecegini gdstermektedir. Siireg, son bir tarih Onerisinin kabul
edilmesi ve katilimcilarin ortak bir tarih izerinde uzlasmaya varmasiyla tamamlanmaktadir. Parantez
icerisinde gdsterilen birimler, her diyalogda bulunmasi zorunlu olmayan se¢imlik unsurlari; » simgesi
ise tekrarlanabilirligi ifade etmektedir. Bu bakimdan formdil, tarih belirleme siirecinin dogrusal ve
tek seferlik bir yapidan ziyade oneri, ret ve yenilenen oneriler araciliiyla ilerleyen dongiisel bir
miizakere yapisina sahip oldugunu gostermektedir.

Tarih miizakeresinin ilerleyisini bigimlendiren temel islevsel birimler, tarih 6nerme ve bu
Oneriyi reddetmedir. Verilerde oneri ve ret birimleri, gérev performans: asamasi boyunca sirasiyla
sekiz ve bes defaya kadar ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bu sayilar, anlamsal diyalog birimleri diizeyinde
gergeklestirilen islevsel kodlamaya dayanmaktadir. Ayri bir 6neri veya ret islevi tasiyan her birim,
ayni1 s0z sirasi igerisinde yer alsa bile ayr1 bir anlamsal diyalog birimi olarak sayilmistir.

Reddetmelerin ardindan miizakere ¢ogunlukla yeni bir tarih onerisi sunularak ya da diger
kattlimcidan yeni bir tarih istenerek yeniden yonlendirilmistir. D1 diyaloglarindaki tarih
miizakeresini gosteren sema asagida sunulmustur.

Turkish Studies - Language and Literature, 21(3)



A Qualitative Analysis of Generic Stages and Speech... 5327

A. (Talep)
(Toplanty/ Tarih)

—b
»

A/B. Oneri
A/B. Reddetme A/B Kabul Etme

(Sebep sunma, agiklama) (Degerlendirme)

Sahnenin Sonu

A/B. (Talep)

(Tarih)

A/B Yeni Teklif

/\

A/B. Reddetme A/B. Kabul Etme
(Sebep sunma, acgiklama) (Degerlendirme)

Sahnenin Sonu
A/B. (Talep)

(Tarih)

A/B. Yeni Teklif

A/B. Kabul Etme

(Degerlendirme)

Sahnenin Sonu

Sekil 1: D1 Diyaloglarinda Tarih Miizakeresinin Akis1
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Bu sema, D1 konusurlarmin tarih miizakeresi siirecinde izledikleri genel etkilesimsel
Oriintiiyii gostermektedir. Siire¢, bir bulusma ya da tarih talebiyle baslayabilmekte; ardindan
katilimcilardan biri bir tarih 6nermektedir. Onerilen tarih, diger konusur tarafindan kabul ya da ret
ile karsilanmaktadir. Ret durumunda konusurlar, uygun olmama durumlarini ¢ogunlukla gerekce
veya aciklama sunarak belirtmekte, miizakere ise yeni bir tarih onerisiyle ya da diger katilimcidan
yeni bir tarih Onermesinin istenmesiyle yeniden yonlendirilmektedir. Kabul durumunda ise
degerlendirme ve onaylama yoluyla uzlasmaya varilmaktadir.

Semada yer alan A/B gosterimi, bu edimlerin her iki konusur tarafindan da
gergeklestirilebilecegini, parantez icerisinde gosterilen talep ise bu unsurun zorunlu olmadigini ifade
etmektedir. Sol taraftaki ok, tarih onerilerinden biri kabul edilinceye kadar miizakere dongiisiiniin
devam ettigini gostermektedir. Dolayisiyla sema, tarih belirleme siirecinin karsilikli olarak uygun bir
tarihe ulasilincaya kadar Oneri, ret, gerek¢e sunma, yenilenen Oneri ve kabul asamalaryla ilerleyen
dongiisel bir miizakere yapisina sahip oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir.

[KSY KANK 01]

Toplant1 Talep Etme

KSY 01 01: Simdi mezuniyet giiniinii belirleyelim.

Tarih Onerme

KANK 01 01: Haftaya ¢arsamba senin i¢in uygun olur mu?

Sebep Sunma + Ret

KSY 01 02: Haftaya carsamba Mug’a doniiyorum. Benim i¢in uygun degil.
Yeni Teklif

KANK 01 _02: Cumaya ne dersin?

Ret + Sebep Sunma

KSY 01 03: Cuma da olmaz gibi. O giin de doluyum.

Tarih Talep Etme

KANK 01 _03: Istersen sen bir tarih soyle.

Yeni Teklif

KSY 01 04: Haftaya cumartesi senin i¢in uygun mu?

Ret + Sebep Sunma

KANK 01 04: Cumartesi farkli 6nemli bir toplantim var, maalesef.
Yeni Teklif

KSY 01 _05: 30 Haziran?

Ret + Tarih Talep Etme

KANK 01 _05: 30 Haziran i¢in de net bir sey sdyleyemem. Daha net bir tarih belirlesek?
Yeni Teklif

KSY 01 _06: Temmuz aymda yapalim o zaman.

Tarih Onerisi

KANK 01 06: 1 Temmuz senin i¢in uygun olur mu?
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Kabul Etme + Degerlendirme
KSY 01 07: Evet. 1 Temmuz benim i¢in uygun.

Bu kesit, semada gosterilen tarih miizakeresi siirecini 6rneklendirmektedir. Diyalog, toplanti
tarihini belirlemeye yonelik bir taleple baslamakta, ardindan katilimeilarin uygunluk durumlarina
gore farkli tarih Onerileri sunulmakta ve reddedilmekte, bazi reddetmeler ise gerekgelerle
desteklenmektedir. Bir 6nerinin reddedilmesinin ardindan miizakere, yeni bir tarih talebi ya da yeni
bir tarih 6nerisi araciligryla yeniden yonlendirilmekte ve bu dongii dnerilerden biri kabul edilinceye
kadar devam etmektedir. Son olarak “1 Temmuz” Onerisinin kabul edilmesiyle tarih iizerinde
uzlagsmaya varilmakta ve tarih miizakeresi siireci tamamlanmaktadir.

Kapams

D1 diyaloglarinda kapanis asamasi, gorev performansi agamasinda tarih ve saat iizerinde
uzlagsmaya varilmasinin ardindan ortaya ¢ikan son boliim olarak degerlendirilmistir. Bu asamanin
belirlenmesindeki temel Olgiit, tarih ya da saat Onerisi, ret ve yeni Oneri dizisinin artik devam
etmemesi ve katilimcilarin ulasilan uzlasmay1 kabul ederek etkilesimi sonlandirmaya yonelmeleridir.
Kapanig agamasi bes diyalogun tamaminda yer aldigindan bu veri setinde zorunlu bir agama olarak
degerlendirilebilir. Bununla birlikte, kapanisin i¢ bilesenleri diyaloglar arasinda farklilik
gostermektedir. Bazi kapamislar yalnizca ulasilan uzlasmanin kisa ve karsilikli bigimde
onaylanmasiyla sinirh kalirken bazilar1 kararin 6zetlenmesi, yinelenen onaylar, gelecekte kurulacak
iletisime iligkin taahhiitler, vedalasma ifadeleri ve kisiler arasi nezaket unsurlari araciligiyla
genislemektedir. Bes diyalogdaki kapanislar 2 ila 4 s6z siras1 arasinda degisirken anlamsal diyalog
birimlerinin sayisi 2 ila 7 arasinda degismektedir. Bu ¢esitlilik, kapanis asamasinin zorunlu olmasina
karsin sabit bir i¢ yapiyr izlemedigini, bunun yerine, goreve iliskin onayla smirli en kisa
kapanislardan sosyal a¢idan genisletilmis kapaniglara uzanan bir siireklilik igerisinde ele alinmasinin
daha uygun oldugunu gostermektedir.

Birinci diyalogda kapanis, olduk¢a yogunlagtirilmig ve goreve iligkin onay islevi tasiyan bir
yap1 olarak gerceklesmektedir. Saat lizerinde uzlagsmaya varilmasinin ardindan etkilesim yalnizca
karsilikl1 onay ifadeleri araciligiyla sonlandirilmaktadir.

[KSY KANK 01]

KANK 01 _09: *duraklama* Dort *duraklama* nasil senin igin? |
KSY 01 10: Benim i¢in uygundur |

KANK 01 10: Benim i¢in de uygun. | O zaman anlastik |

KSY 01 _11: Anlastik |

“O zaman anlagtik” ve “Anlastik” birimleri kapanig asamasini olugturmaktadir. Bu kapanista
karar 6zeti, vedalagma ifadeleri ya da nezaket ifadeleri yer almamakta; kapanis, ulasilan uzlagmanin
karsilikli olarak onaylanmasi yoluyla kisa ve gorev odakli bir bi¢imde ger¢eklestirilmektedir.

