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Bu c¢alismanin -amaci, yazili akran déniitli egitiminin &grencilerin yazmis
olduklan ilk kompozisyon taslaklart ve birbirlerine verdikleri yazili doniitler iizerindeki
etkisinin arastinlmasidir. Bu amagla, Anadolu Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi ingiliz Dili
Egitimi Bolimii birinci sinifindan 36 6grenci 6rneklem grubu secilerek deneysel bir
calisma tasarlanmistir. Yazili akran doniitii eZitiminin etkisi 6meklem grubunun,
kontrol ve deney grubu olmak‘ﬁzere ikiye boliinerek, yazdiklan kompozisyonlarin ve
verdikleri yazili déniitlerin  karsilastirilmasiyla 6lgiilmiistir. Deney grubundaki
Ogrenciler nasil yazili akran doniitii verebileceklerine dair egitilirlerken, kontrol
grubundakiler bdyle bir egitimden gegmemislerdir. Egitimden 6nce her iki grubun da
yazma becerileri konusunda ayni durumda olup olmadiklarim tespit etmek amactyla bir
Ontest uygulanmugtir. Sonug olarak her iki grubun da aym bagan diizeyine sahip
olduklar ortaya ¢ikmistir.

Deneklerden ¢alisma boyunca toplam li¢ konuda (Siire¢ Analizi, Karsilastirma
ve Neden-Sonu¢ Analizi konularinda) kompozisyon yazmalan istenmistir. Deneklerin
yazili anlatim dersinde yazmus olduklan ilk kompozisyon taslaklan toplanmigstir. Daha
sonra, deneklerden birbirlerine verdikleri yazili déniitler dogrultusunda yazdiklarim
gdzden gecirip diizeltmeleri istenmistir. Boylece yazilan ilk kompozisyonlar ile
diizeltilen kompozisyonlar iki ayrn 6gretmen tarafindan ESL Composition Profile
Olgegine gore degerlendirilip notlandirilmistir. Ayrica, ilk kompozisyon taslaklarina

verilmis olan yazili déniitler de ii¢ ayn Ofretmen tarafindan Coding Scheme for
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Students’ Written Comments ve Rating Scale for Students’ Written Comments
lgeklerine gore incelenip degerlendirilmistir.

Kontrol ve deney gruplannin baganlari arasinda anlamh bir fark olup olmadigim
6lgmek amaciyla t-testi yapumustir. Verilen egitimin katkisini ve degisik kompozisyon
tiirlerinde yazmanin diizeltmeler iizerindeki etkisini 6l¢mek i¢in ise tek yonlii varyans
analizi uygulanmistir. Ogrencilerin verdikleri yazili doniitlerin niteligi ve niceligi de
yiizdelik degerlerle ifade edilmistir.

Elde edilen verilerin istatiksel ¢oziimlemesi sonucunda deney grubundaki
ogrencilerin kontrol grubundakilere nazaran daha iyi kompozisyon yazdiklar ortaya
¢ikmistir. Aymi zamanda, sonuglar, egitim alan 6grencilerin daha iyi ve daha gok yazili

/

doniit verdiklerini de gﬁsterrnistif\ : \



ABSTRACT

This study aims at investigating the effects of training for peer written feedback
on students’ revising their first drafts and providing written comments on each other's
writings. For this purpose, an empirical study was. conducted with 36 first year
intermediate level students who were enrolled at Anadolu University, Education
Faculty, English Language Teaching Department. The effects of peer written feedback
were investigated through a comparison of the subjects divided into two groups. One
group was trained in how to provide peer written feedback to writing and the others
were not trained. A writing pre-test was administered to the groups in order to ascertain
that both groups were similar at the outset of the experiment.

The subjects in both groups were asked to write a total of 3 different types of
essays: Process Analysis, Comparison and Contrast, and Cause and Effect Analysis
essay. Firstly, the subjects were asked to write an essay. Following this, these drafts
were collected. The first drafts were evaluated by two scorers by using the ESL
Composition Profile. Then, subjects were asked .to provide written comments on each
other’s writings and revise their essays after having given written feedback. The revised
drafts were collected and scored holistically by the same scorers in the same way as the
first drafts’. The written comments on the first drafts were also collected and analyzed
by three scorers by using the Coding Scheme for Students’ Written Comments and the
Rating Scale for Students’ Written Comments.