Ikinci diyalog ise iizerinde uzlasilan tarih, saat ve yer bilgilerinin vedalasma dizisinden &nce
acikeca Ozetlendigi, yapisal agidan farkli bir kapanis bigimi sunmaktadir.

[KCO KAS 01]

KAS 01 03: *duraklama* Saat bes bana uyar. | *duraklama* O zaman bir sonraki
toplantimiz1 18 Haziran Sali giinii saat beste yine ayni burada yapmak icin gériismek {izere |

KCO 01 03: Goriismek {izere | KAS Hanim |

KAS 01 04: Gériisiiriiz |
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Bu kesitte “18 Haziran Sal1 giinii saat beste yine ayn1 burada” ifadesi, bir sonraki toplantinin
tarih, saat ve yer bilgilerini agik bir bicimde kesinlestiren karar 6zetini olusturmaktadir. Bu 6zeti,
karsilikli vedalagma ifadeleri “Goriismek iizere”, “Goriisiiriiz” ve hitap “KCO Hanim” izlemektedir.
Bu unsurlar, kapanis asamasini diyalogun resmi etkilesim ¢ercevesi icerisinde genisletmektedir.
Dolayisiyla 2. diyalogun kapanisi, karar 6zeti, vedalasma ve tinvan kullanimim bir araya getirerek
veri setindeki en ayrintilandirilmis kapanis yapisini olusturmaktadir.

Uciincii diyalog ise kapanis asamasimin farkli bir gerceklesimini sergilemektedir. Bu
diyalogda katilimcilar 6nce ulastiklar1 uzlasmay1 onaylamakta, ardindan yeniden iletisim kurmaya
iligkin bir taahhiitte bulunmakta ve son olarak vedalagmaktadir.

[EYK _KSA 01]

EYK 01 08: Tamam o zaman. | Ben okuldan ciktiktan sonra sizinle iletisime gecerim. |
Haberlesiriz |

KSA 01 09: Tamam. | Tamamdir. | Goriisiiriiz o zaman |

EYK 01 09: Hosca kalin |

Bu kesitte ilk kabul ifadesi olan “Tamam o zaman”, gérev performansi agamasinda varilan
uzlagmay1 onaylamaktadir. Ardindan “letisime gecerim” ve “Haberlesiriz” ifadeleriyle gelecekte
yeniden iletisim kurulacag: belirtilmektedir. Bu 6zellik, diger kapaniglarda goériilmemektedir. Daha
sonra “Goriisiiriiz” ve “Hosca kalin” ifadeleriyle etkilesim sonlandirilmaktadir. Daha resmi bir
vedalagma bi¢imi olan “Hosca kalin” ifadesinin kullanimi, bu diyalogun yar1 resm1 akademik iligki
yapisiyla uyumludur. Dolayisiyla 3. diyalogun kapanisi; onaylama, gelecekte kurulacak iletisime
iligkin diizenleme ve vedalagma islevlerini bir araya getirmektedir. Bu ydniiyle 1. diyalogun
kapanmisindan daha genis, 2. diyalogun kapanisindan ise farkli bir yapiya sahiptir.

Dordiincii diyalogda kapanis, kararin 6zetlenmesi ya da gelecekte kurulacak iletigime iligkin
bir diizenlemeyle degil, {izerinde uzlasilan saatin tekrar tekrar onaylanmasi ve ardindan kisiler arasi
nezaket ifadelerinin kullanilmasiyla genisletilmektedir.

[EKB_EMEI _01]
EMEI 01 _08: Saat tam dort bugukta *duraklama* cuma giinii goriisebiliriz |
EKB 01 08: Tamam. | Cuma giinii dort {baslangi¢c_eszamanli} bucukta |

EMEI 01 09: Tamam | {bitis eszamanh} Haydi goriisiiriiz. | {baslangi¢ eszamanli} |
Tamam |

EKB 01 09: Tamam {bitis eszamanli} |
EMEI 01 10: Haydi dikkat et kendine |
EKB 01 10: Sag ol |

Bu kesitte son saat Onerisi, EMEI 01 08’de “Saat tam dért bugukta cuma giinii
goriisebiliriz” ifadesiyle sunulmaktadir. Kapanis asamasi, EKB 01 08’de bu oOnerinin kabul
edilmesi ve iizerinde uzlasilan giin ile saatin “Tamam. Cuma giinii dort bugukta.” ifadesiyle tekrar
edilmesiyle baglamaktadir. Ardindan karsilikli olarak kullanilan “tamam” ifadeleri ile “haydi
goriistirtiz”, “dikkat et kendine” ve “Sag ol” ifadeleri kapanisi onaylama, vedalasma ve nezaket
ifadeleri araciligiyla genisletmektedir.

Besinci diyalog ise kisa bir onaym ardindan karsilikli vedalasma ifadelerinin kullanildigi
oldukga kisa bir kapanis yapis1 sunmaktadir.

[EYD ESK 01]
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EYD 01 08: Tamam. | Benim i¢in uygundur |
ESK 01 08: Tamam |
EYD 01 09: Goriismek iizere |

ESK 01_09: Goriisiiriiz

Bu kesitte karsilikli kullanilan “Tamam” ifadeleri, varilan uzlagmay1 onaylamakta; ardindan
“Goriismek lizere” ve “Goriisiiriiz” bigimindeki vedalagma ¢iftiyle etkilesim dogrudan
sonlandirilmaktadir. 3. ve 4. diyaloglardan farkli olarak burada herhangi bir nezaket ifadesi, kararin
yinelenerek onaylanmasi ya da gelecekte kurulacak iletigsime iliskin bir taahhiit bulunmamaktadir.
Bu nedenle 5. diyalogun kapanisi, veri setindeki en gorev odakli ve kisiler arasi agidan en
yogunlastirilmis kapanis yapisini olusturmaktadir.

Bes kapanis birlikte degerlendirildiginde, kapanis agamasinin her diyalogda yer aldig1 ancak
i¢ yapisinin farklilagtig1 goriilmektedir. Bu farklilik, kapaniglarin en kisa ve sade yapidan en ayrintil
yapiya dogru siralanmasiyla agiklanabilir. Bu siralamanin bir ucunda, yalnizca kisa bir onaylama
veya vedalagsma igceren 1. ve 5. diyaloglar yer almaktadir. Diger ucta ise karar 6zeti ve {invan
kullanimint igeren, bigimsel agidan ayrintilandirilmis kapanigiyla 2. diyalog bulunmaktadir. 3. ve 4.
diyaloglar ise kapanisi sirasiyla gelecekte kurulacak iletisime iliskin bir diizenleme ve kisiler arasi
nezaket ifadeleriyle genisleterek bu iki u¢ arasinda yer almaktadir. Kapanis asamasinin genel yapisi
asagidaki sekilde ifade edilebilir:

Kabul Etme ~ (Karart Ozetleme) » (Gelecekteki Iletisimi Diizenleme) ~ (Vedalagma) *
(Nezaket)

Bu formiilde kabul etme, gorev performansi asamasinda varilan uzlasmay1 onaylayan ve
kapanis agsamasina gegisi saglayan zorunlu unsur olarak islev gormektedir. Onayin yinelenmesi ya
da kararin 6zetlenmesi, gelecekte kurulacak iletisimin diizenlenmesi, vedalasma ve nezaket ise
diyaloglara gore degisen se¢imlik bilesenlerdir. Bu bilesenlerin bulunup bulunmamasi, her diyalogun
iliski yapistyla uyumludur. ikinci diyalogdaki resmi baglam kararin &zetlenmesini ve {invan
kullanimint; tGiglincii diyalogdaki yari resmi akademik baglam gelecekte kurulacak iletisime iligkin
bir diizenlemeyi; dordiincii diyalogdaki yakin iliski kisiler arasi nezaket ifadelerinin kullanilmasini;
birinci ve besinci diyaloglardaki daha tarafsiz ve gérev odakli baglamlar ise kisa ve yogunlastirilmis
kapanislar1 beraberinde getirmektedir.

Dolayisiyla D1 diyaloglarinda kapanig asamasi, iizerinde uzlasilan tarih ve saatin
onaylanmasi yoluyla gorevi tamamlama; vedalasma ve nezaket ifadeleri yoluyla ise etkilesimi
sonlandirma iglevini yerine getirmektedir. Bununla birlikte, bu iki islevin kapanis yapisi i¢indeki
agirhigi bes diyalogda farklilik gostermektedir.

Soz Edimleri ve Etkilesimsel islevler

Bu boliimde s6z edimleri, gorev odakli miizakere siirecinde yerine getirdikleri islevler
bakimindan incelenmektedir. Bu nedenle Searle’nin sdz edimi smiflandirmasi kuramsal ¢ergeve
olarak kullanilmig; konusurlarin miizakere baglaminda gergeklestirdikleri islevleri belirlemek
amaciyla tarih sorma, tarih talep etme, uygunluk bildirme, tarihi reddetme, kabul etme ve onay1
tekrarlama gibi goreve 6zgii s6z edimi kategorilerinden yararlanilmigtir.

Séylem igerisinde her bir anlamsal diyalog birimi (ADB), baglamina gore belirli bir
iletisimsel islev yerine getirmektedir. D1 konusurlan tarafindan tiretilen bes diyalogda toplam 146
ADB belirlenmig, bu birimler igerisinde 167 sdz edimi ve sOylemi diizenleyici islevsel birim
kodlanmustir.
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Tablo 7: ADB ve islevsel Birimlerin Sayisi

Diyalog Numarasi Toplam ADB Sayisi Toplam islevsel Birim Sayisi
1 33 34
2 18 22
3 37 49
4 30 31
5 28 31

Kodlanan iglevsel birimlerin sayisinin ADB sayisindan fazla olmasi, bazit ADB’lerin birden
fazla iletigimsel veya soylemi diizenleyici islev igcerdigini gostermektedir.

[EYK _KSA 01]

KSA 01 _08:\Ee\ (dolgu dil kullanimi) sdyle yapabiliriz. (eylem 6nerme) | istersen (nezaket)
bes alt1 gibi (tarih sorma) bir yerde oturup projenin konusunu belirleyebiliriz artik (eylem 6nerme) |

Yukaridaki kesitte yer alan soz sirasi iki ADB’den olusmaktadir. Birinci ADB bir dolgu dil
kullanim ile eylem Onerisini, ikinci ADB ise nezaket, tarih/saat sorma ve eylem Onerisi islevlerini
icermektedir. Baska bir ifadeyle katilimci, ayn1 s6z sirasi igerisinde dolgu dil kullanimi araciligryla
diisiinmek icin zaman kazanmakta ve eylem Onerisiyle tarih miizakeresine yonelik bir ¢6ziim
sunmay1 amaglamaktadir. Ardindan nazik bir ifade kullanarak saat bilgisini sormakta ve temel goreve
isaret eden bir eylem Onerisinde bulunmaktadir. Bu durum, tek bir s6z sirasinin birden fazla ADB
igerebildigini ve baz1 ADB’lerin birden fazla islevsel unsurla yapilandirilabildigini gostermektedir.

Bes diyalogda toplam 84 soz siras1 belirlenmistir. Baz1 s6z siralari tek bir iglevsel birimden
olusurken bazilar1 birden fazla iletisimsel ya da sdylemi diizenleyici islev igermektedir. Bu bulgu,
konusurlarin ayni s6z sirasi igerisinde birden fazla iglev gergeklestirebildiklerini gostermektedir.

[EKB _EMEI 01]
EMEI 01 07: Dért bes civarinda uygundur benim igin. |

Yukaridaki kesit tek bir anlamsal diyalog biriminden olusmaktadir. Bu birimde katilimcinin,
kendisine sunulan &neriyi yineleyerek onayladigi goriilmektedir.

D1 konusuru katilimecilarin {iretti§i s6z siralarinda toplam 17 farkli islevsel kategori
belirlenmistir. Bu kategorilerin bazilar1 Searle’nin s6z edimi siniflandirmast kapsaminda
degerlendirilebilirken dolgu dil kullanimi, geri bildirim ifadeleri, nezaket belirleyicileri ve seslenme
birimleri gibi bazi unsurlar dogrudan klasik s6z edimi tiirleri olarak degil, etkilesimin
diizenlenmesine katkida bulunan tamamlayici birimler olarak ele alinmustir.

Tablo 8: Diyaloglardaki S6z Edimleri ve Sdylemi Diizenleyici islevsel Kategoriler

Grup
S6z Edimleri Fonksiyon Diyaloglar (Searle) Toplam

Bilgi Verme Gerekge, agiklama veya 1,2,3,4,5 Iddia Ediciler 17
baglamsal bilgi sunma (Assertives)

Uygunluk Bildirme Miisait olmama durumunu 1,2,3.4,5 Iddia Ediciler 17
belirtme (Assertives)

Belirli bir tarih/saat 1,2,3,4,5 Yonlendiriciler 30
Tarih Sorma onererek uygun olup (Directives)

olmadigini sorma

Tarih Talep Etme Diger katilimcidan bir 1,2,3,4,5 Yonlendiriciler 13
tarih/saat dnermesini isteme (Directives)

Eylem Onerme Gorevle ilgili bir ¢cdziim 1,3 Yonlendiriciler 4
veya eylem dnerme (Directives)
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Diger katilimcidan bir 5 Yonlendiriciler 1
Eylem Talep Etme eylemi gergeklestirmesini (Directives)
isteme
Bilgi Talep Etme Aciklama veya netlestirme 4,5 Yonlendiriciler 4
isteme (Directives)
Toplant1 Onerme Yeni bir bulugsma/planlama | Yonlendiriciler 1
gorevini baglatma (Directives)
Tarih Reddetme Onerilen tarih/saatin uygun 1,2,3 Iddia Ediciler 6
olmadigini belirtme (Assertives)
. 1,2,3,4,5 Taahhiit Ediciler 22
Kabul Etme Bir fneriyi onaylama veya (Commissives)
uzlagmay1 kabul etme
Onay1 Tekrarlama Kabul edilen plani 1,2,3,4 Taahhiit Ediciler 8
yineleyerek pekistirme (Commissives)
Onaylama Talep Diger katilimcidan bir 2,45 Yonlendiriciler 4
Etme Oneriyi onaylamasini isteme (Directives)
Seslenme Muhataba seslenme ve iligki 2 - 3
diizeyini gdsterme
Vedalagsma Etkilesimi sosyal agidan 2,3.4,5 Ifade Ediciler 8
sonlandirma (Expressives)
Nezaket Ret, dneri veya kapanis 1,2,3,4 - 7
ifadelerini yumusatma
Onceki sézceyi dikkate 1,3,4 - 6
Geri Bildirim aldigin1 gosterme ve
etkilesim akisini siirdiirme
Diisiinme ve planlama igin 1,2,3,4,5 - 16
Dolgu Dil Kullanimi zaman kazanma ve s0z
strasini stirdiirme

Tablo 8 incelendiginde, D1 Tiirk¢e konusurlarinin diyaloglarinda en sik kullanilan iglevsel
kategorilerin tarih sorma (30), kabul etme (22), bilgi verme (17), uygunluk bildirme (17) ve tarih
talep etme (13) oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu edimler Searle’nin s6z edimi siniflandirmasi temelinde
degerlendirildiginde tarih sorma ve tarih talep etme yonlendirici; kabul etme ve onayi1 tekrarlama
taahhiit edici; bilgi verme ve uygunluk bildirme ise iddia edici s6z edimleri kapsaminda yer
almaktadir.

Kabul etme ve onay1 tekrarlama, randevu planlama diyaloglarinda 6nerilen bir tarih veya
saatin kabul edilmesinin konusuru gelecekte gerceklestirilecek ortak bir eyleme baglamasi nedeniyle
taahhiit edici s6z edimleri olarak siniflandirilmistir. Bununla birlikte bu edimler, tizerinde uzlagilan
plan1 dogrulamalar1 bakimindan iddia edici bir islev de tasiyabilmektedir. Tarih reddetme de iddia
edici s6z edimleri kapsaminda degerlendirilmistir. Ciinkii konusurlar 6nerme diizeyinde, 6nerilen
tarih veya saatin uygun olmadigini ya da bu tarihte miisait olmadiklarini bildirmektedir. Bu sdzceler
miizakere siirecinde bir 6neriyi geri ¢evirme yoniinde etkilesimsel bir islev yerine getirse de dil
bilgisel gerceklesimleri ve onerme igerikleri bakimindan iddia edici niteliktedir. Bu degerlendirme,
Searle’nin iddia edici s6z edimlerini konusurun bir 6nermenin dogruluguna bagliligint ifade eden
edimler olarak agiklamasiyla uyumludur.

Genel dagilim dikkate alindiginda en yiiksek sikliga sahip grubu yonlendirici s6z edimleri
olusturmaktadir. Bu bulgu, gérev odakli diyaloglarda katilimcilarin ortak bir zaman belirleme
stirecini yliriitebilmek i¢in ¢ogunlukla diger katilimciy1 yanit vermeye, se¢im yapmaya veya onay
vermeye yonelten edimlerden yararlandiklarim gostermektedir. Dolayisiyla bu edimler, miizakere
edilen gorevin tamamlanmasina dogrudan katkida bulunmaktadir. Bu dogrultuda diyaloglarda 6ne
¢ikan soz edimleri, islevleri ve drnekleriyle birlikte asagida ele alinmaktadir.

www.turkishstudies.net/language



5334 Ipek Ercanaslan

Tarih sorma ve tarih talep etme edimleri, ortak bir zaman belirleme siirecini baglatma ve
stirdiirme iglevi gormektedir. Tarih sorma ediminde katilimcilar, belirli bir tarih veya saatin diger
katilimel i¢in uygun olup olmadigini sormaktadir. Ornegin “17 Haziran Pazartesi giinii bir sonraki
toplantimiz i¢in size uygun mudur?” ifadesinde konusur belirli bir tarih 6nermekte ve diger
katilimcidan bu Oneriyi onaylamasini istemektedir. Tarih talep etme ediminde ise katilimcilar
dogrudan bir tarih Onermemekte, tarih Onerisinin diger katilimci tarafindan sunulmasim
beklemektedir. “Istersen sen bir tarih sdyle” ifadesi bu kullanima 6rnek olusturmaktadar.