A t-test was used to find out if there was a significant difference between the
control and experimental groups. A univariate ANOVA test was also used to investigate
the effect of the training factor on students’ writing quality and the impact of text type
on the revision. The descriptive statistics on students’ written comments on peer writing
were presented in numbers and percentages in order to clarify the amount and quality of
feedback.

The statistical analysis of the data revealed that the students in the experimental
group produced better writing quality than the ones in the control group. The findings
also indicated that training students for peer written feedback led to significantly more

and significantly better-quality feedback.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background to the Problem

Writing has been defined in a variety of ways. Some researchers define writing
as “a skill in which students try to use the language they have learned through putting
words on paper” (Hanna, 1999:1). Others define writing as “it is far from being a simple
matter of transcribing language into written symbols: it is a thinking process in its own
right” (White and Arndt, 1991:3). A broader definition is given by Mckay (1997:73)
“writing includes recurring phrases such as thinking process, stylistic choice,
grammatical correctness, rhetorical arrangement, and creativity”. That is, besides taking
into account the classical rhetorical concerns of invention (topic), arrangement
(organization), and style (grammétical correctness and stylistic effectiveness), students
are expected to “invent and organize their own ideas” while producing a piece of
writing (Raimes, 1976:188).

According to Faigley (1986), human language, including writing, can be
understood only from the perspective of a society rather than a single individual. Thus,
~taking a social view of writing requires a great deal more than simply paying more
attention to the context surrounding a discourse. He rejects the assumption that writing
is “the act of a private consciousness™ and that everything else; readers, subjects, and
texts; is “out there” in the world (Faigley,1986:535). Similarly, Hirvela (1999:10) points
out that writing does not occur “in a vacuum”; rather, it is shaped by the “expectations
and demands of its intended community of readers”. Hence, while the writer may
compose without thinking the reader in the actual writing of a text, a social dimension is
present that can influence the production of that text. So it is possible to define writing
as an interactive activity (Widdowson, 1984), which highlights the importance of the

reader since “the writer creates a picture of the reader, who thus becomes an ideal



reader, attributes to this reader certain experience, knowledge, opinions and beliefs on
the basis of which the writer builds his message” (Porto, 2001:39).

As seen from the diversity of definitions, writing has been one of the most
essential skills to be developed both in L1 and L2 settings. However, writing did not
obtain its real place in language teaching in the past and was regarded as the “forgotten
skill” (Bowen & Marks, 1994:143). Until 1960’s, writing received the least attention
due to the fact that it was at the bottom of the list of both teachers’ and students
priorities (Richards & Rodgers, 1986). The main reason for this situation derives from
seeing writing as “the handmaid of the other skills” (Silva in Kroll, 1990:13). The writer
was simply a manipulator of previously learned language structures; and the teacher
was merely interested in the linguistic accuracy, but not concerned with the quality of
ideas and organization (Silva in Kroll, 1990). Moreover, writing seemed both
“traditional” and “irrelevant to leamners’ immediate needs” with its associations of
homework, written exercises and examinations (Bowen & Marks, 1994:143).

Today, learning to express oneself well through writing is very beneficial for
one’s academic and daily life and having good writing skills has become the key to
better career opportunities. A person who is in the academic environment needs writing
in order to present his reports, term papers and research papers in acceptable academic
English form (Silva in Kroll, 1990). In other words, the writer is oriented primarily
towards academic success, meeting standards and requirements. On the other hand, a
person who is not in the academic environment also needs writing to write letters,
messages to represent the way he thinks and feels and relates his knowledge and
experience of the world to the others (Brookes & Grundy, 1990). In our time, both
foreign language learners and teachers give great importance to writing since skill in
writing becomes a basic necessity for language learners to cope with academic writing
tasks or fulfil very many individual needs in target language. These reasons encourage
the researchers to discover more about writing and its applications related to the ar¢a in
the foreign language composition classes. Consequently, the skill of writing has gained
importance in foreign language learning with the help of researches in the area and the
newly invented writing approaches (Kroll, 1990).

The process approach is one such innovative approach to teaching writing. It

brings out the idea that “writing is a process” and that “the writing process is a recursive
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cognitive activity involving certain universal stages (prewriting, writing, revising)”
(Cooper, 1986:364). In other words, process writing represents a shift in emphasis in
teaching writing from the product of writing activities (the finished text) to ways in
which text can be developed: from concern with questions such as “What have you
written?, What grade is it worth?, to “How will you write it?, How can you improve it?”
(Furneaux, 2000:1).