Bulgular, tarih sorma ediminin tarih talep etme edimine gore daha sik kullanildigini
gostermektedir. Tarih sorma ediminin yliksek sikligi, katilimcilarin diyaloglar boyunca ortak bir
zaman belirleme gorevine odaklandiklarini géstermektedir. Bu edim, diger katilimciy1 yanit vermeye
ve miisaitlik ya da miisait olmama durumunu belirtmeye yoOnelttigi icin miizakerenin ilerlemesini
saglayan temel yoneltici islevlerden biri olarak degerlendirilebilir.

Uygunluk bildirme edimi ise Ozellikle Onerilen tarih veya saatin kabul edilemedigi
baglamlarda, reddetmeyi yumusatan bir strateji olarak islev gormistiir. Katilimcilar bu edim
araciligiyla toplanti, randevu, aile ziyareti veya onceden planlanmis bir seyahat gibi nedenlerle
kendilerine Onerilen tarih ya da saati kabul edemeyeceklerini belirtmistir.

[KSY KANK 01]
KSY 01 04: Haftaya cumartesi senin <uy> *duraklama* i¢in uygun mu? |

KANK 01 _04: Cumartesi farkli dnemli bir toplantim var | maalesef. |

Yukaridaki kesitte KANK olarak kodlanan katilimci, katilmasi gereken toplantiyr gerekce
gostererek Oneriyi reddetmektedir. Ifade, yiizeyde miisait olmama durumunun bildirilmesi islevini
tagisa da baglam icerisinde dolayli bir tarih reddetme stratejisi olarak degerlendirilebilir. Ardindan
gelen “maalesef” ifadesi ise reddetmenin etkisini yumusatan bir nezaket unsuru olarak islev
gormektedir.

Verilerde belirlenen yedi nezaket biriminden ikisinin ret dizileri igerisinde kullanilmasi,
nezaket ifadelerinin yalnizca kapanislarda degil, reddetmenin etkilesimsel etkisini azaltmak amaciyla
baz1 ret dizilerinde de kullanilabildigini gostermektedir. Bununla birlikte, reddetmelerin tamami
dolayli bicimde gerceklestirilmemistir. Bazi katilimcilar dogrudan tarih reddetme edimini
gerceklestirmek icin “yok”, “uygun degil” ve “olmaz” gibi daha acik olumsuz ifadeler kullanmistir.

[KCO KAS 01]

KCO_01_02: Ajandan kontrol ediyorum. | *sessizlik* Ug ya da dért degil de | *duraklama*
saat bes *duraklama* sizin i¢in uygun mudur? |

Bu ornekte KCO olarak kodlanan katilimei, onerilen “ii¢ ya da dort” saat araligini “degil de”
yapisiyla dogrudan reddetmektedir. Ancak bu reddin hemen ardindan “saat bes sizin i¢in uygun
mudur?” bi¢iminde yeni bir Oneri sunarak miizakereyi siirdiirmektedir. Veriler bir biitiin olarak
degerlendirildiginde, uygunluk bildirme edimlerinin (17) agik tarihi reddetme edimlerinden (6) daha
stk kullanildigr goriilmektedir. Bu durum, katilmcilarin genellikle dogrudan reddetmekten
kagindiklarini ve bunun yerine gerekg¢e ya da baglamsal agiklamalar sunarak miisait olmadiklarini
ifade ettiklerini diisiindiirmektedir. Dordiincii ve besinci diyaloglarda agik tarihi reddetme edimine
rastlanmamistir; bu diyaloglarda reddetme, uygunluk bildirme birimleri araciligiyla dolayli olarak
gerceklestirilmistir. Bu bakimdan miisait olmama bildirimleri, reddetmeyi yumusatan stratejiler
olarak islev gormekte ve miizakere siirecinde yiiziin korunmasina katkida bulunmaktadir.

Bilgi verme edimi, katilimeilarin diyalog igerisinde baglamsal agiklamalar yapmalarini,
onceki veya sonraki eylemler hakkinda bilgi sunmalarim1 ve miizakere siirecini destekleyen
gerekgeler tliretmelerini saglamistir. Katilimeilar bu edim araciligiyla kimi zaman 6nceki bir toplanti
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veya goriisme hakkinda bilgi vermis (Mezuniyetimiz i¢in organize konusmasini yaptik), kimi zaman
Onerilen tarih ya da saatin kabul edilme (23 Nisan giinii okul da olmayacak) veya reddedilme
(Smavim var. Tiirk Dil Bilgisi) gerekcesini ayrintilandirmis, kimi zaman da toplanti planinin nasil
stirdiiriilecegine iliskin ek bilgi sunmustur (Okuldan ¢iktiktan sonra sizinle iletisime gecerim). Bu
bakimdan bilgi verme edimi yalnizca bilgi aktarma iglevi tasimamakta; ayn1 zamanda katilimcilarin
ortak bir zaman belirleme siirecini gerekcelendirmelerine ve miizakerenin ilerlemesine katkida
bulunmaktadir.

Kabul etme, katilimcinin 6nerilen bir tarih, saat, eylem veya kapanis ifadesine olumlu yanit

vermesini saglayan edimdir. Diyaloglarda bu edim c¢ogunlukla “evet”, “tamam”, “olur”, “tabii”,

“benim i¢in uygundur” ve “tamam o zaman” gibi kisa ve dogrudan ifadelerle ger¢eklestirilmistir.
Incelenen 6rneklerde kabul etme ediminin iki temel islev yerine getirdigi goriilmektedir.

I1k olarak kabul etme edimi, sunulan 6neriyi onaylayarak miizakerenin bir sonraki asamaya
gegmesini saglamaktadir:

[EYD ESK 01]
ESK 01 06: Ogleden sonra islerim olabiliyor. | Sabah yapsak olur mu? |
EYD 01 07: Olur. | Tabii. | Saat kaca sdyleyelim o zaman? |

Yukaridaki kesitte ESK olarak kodlanan katilimc1 sabah bulusmay1 énermekte, EYD olarak
kodlanan katilimci ise bu 6neriyi “olur” ve “tabii” ifadeleriyle kabul etmektedir. Bu kabuliin ardindan
gelen “Saat kaga sOyleyelim o zaman?” sorusu, miizakereyi saat belirleme agsamasina tagimaktadir.
Bu durum, kabul etme ediminin miizakerenin ilerlemesini saglayan bir islev yerine getirdigini
gostermektedir.

Ikinci olarak kabul etme edimi, iizerinde uzlasilan plan1 onaylamak ve kapanis asamasina
geemek amaciyla kullanilmaktadir:

[KSY KANK 01]
KANK 01 _10: Benim i¢in de uygun. | O zaman anlastik. |
KSY 01 _11: Anlastik. |

Bu kesitte katilimcilar, iizerinde uzlasilan tarih ve saatin kendileri i¢in uygun oldugunu
belirttikten sonra “anlagtik” sézciigiiyle ortak kararin kesinlestigini onaylamaktadir. Boylece kabul
etme edimi yalnizca Oneriyi onaylama islevi géormemekte, ayn1 zamanda miizakereyi tamamlayarak
kapanis asamasina gecisi saglamaktadir.

Katilimcilarin onay bildirmek amaciyla kullandiklar1 bir diger edim onay1 tekrarlamadir. Bu
edimde kabul edilen tarih, saat veya plan yeniden ifade edilmektedir. Dolayistyla bu edim yalnizca
“evet” demekle simirli kalmamakta, iizerinde uzlasilan bilgiyi yineleyerek kesinlestirme islevi
gormektedir.

[KSY KANK 01]

KANK 01 06: 1 Temmuz senin i¢in uygun olur mu? |

KSY 01 07: Evet | 1 Temmuz benim i¢in uygun |

Bu kesitte KANK olarak kodlanan katilimei, “1 Temmuz senin i¢in uygun olur mu?”
ifadesiyle belirli bir tarih Onererek diger katilimcidan onay istemektedir. KSY olarak kodlanan
katilimel, Once “evet” diyerek Oneriyi kabul etmekte, ardindan “1 Temmuz benim i¢in uygun”
ifadesiyle kabul edilen tarihi yineleyerek bu onay1 pekistirmektedir. Bu 6rnek, kabul etme ile onay1
tekrarlama arasindaki islevsel ayrimi gostermektedir. “Evet” kisa ve dogrudan bir kabul ifadesiyken
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“1 Temmuz benim i¢in uygun”, iizerinde uzlasilan tarihin yinelendigi ve kesinlestirildigi bir onay1
tekrarlama edimidir.

Onaylama islevi tasiyan edimler arasinda katilimcilar tarafindan en sik kullanilan edim kabul
etme olmustur. Kabul etme ediminin onay1 tekrarlama edimine gore daha sik kullanilmasi,
katilimcilarin kendilerine sunulan &nerilere ¢cogunlukla kisa ve dogrudan olumlu yanitlar vermeyi
tercih ettiklerini gostermektedir. Buna karsilik onayi tekrarlama daha az siklikta goriilmesine ragmen
kabul edilen tarih, saat veya planin yeniden ifade edildigi durumlarda ortak kararin pekistirilmesine
katkida bulunmustur.

Temel s6z edimi tiirlerinin yani sira Searle’nin siniflandirmasina dogrudan dahil edilemeyen
bazi etkilesimsel birimler de diyaloglarin ilerleyisinde 6nemli rol oynamaktadir. Dolgu dil kullanimi
(16), sik gozlemlenen islevsel birimlerden biridir. Bu birimler Searle’nin smiflandirmasinda
dogrudan bir s6z edimi tiirli olarak degerlendirilmemekle birlikte, diyalog akisi igerisinde diisiinmek
icin zaman kazanma, s6z sirasini koruma, verilecek yaniti planlama ve bir oneri ya da reddetme
oncesinde sOylemi diizenleme gibi etkilesimsel amaclara hizmet etmektedir. Bu nedenle bu
calismada dolgu dil kullanimi, klasik s6z edimi tiirlerinden ayr olmakla birlikte gérev odakl
diyaloglarin diizenlenmesine katkida bulunan islevsel gostergeler olarak ele alinmustir.

Tablo 9: D1 Tiirkce Diyaloglarinda Dolgu Dil Kullanimimin Islevleri

Ornek

Baglam

Islev

EYK 01 01:\n\ aksam saat on yedi
gibi yapabiliriz |

Katilimei,  toplantnin  ne
zaman yapilmasi gerektigine
iligkin soruya yanit olarak bir

Uygun bir saat Onerisi
olusturmadan once diisiinmek ve
planlama yapmak i¢in zaman

saat onermektedir. kazanma.
KANK 01 02: \Ee\ peki | cumaya | Onceki tarih onerisinin | Onceki reddi kabul etme, soz
ne dersin? | reddedilmesinin ardindan | grasimi siirdiirme ve yeni bir
katihmer  yeni  bir  tarih | gneriye gegme.
Onermektedir.
KAS 01 02: \I\ o hafta igerisinde | Katilime1, Onerilen tarihte | Miisait olmama  bildirimini
18 Haziran'da da benim saat ikide | miisait olmadigimi | yumusatma ve verilecek yaniti
Ogrencilerle gériismem var | belirtmektedir. planlama.
KSA_01_03: \Ee\ o zaman sdyle | Miizakerenin tikandigi bir | Disinmek i¢in zaman kazanma,

yapalim... | s0z sirasini silirdiirme ve ¢Oziim

Onerisine gegme.

noktada ¢6zlim Onerisinden
once kullanilmaktadir.

EYD 01 02: /Hm/ persembe giinii
hangi tarihe denk geliyor? |

Oneriyi degerlendirme ve bilgiyi
isleme.

Katilimci,  Onerilen  tarihi
dogrudan kabul veya
reddetmeden once diisiinmekte
ve aciklama istemektedir.

Tablo incelendiginde, dolgu dil kullanim1 diyaloglardaki bosluklari dolduran unsurlardan
ibaret olmadigi, belirli iletisimsel islevler tasidigi goriilmektedir. Katilimeilar bu birimleri 6zellikle
yeni bir tarih/saat Onerisi gelistirme, 6nceki bir 6neriyi degerlendirme, miisaitlik veya miisait olmama
durumlarini agiklama ve ¢6ziim Onerisine yonelme siireglerinde kullanmistir. Buna goére dolgu dil
kullanimi konugura diisiinme ve planlama i¢in zaman saglamanin yani sira s6z sirasini korumaya ve
miizakere akigini siirdiirmeye katkida bulunan islevsel gostergeler olarak degerlendirilebilir.

Tablo 9°da dolgu dil kullaniminin baglamsal islevleri sunulmustur. Bunun yani sira veri
setindeki baz1 sozciik diizeyindeki ifadelerin de baglama bagli olarak benzer islevi gordiigii, 6zellikle
konusurun verecegi yamiti planlamasina ve s0z sirasini siirdiirmesine katkida bulundugu
gbzlemlenmistir.

[EYD ESK 01]
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ESK 01 _01: Ben persembe giinii miisaitim |

EYD 01 _02: /Hm/ persembe giinii hangi tarihe denk geliyor? *duraklama* | Bekle
{baslangic_eszamanli} |

ESK 01 02: Persembe {bitis_eszamanli} ne zamana denk geliyor? |

EYD 01 _03: Persembe giinii *sessizlik* | Bu persembeyi mi {baslangic_eszamanli}
diyorsun? |

ESK 01 03: Evet {bitis_eszamanli} |

Yukaridaki kesitte ESK olarak kodlanan katilimcinin “Persembe” 6nerisinin ardindan EYD
olarak kodlanan katilimci, bu giiniin hangi tarihe denk geldigini agikliga kavusturmaya ¢alismaktadir.
EYD’nin kullandig1 “Hm” dolgu sesi ve ardindan “persembe” ifadesini yinelemesi, katilimcinin
Oneriyi hemen kabul ya da reddetmek yerine degerlendirmekte oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu
baglamda yinelenen ifade, konusurun diisiinmek i¢in zaman kazanmasina ve s6z sirasin1 korumasina
yardimci olan bir duraklama islevi gormektedir. Benzer bir 6rnek asagida sunulmustur:

[EKB _EMEI 01]
EKB 01 05: Saat kag olsun? | On iki uygun mu sana? |
EMEI 01 06: /11/ On iki | Ikindi vakti gibi olabilir ya | saat ... |

Bu ornekte, art arda kullanilan “/1/” sesi ve “on iki” ifadesi de ayn1 zamanda diisiinmek icin
zaman kazanmay1 ve sunulan teklifi degerlendirmeyi saglayan dolgu dil kullanimi olarak islev
gormektedir.

Tabloda yer alan dolgu dil kullanim1 birimlerine ek olarak; nezaket, geri bildirim, seslenme
ve vedalagsma gibi birimler de diyaloglarin etkilesimsel organizasyonuna katkida bulunmaktadir. Bu
birimler, gorevin igerigini dogrudan insa eden temel konusma eylemleri olmaktan ¢ok, katilimcilar
arasindaki iligkiyi diizenleyen, siray1 koruyan, reddi yumusatan ve konusmayi uygun bir sekilde
sonlandiran unsurlar olarak islev gérmektedir.

Nezaket birimleri, katilimcilarin teklif sunduklari, teklifleri reddettikleri ve etkilesimi
sonlandirdiklar1 baglamlarda kullanilmigtir. “Maalesef” ifadesi reddin etkisini yumusatirken, “sizin
icin uygunsa” ifadesi teklifleri yumusatmakta; “sag ol” ve “dikkat et kendine” gibi ifadeler ise
kapanista olumlu iliskiyi siirdiirmeye hizmet etmektedir. Geri bildirim birimleri ise, “peki,” “dyle
mi” ve “tamam” gibi ifadelerle katilimcinin 6nceki siray1 anladigini ve miizakerenin devamina hazir

oldugunu gostermektedir.
[EYK KSA 01]
EYK 01 _02: *duraklama* Sinavim var. {baslangi¢_eszamanl} | Tiirk Dil Bilgisi |
KSA 01 03:/Hm/ {bitis_eszamanli} | Diger giinler bos degilim ama ben. |

Yukaridaki kesitte, EYK olarak kodlanan katilimc1, miisait olmama durumunu “Sinavim var.
Tiirk Dil Bilgisi.” diyerek agiklamaktadir. KSA olarak kodlanan katilimcinin tirettigi “/Hm/” yaniti
ise bir geri bildirim birimi olarak islev gérmektedir. Bu birim yeni bir teklif, red ya da kabul
sunmamakta; bunun yerine 6nceki agiklamanin alindigin1 ve anlagildigim gostermektedir. Bu geri
bildirimin ardindan KSA, “Diger gilinler bos degilim ama ben.” ifadesiyle kendi miisait olmama
durumunu belirterek miizakereyi siirdiirmektedir. Bu baglamda “/Hm/” bir geri bildirim birimi olarak
degerlendirilmistir, ¢linkii 6nceki siranin alindigini isaretlemekte, etkilesimin akigini siirdiirmekte ve
miizakerenin devamini hazirlamaktadir.
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Seslenme birimlerine yalnizca ikinci diyalogda rastlanmistir. Bu diyalogda katilimcilar
birbirlerine “KCO Hanim” ve “KAS Hanim” seklinde hitap etmis, ayrica konugma boyunca “siz”
zamirini kullanmislardir. Bu kullanim, katilimecilar arasinda belirli bir diizeyde sosyal mesafe ve
resmiyet oldugunu gostermektedir.