The process approach originated in the L1 classroom was developed in reaction
to “traditional” types of writing teaching. Students were presented with rules of
traditional writing about what constituted good writing, and were expected to produce
texts that observed those rules (Caudrey in Fulcher, 1997:5). The focus of the class was
on the model and on the students’ finished text, or product which would be graded by
teachers with a focus on correcting linguistic errors rather than responding on students’
ideas (Shih, 1999). As Roebuck (2001) states, there was no teaching on how the content
of an essay was to be created and developed. The process approach, on the other hand,
argues that writers create and change their ideas as they write, so the most important
task of writing instructors is helping students develop the skills needed to come up with
ideas, explore ways of expressing them, and examiné and refine their writing (Caulk,
1994). In practice, this means working on prewriting, drafting, analyzing and revising
(Miller, 2001). As a result, revision has been widely acknowledged as a crucial
component in the writing process (Tsui & Ng, 2000).

According to Neman (1995:184), the revising phase of the writing process consists
of three distinct practices: “rewriting- performing global, usually structural revision that
affect the meaning of the text; editing-making changes, usually stylistic, within the
paragraph and sentence, and in word choice; and proof-correcting errors and
infelicities”". The students need an outsider's comments on their work in this stage.
Those comments given by a reader to a writer to improve their written work can be
defined as "feedback" (Elbow, 1981:238). The importance of feedback and revision is
stressed by Elbow (1981) as follows:

“No matter how productively you managed to get words down on paper or how carefully you
have revised, no matter how shrewdly you figured your audience and purpose and suited your
words to them, there comes the time when you need feedback. Perhaps you need it for the sake
of revising: you have a very important piece of writing and you need to find out which parts
work and which parts don’t so you can rewrite it carefully before giving it to the real audience.
Or perhaps you have already given an important piece to the real audience- it’s too late for any
revising- but nevertheless you need to learn how your words worked on the reader. Or perhaps




you’ve simply decided that you must start learning in general about the effectiveness of writing”
(Elbow, 1981:237).

The importance of feedback has also been pointed out by Swain and Lapkin (as
cited in Porto, 2001:40), who posit "relevant feedback could play a crucial role in
advancing the learners’' second language learning". Relevant feedback informs the
writing process by "permeating, shaping and moulding it" (Tsui & Ng, 2000:148) and it
also raises the writer's awareness of the informational, rhetorical, and linguistic
expectations of the intended reader (Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1994). This leads to a
"modified output”, which, in turn, enhances learning (Porto, 2001:40).

The process approach reveals various types of feedback as revision, including
peer feedback, conferences as feedback and teachers' comments as feedback (Keh,
1990). In fact, the types of feedback are so varied and numerous that Lynch (as cited in
Muncie, 2000:47) suggests that “teachers should offer learners a range of feedback
types which may stand a greater chance of success than reliance on a single technique".

The types of feedback can be given in oral or written ways. Written feedback is
defined as “written from a reader to a writer with the effect of providing information to
the writer for revision” and oral feedback is defined as “oral input from a reader to a
writer with the effect of providing information to the writer for revision” (Keh,
1990:294). Oral feedback can be given in one-to-one situation or with a small group
through teacher-student conferences (Zhu, 1995).

Since the late 1980's, a common respondent to students' writing, especially in the
early stages of draft development, are the other students (Nelson & Carson, 1998).
Working in pairs or groups, students read and respond to each other's drafts (Miller,
2001). Therefore, peer feedback has become a common feature-in L2 classrooms, where
the process approach to teaching writing is used. -

All this is not to say that teachers of writing have no role to play beyond that of a
classroom organizer (Muncie, 2000). The fact that the teacher is more knowledgeable
than the learners about the linguistic and rhetorical features of English text gives him or
her "unique role" to play in facilitating the improvement of the learners' writing ability
(Muncie, 2000:51). Teacher feedback on learners’ drafts is prefered both by the students
and by the teachers themselves and necessary (Tribble, 1996:122). Unfortunately,

students do not develop either cognitive or writing skills through their writing; they only



rewrite essays based on their teachers' comments. In these circumstances, learning
becomes "a more of a matter of imitation or parody than a matter of invention or
discovery" (Hyland, 2000:35).