[KCO KAS 01]

KAS 01 01: KCO Hanim | 17 Haziran Pazartesi giinii bir sonraki toplantimiz i¢in size
uygun mudur? | Saat bir. |

KCO 01 01: *duraklama* KAS Hanim | maalesef | o giin TOMER'de toplantim var. |
Basgka bir giin olursa benim agimdan daha iyi olur. |

Yukaridaki kesit, ikinci diyalogun ilk iki sirasindan olusmaktadir. Bu diyalogun aciliginda
yer alan “KCO Hanim” seslenmesi, diger katilimciya hitap etme ve etkilesimi resmi bir ¢erceve
icinde baslatma islevi gérmektedir. Benzer sekilde, “KAS Hanim” hitap bigimi de yalnizca kisiye
seslenmekle simirli kalmayip, kendisini izleyen “maalesef” ifadesiyle birlikte, Onerilen tarihin
reddedilecegi bir baglamda nezaketi ve sosyal mesafeyi korumaya katkida bulunan bir birim olarak
degerlendirilebilir.

KCO 01 03: Goriismek {izere | KAS Hanim |

Diyalogun kapanisinda yeniden yer alan “KAS Hanim” seslenmesi, vedalagsma eylemiyle
birlikte kullanilmakta ve etkilesimi saygili ve resmi bir g¢ergeve icinde sonlandirmaya katkida
bulunmaktadir.

Vedalagma eylemleri, gérev odakli diyaloglarda etkilesimi sosyal agidan uygun bir bigimde
sonlandirmaya hizmet eden ifade edici birimlerdir. Verilerde bu eylemler, “gériismek {izere,”
“gOriigiiriiz,” “gorisiliriz o zaman,” “haydi goriisiriiz” ve “hosca kalin” gibi ifadelerle
gergeklestirilmektedir. Bu ifadeler konugsmanin sona erdigini isaretlerken, ayni zamanda katilimcilar
arasindaki olumlu iliskinin siirdiiriilmesine de katkida bulunmaktadir. Bu bakimdan vedalagma,
yalnizca diyalogun bittigini gosteren yapisal bir unsur olarak degil, ayn1 zamanda etkilesimsel uyumu
destekleyen sosyal bir eylem olarak da degerlendirilebilir.

Tartisma ve Sonu¢

Bu calisma, D1 Tiirkge konusuru katilimcilar tarafindan iiretilen goérev odakli planlama
diyaloglarinda tiirsel agsamalarin ve s6z edimlerinin nasil organize edildigini incelemistir. Kesit Dil
Kurami (Halliday vd., 1964; Halliday & Hasan, 1989), Hasan’m (1984) Genel Yap1 Potansiyeli
(GSP) modeli, Searle’nin (1976) s6z edimi siniflandirmasi ve Taboada (2004) ile Gallardo Patils’un
(1998) islevsel kodlama gergevesinden hareketle, on katilimcidan elde edilen bes kisa diyalog,
anlamsal diyalog birimlerine (ADB) boliinmiis ve makro yapisal organizasyonlari, sirali etkilesimsel
oriintiileri ve kesit dil diizeyindeki gerceklesmeleri agisindan analiz edilmistir. Analiz, bu makro
yapinin veri setinde kesit dil degiskenleri, tiirsel asamalar ve sirali s6z edimleri ile etkilesimsel
oriintiiler araciligiyla yerel diizeyde nasil gergeklestigine odaklanmaistir.

Bulgular, incelenen diyaloglarin (Acilis) ~ Gorev Performans: ~ Kapanig bi¢iminde
taninabilir bir makro yapiy1 takip ettigini gdstermektedir. Bu yapida agilis asamasi istege bagli iken,
kapanis asamasi tiim diyaloglarda bulunmakla birlikte igsel organizasyonu bakimindan farklilik
gostermektedir. Bu genel organizasyon, goérev odakli diyalog igin gelistirilen tiirsel asama
modelleriyle (Taboada, 2004) ve Hasan’in (1978, 1984) yapisal formiillerin baglamsal unsurlar
aracilifiyla nasil gergeklestigine iliskin agiklamasiyla tutarlidir. Hasan’in (1984) gosterdigi gibi, bir
yapisal formiiliin tiim Ogelerinin zorunlu olmasi gerekmez. Bazi dgeler istege bagli olabilir ve
bunlarin varlig1 ya da yoklugu rastlantiyla degil, baglamsal unsurlarin degerleriyle belirlenir. Veride
acilis, uzun bir sosyal etkilesim bi¢ciminde degil, gogunlukla kisa, gérev odakli bir gecis olarak islev
gormekte; genellikle minimal bir onaylama ya da dogrudan goreve gecme yoluyla
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gerceklesmektedir. Gorev performansi, zorunlu ve yapisal olarak baskin asama olarak ortaya
cikmakta, genellikle tarih miizakeresini takiben zaman miizakeresi bigiminde ilerlemektedir. Bu
siralama, Taboada’min (2004) Ingilizce ve Ispanyolca gérev odakli diyaloglar igin tammladig
planlama diyalogu yapisiyla tutarlidir. Kapanis kisa olmakla birlikte, incelenen diyaloglarda ikili bir
islev tistlenmektedir: hem gdrevin basariyla tamamlandigini dogrulamakta hem de etkilesimin sosyal
acidan sona erdigini isaretlemektedir. Veride iki kapanis bigimi gozlemlenmistir. Bazi1 diyaloglarda
kapanis, herhangi bir genisletilmis vedalasma olmaksizin “anlastik™ gibi ifadelerle gerceklestirilen
kisa, karsilikli bir anlasma onayiyla sinirli kalmistir. Digerlerinde ise kapanis, karar ozetleri,
vedalagma ifadeleri ve nezaket birimleri aracilifiyla genislemistir. Bu farkliligin sdylem bigemi
degiskeniyle iliskili oldugu goriilmektedir: daha fazla sosyal mesafe ya da resmiyetle nitelenen
diyaloglar, daha acik bigimde yapilandirilmis kapanislara yonelirken, katilimcilar arasinda daha
yakin iligkilerin bulundugu diyaloglar, daha kisa ve ekonomik onaylama dizileriyle sonu¢lanmistir.

Gorev performansi asamasina iligkin bulgular, bu asamanin mikro diizeydeki
organizasyonunun déngiisel bir nitelik tagidigim gostermektedir. Orneklemde, miizakere siireci
teklif, red, gerek¢e sunma, yeni teklif/istek ve kabul biciminde tekrarlanan dongiiler araciligiyla
ilerlemektedir. Bu dongiiler tipik olarak bir teklif ya da tarih/saat istegi, bir red, reddi yumusatan bir
gerekee, yeni bir teklif ya da teklif talebi ve nihayetinde bir kabulden olusmaktadir. Analizin bigimsel
betimleyici c¢iktilarindan biri, veride tespit edilen tarih miizakeresi formiiliidiir: (Toplant1 Talep
Etme) ~ (Tarih Talep Etme) » [Tarih Onerme » Reddetme * (Tarih Talep Etme)]* » Tarih Onerme *
Kabul Etme. Bu formiilde parantez i¢cinde gosterilen dgeler iste§e baglidir, koseli parantez i¢indeki
dizi ise tekrarlanabilir niteliktedir. (*) sembolii, miizakerenin sabit bir dogrusal ilerleme yerine
dongiisel dogasini yansitmaktadir. Taboada (2004) da benzer bir tanim yapar. Ona gore planlama
diyaloglarinda gorev performansi asamasi su sirayla ilerler: teklif — ret — yeni teklif — kabul.
Burada reddetme ve gerekce gosterme, miizakerenin rastgele kesintileri degil, dogal ve gerekli bir
parcasidir. Hasan'in (1984) terimleriyle ifade edilecek olursa, bu igsel diizenlilik, baglamsal
yapilanmanin yalnizca hangi yapisal 6gelerin ortaya ¢ikacagini degil, ayni zamanda bunlarin nasil
siralandigini ve hangi yapilanmalarda birlikte gergeklestigini de sekillendirdigini yansitmaktadir. Bu
miizakere dongiisiiniin bigimsel temsili, gérev performansi agsamasinin mevcut veri setinde mikro
diizeyde nasil gerceklestigini betimlemeye yardimei olmaktadir. Buna bagli bir diger bulgu, bireysel
siralar icindeki etkilesimsel eylem yogunluguyla ilgilidir: veride siralarn %56’s1 ¢oklu-eylemli
niteliktedir ve baz1 siralar tek bir sira i¢inde bese kadar farkl: iletisimsel islev barindirmaktadir. Bu
durum, ADB diizeyindeki analizin, mevcut veri setinde birden fazla iletisimsel islevin tek bir sira
i¢inde nasil birlikte gerceklesebilecegini betimlemek agisindan yararli oldugunu gostermektedir.

Kesit dil analizinin tiirsel yap1 ve soz edimi betimlemesiyle birlestirilmesi, bes diyalog
arasinda gozlemlenen farkliligi agiklamak i¢in yararli bir temel sunmaktadir. Halliday vd. (1964) ve
Halliday & Hasan'a (1989) gore, kesit dil, baglama gore degisen dil kullanimidir. Bu degisim {i¢
unsur iizerinden incelenir: sdylem alani, sdylem bigcemi ve sdylem kipi. Taboada’nin (2004, s. 12)
benzer sekilde belirttigi gibi, kesit dil, neyin gergeklestigini, kimlerin katildigini ve dilin ne tiir bir
rol oynadigini igceren, durum tarafindan belirlenen anlamlar biitiiniinii ve bu anlamlarin
gergeklestirildigi sozciik-dilbilgisel segimleri kapsamaktadir. SGylem alani agisindan bakildiginda,
miizakerenin kapsami gorev performansi asamasinin kapsamimi ve karmasikligini etkilemektedir.
Ornegin katilimeilar yalnizea tek bir bulusmay1 m1 planliyor, yoksa birden fazla zaman kisitin1 m1
bir araya getirmeye calisiyor. Bu fark, miizakerenin ne kadar kapsamli ve karmasik olacagin
belirlemektedir.

Hitap bigimleri, zamir se¢imleri, dolaylilik derecesi ve reddetme stratejileri araciligiyla
islevsellestirilen sdylem bigemi degiskeni ise, tekliflerin nasil formiile edildigini ve anlasmazliklarin
nasil yonetildigini etkilemektedir. Veride, uygunluk bildirme edimi baskin yumusatilmis reddetme
stratejisi olarak islev gérmektedir. Katilimcilar, onerilen bir tarihi ya da saati dogrudan reddetmek
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yerine, genellikle miisaitlik bilgisini yliz koruyucu bir alternatif olarak sunmakta ve bu sayede
miizakerenin dogrudan bir reddedis olmaksizin siirmesine olanak tanimaktadir.

Ancak retlerin tamami dolayli degildir. Bazi katilimcilar "uygun degil" ve "olmaz" gibi agik
olumsuz ifadeleri de dogrudan tarih reddetme edimi olarak kullanmistir. Uygunluk bildirme ediminin
(17) tarih reddetme edimine (6) kiyasla daha sik goriilmesi, dolayl red stratejisinin daha yaygin
oldugunu gostermektedir. Reddetme dizilerindeki dolaylilik ve gerek¢e sunma Griintiisii, P. Brown
ve Levinson'un (1987) negatif nezaket kuramiyla ortiismektedir; bu kurama goére konusmacilar, yiiz
tehdit edici eylemleri gergeklestirirken dayatmayr en aza indirmeye ve muhatabin hareket
Ozgurliigiinii korumaya c¢alisirlar. SOylem bigemi degiskeni, hitap bigimlerinde de kendini
gostermektedir: "Hanim" {invan1 ve resmi "siz" hitab1 aracilifiyla gerceklesen seslenme edimleri,
yalnizca 6rneklemin en resmi diyalogu olan ikinci diyalogda tespit edilmistir. Bu durum, resmiyet
ve sosyal mesafenin etkilesimsel birimlerin se¢imine ve dagilimma yansidigi yorumunu
desteklemektedir. incelenen veriye dayanarak, dolaylilik ve gerek¢e sunmanin, mevcut drneklemde
baskin reddetme yumusatma stratejileri olarak islev gordiigii soOylenebilir. Soylem kipi ise,
etkilesimin sozlii, gercek zamanli ve diyalojik dogasina isaret eden dolgu dil kullanimi, eksiltili
ifadeler, geri bildirimler ve es zamanli konusma 6zelliklerinin varliginda yansimasini bulmaktadir
(Halliday vd., 1964; Halliday & Hasan, 1989). Soylem kipi diizeyindeki bu o6zellikler tesadiifi
degildir; bunlar, katilimcilarin sira alma siirecini yonettigi, anlamayi isaretledigi ve miizakerenin
ilerleyigini koordine ettigi araglardir. Bu tiir sdylemi diizenleyici dgeler, sdylemin anlatimsal, sosyal
ve metinsel boyutlarini biitlinlestirerek ayni anda birden fazla sdylem diizleminde islev goriir
(Schiffrin, 1987).

Kuramsal agidan bakildiginda, bulgular, goérev odakli sozlii diyalogda so6z edimi
kategorilerinin, islevsel birimlerle birlikte ele alindiginda daha etkili bicimde yorumlanabildigini
gostermektedir. Searle'nin (1976) taksonomisi, baslica s6z edimi tiirlerini siniflandirmak i¢in yararlh
bir iist diizey gerceve sunmaktadir; ancak mevcut veri, dolgu dil kullanimi, geri bildirim, nezaket,
seslenme ve vedalagma gibi birimlerin 6ncelikle 6nermesel s6z edimleri olarak islev gérmedigini
gostermektedir. Bunun yerine bu birimler, sira yonetimini, yumusatmay1, kigileraras1 konumlanmay1
ve diyalogun sosyal olarak sonlandirilmasii destekleyerek etkilesimin organizasyonuna katkida
bulunmaktadir. Bu birimler sdylemi diizenleyici ve etkilesimsel kaynaklar olarak islev gérmektedir.
Bu durum Ingilizce ve Ispanyolca planlama diyaloglarina iliskin derlem tabanl bir analiz yiiriiten ve
bu birimleri klasik s6z edimi tiirlerinden ayri islevsel kategoriler olarak ele alan Taboada (2004)
tarafindan da kabul edilmektedir. Bu goézlem, Schiffrin'in (1987) goriisiiyle de ortlismektedir.
Schiffrin'e gore geri bildirimler ve dolgu dil kullanimi gibi 6geler yalnizca ciimlenin anlamiyla ilgili
degildir. Bunlar ayn1 zamanda konugmacilar arasindaki iliskiyi, sirayla konusma diizenini ve kimin
ne bildigini de etkiler. Bu calismada, bu birimlerin tarih sorma, tarih talep etme, bilgi verme,
uygunluk bildirme, tarih reddetme, kabul etme ve onay:1 tekrarlama gibi goreve iliskin s6z edimi
tiirleriyle birlikte ele alinmasi, diyaloglarin yerel diizeyde nasil organize edildigini ve miizakerenin
nasil siirdiiriildiigiinii betimlemeye yardimci olmaktadir.

Mevcut veri setinin siirlart dahilinde, bulgular yabanci dil olarak Tiirk¢e &gretimine,
ozellikle edimbilim ve goreve dayali etkilesim agisindan bazi ¢ikarimlar sunabilir. Tiirkge
Ogrenenler, veride gozlemlenen dongiisel miizakere yapisina, dolayli bir reddetme stratejisi olarak
uygunluk bildirmenin roliine ve daha dogrudan tarih reddetme ifadelerinin varligina dikkat ¢eken
farkindalik artirict etkinliklerden yararlanabilir. P. Brown ve Levinson (1987), negatif nezaket
stratejilerinin, yiiz yonetiminin énemli bir boyutu oldugunu &ne siirer. Ogrenicinin bu stratejileri
tantyabilmesi ve kullanabilmesi de edimbilimsel yetkinligin temel bir parcasi olarak kabul edilir.
Veride gozlemlenen gerekge sunma hamleleri ve uygunluk bildirme ifadeleri, Grice'nin (1975) is
birligi ilkesi ile de iligkilendirilebilir; ¢ilinkii bu ifadeler, 6nerilen bir tarih ya da saat kabul edilmese
dahi miizakerenin siirmesine yardimc1 olacak ilgili bilgiyi saglamaktadir. Ogretim baglamlarinda,
otantik ya da yari-otantik gorev odakli planlama diyaloglari, dgrenicilerin sdylem alani, sdylem
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bicemi ve sOylem kipinin etkilesimsel se¢imleri nasil etkiledigini anlamalarina yardimci olmak
amaciyla kullanilabilir ve bu da edimbilimsel yetkinligin gelisimini destekleyebilir (Taboada, 2004).

Veri setinde yer alan diyaloglar dolgu dil kullaniminin her zaman bir iletisim bozuklugu ya
da akicilik eksikligi gostergesi olarak degerlendirilemeyecegini ortaya koymaktadir. Bulgular, bu
birimlerin katilimcilar tarafindan diistinmek ve planlama yapmak i¢in zaman kazanma, onceki bir
reddi kabul ederek soz sirasim siirdiirme, miisait olmama bildirimini yumusatma ve Oneriyi
degerlendirip yaniti planlama gibi islevsel amagclarla stratejik bigcimde kullanildigin1 gostermektedir.
Bu dogrultuda, dolgu dil kullaniminin yalnizca akicilig1 bozan bir unsur olarak degil, konusmacinin
miizakere siirecini yonetmesine yardimci olan islevsel bir kaynak olarak da ele alinmas1 gerektigi
sOylenebilir. Bu bulgu, yabanci dil olarak Tiirkce 6gretimi acgisindan bazi Oneriler sunmaktadir.
Oncelikle, dolgu dil birimlerinin islevsel kullanimi, Ogreticiler tarafindan bilingli bigimde
Ogretilebilecek bir edimbilimsel beceri olarak ele alnabilir; dgrenicilere bu birimlerin yalnizca
"doldurma" amaci tasimadigi, ayni zamanda séz sirasini koruma, zaman kazanma ve reddi
yumusatma gibi stratejik islevler iistlendigi gosterilebilir. Ikinci olarak, sozlii snavlarda ve konusma
degerlendirmelerinde bu tiir kullanimlara dikkat edilmesi, dgrencinin dogal ve etkilesimsel bir
konusma yeterliligi sergileyip sergilemediginin anlasilmasi agisindan onemlidir. Son olarak,
konusma becerisini 6lgmek amaciyla kullanilan degerlendirme Slgeklerinin, dolgu dil kullanimini
dogrudan bir hata ya da akicilik eksikligi olarak puanlamak yerine, bu kullanimin islevine gore
degerlendirme yapacak sekilde yeniden gozden gecirilmesi 6nerilmektedir. Bir 6grencinin \i\ ya da
\ee\ gibi bir birimi stratejik olarak, 6rnegin bir reddi yumusatmak ya da sz sirasini siirdiirmek
amacityla kullanmasi, iletisimsel yetkinligin bir gostergesi olarak da yorumlanabilir; bu nedenle s6z
konusu kullanimlarin otomatik olarak olumsuz puanlanmasi, Ogrencinin ger¢ek edimbilimsel
becerisini yansitmayabilir.

Bununla birlikte, bu ¢ikarimlar kii¢iik ve homojen bir veri setine dayanmaktadir. Daha gii¢lii
Ogretimsel iddialarda bulunabilmek i¢in, daha gesitli katilimer gruplarindan ve dogal ortamlardan
elde edilen verilere dayanan ileri arastirmalara ihtiyag vardir.

Calisgmanin bazi smurliliklarinin agikg¢a belirtilmesi gerekmektedir. Veriler; yas, egitim
gecmisi ve kurumsal baglam bakimindan goérece homojen olan on katilimer tarafindan iiretilmis,
gorev yoluyla ortaya ¢ikarilan bes kisa diyalogdan olugmaktadir. Kayitlarin siiresi 47 saniye ile 1
dakika 17 saniye arasinda degismektedir. Dolayisiyla veriler, uzun ve dogal konugmalardan ziyade
kisa, yogunlastirilmis ve gorev yoluyla ortaya cikarilmis etkilesimleri temsil etmektedir. Verilerin
gorev yoluyla elde edilmis olmasi, diyaloglarin dogal sozlii etkilesime Ozgii birgok 0&zellik
sergilemekle birlikte, tamamen kendiliginden gelisen giindelik konusmalarla es deger degildir.
Katilimcilar kayit altina alindiklarinin farkindadir ve kendilerine verilen gdrev cergevesi icinde
hareket etmislerdir. Bu iki durum da katilimcilarin etkilesimsel tercihlerini etkilemis olabilir. Ayrica
analiz yalnizca ses kayitlarina dayanmaktadir; bakis, jest vb. diger kaynaklar analize dahil
edilememistir. Gelecekteki aragtirmalar, daha genis ve cesitlilik gosteren katilime1 6rneklemlerinden
yararlanarak, daha dogal etkilesim ortamlarinda veri toplayarak ve cok kipli ¢oziimleme
cergevelerini kullanarak bu sinirliliklart giderebilir. Benzer gorev tiirlerini farkli ana dili ge¢gmislerine
veya yeterlik diizeylerine sahip katilimcilar arasinda inceleyen karsilastirmali ¢alismalar da planlama
diyaloglarinda kesit dil, tiirsel yap1 ve s6z edimi diizenlenisi arasindaki etkilesimin daha iyi
anlasilmasina katki saglayabilir.

Sonug olarak bu ¢aligma, D1 Tiirk¢ce konusurlarinin gérev odakli planlama diyaloglarinin
kesit dil, tiirsel yap1 ve sirali etkilesim diizeylerinde nasil diizenlendigine iliskin veriye dayali bir
betimleme sunarak Tiirk¢ede gorev odakli sozlii etkilesimin ¢oziimlenmesine katkida bulunmaktadir.
Bulgular, tarih ve saat miizakeresinin gérev performansi agsamasinin temel eksenini olusturdugunu;
acilislarin, kapaniglarin ve yerel s6z edimlerinin ise baglamsal ve etkilesimsel kosullara gore
degistigini gostermektedir. Ozellikle gorev performansi agsamasi; dneri, reddetme, gerekce sunma,
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yeni teklif veya istek ve kabulden olusan yinelemeli dongiiler araciligiyla diizenlenmektedir. Bu yapi
bigimsel olarak su sekilde gdsterilebilir:

(Toplant1 Talep Etme) ~ (Tarih Talep Etme) * [Tarih Onerme ~ Reddetme ~ (Tarih Talep
Etme)]" * Tarih Onerme » Kabul Etme

Coziimleme ayrica dolaylilik, hitap bigimleri, uygunluk bildirimleri ve sdylemi diizenleyici
kaynaklar gibi kesit diizeyindeki dilsel secimlerin, bu tiirsel yapinin etkilesim iginde nasil
somutlastigini etkiledigini gostermektedir. Bu bulgular, Tiirkcede tiir, kesit dil ve sozlii etkilesime
iligkin genis literatiirde gorece az arastirllmis bir alana veriye dayali betimleyici bir katki
sunmaktadir. Bu baglamda onerilen formiil, Tiirk¢enin yabanci dil olarak 6gretimine yonelik ders
materyali ve ders kitab1 hazirlayanlar i¢in planlama diyaloglarinin asamalarin1 diizenlemede; sinif
icinde tiirsel farkindalik gelistirmeyi amaclayan Ogretmenler icin ise bu diyaloglarin yapisal ve
etkilesimsel ozelliklerini goriiniir kilmada yararlanilabilecek bir cerceve sunabilir.
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ETIK BEYANLAR
Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi

Yazar, bu makalenin 6zgiin bir ¢alisma oldugunu ve bilimsel arastirma ve yayin etigi
ilkelerine uygun olarak hazirlandigimi beyan eder. Makale daha once herhangi bir yerde
yayimlanmamig olup baska bir dergide degerlendirme siirecinde degildir.

Caligmada kullanilan tiim kaynaklar akademik kurallara uygun bigimde atiflanmigtir. Yazar,
caligmanin intihal, veri uydurma, veri tahrifi veya manipiilasyon icermedigini; arastirma
bulgularinin bilimsel diiriistliik ilkelerine uygun sekilde sunuldugunu beyan eder.
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Yazar Katkisi

Yazar, makalenin olusturulmasi, tasarlanmasi, analiz edilmesi ve hazirlanmasinin tiim
asamalarindan tek basina sorumludur. Yazar, makalenin nihai halini okuyup onaylamis ve
gonderilmesini ve yayimlanmasini kabul etmistir.

Cikar Catismasi

Yazar, bu makalenin yayimlanmasina iligkin herhangi bir ¢ikar ¢atigmasi bulunmadigini
beyan eder.

Finansal Destek

Bu aragtirma herhangi bir kamu kurumu, ticari kurulus veya kar amaci giitmeyen kurulus
tarafindan finansal olarak desteklenmemistir.

Yapay Zeka Kullamim Beyani

Makalenin hazirlanmas: siirecinde yapay zeka araglarindan yalmizca dil diizenleme, ceviri
destegi ve anlatim iyilestirmesi amaciyla sinirli 6lglide yararlanilmig olabilir. Yapay zeka
araclar1 tarafindan yapilan g¢eviri ve dil diizenlemeleri yazar tarafindan dikkatle kontrol
edilmistir. Yapay zeka araglari calismanin bilimsel igeriginin, arastirma tasariminin,
analizlerinin veya akademik sonuglariin olusturulmasinda kullanilmamigtir. Makalenin
icerigine iliskin tiim akademik sorumluluk yazara aittir.

Telif Haklar1 ve izinler

Yazar, telif hakki gerektiren materyaller kullanilmigsa gerekli izinlerin alindigim ve
caligmanin herhangi bir fikr miilkiyet hakkini ihlal etmedigini beyan eder.

Yazar Onayi

Yazar makalenin son halini okudugunu, onayladigini ve yayimlanmasini kabul ettigini beyan
eder.
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