Peer feedback 1s seen as a way of giving more control to students because
students have to make their own decisions about whether or not to use their peers’
comments as opposed to a passive reliance on teachers' feedback (Mendonca &
Johnson, 1994). The literature claims many positive effects for peer feedback. Tsui and
Ng (2000) noted many advantages which various educators (Chaudron, 1984; Elbow,
1981; Keh, 1990; Nelson & Carson, 1994; White & Arndt, 1991) have claimed for peer
feedback, such as:

"1. Peer feedback is pitched more at learner's level of development or interest and therefore more
informative than teacher feedback.

2. Peer feedback enhances audience awareness and enables the writer to see egocentrism in his
or her own writing.

3. Learners' attitudes towards writing can be enhanced with the help of more supportive peers
and their apprehension can be lowered.

4. Learners can learn more about writing and revision by reading each other's drafts critically and
their awareness of what makes writing successful and effective can be enhanced.

5. Learners are encouraged to assume more responsibility for their writing.”(Tsui & Ng,
2000:148-149).

The above issues on peer feedback, however, have not gone unchallenged and
writing researchers voiced criticisms of its use in both EFL/ ESL writing pedagogy. To
illustrate, Leki (1990) identified several problems with peer comments: students tend to
respond to surface errors instead of semantic or textual ones; they tend to give advice
that does not facilitate revision; and they also have difficulties deciding whether their
peers’ comments are valid. Similarly, Nelson and Murphy (1993) state students from
cultures that see the teacher as the only source of authority may consider their peers not
knowledgeable enough to make sensible comments and ultimately not incorporate the
comments into their writing.

According to Berg (1999b), such problems do appear since the students are
asked to participate in the complex of peer feedback session without adequate
preparation. Responding to writing is not a skill with which most students have had
enough experience (McGroarty & Zhu, 1997). It is therefore unrealistic to assume that
they will be able to effectively respond to their peer’s draft and successfully revise their
drafts based on the given comments. If students are to be expected to skillfully

participate in peer feedback and perform appropriate revisions of their texts, it appears



reasonable to believe that they need to be given the opportunity to learn how to give and
receive feedback and to revise their papers (Berg, 1999a). This point is also highlighted
by Gere (as cited in Stanley, 1992:219) who sees inadequate student preparation for
peer feedback as a major cause of unsuccessful peer feedback sessions: “When I meet
teachers who say ‘Oh, I tried peer evaluation groups and they didn’t work,’ I begin by
asking about preparation”. Nystrand (1989) agrees with Gere, in that peer feedback
takes careful planning on the teachers’ part, and that students must be shown how to
respond to writing during the peer feedback session. Similarly, Huff and Kline (1987)
point out the importance of providing students with appropriate peer feedback skills,
such as giving and receiving criticism, commenting on negative and positive qualities of
writing, and recognizing different stages of the drafting process. In short, with training,
students can become productive peer reviewers and better writers (Stanley, 1992;
Youngs & Green, 2001). |

Writing teachers interested in using peer feedback as a learning tool in their
classrooms may find it difficult to locate informa/tion on how to train students,
especially the information that is based on empirical research that outlines exactly how
students can be appropriately prepared (Berg, 1999a). Therefore, studies that investigate
the role of training students on peer feedback are indeed urgently needed (Paulus,
1999). Such tested and detailed information is important not because it provides a
formula for peer feedback training in all EFL/ESL settings, but it can eliminate
students’ lack of knowledge and skills needed for peer feedback (Berg, 1999a; Zhu,
1995).

To fill the gap in knowledge about the effects of peer feedback training on
writing and the role that instruction plays in determining such effects, this study
investigated the effects of trained peer feedback on the quality of written comments and
writing products. It did so by comparing two groups, one trained on how to give written
feedback in a peer response activity and the other not trained in this method.
Specifically, written comments given by students in the trained versus untrained group
and level of improvement in trained versus untrained students’ first and second drafts
were compared.

The chief importance of this study lies in its aim to unearth the merits of training

students to give written feedback in a peer response activity. The reasons for such a



training are fourfold. Firstly, the students did not receive oral feedback through teacher-
input student conferences, for their final drafts, but they received written teacher
feedback since the beginning of the study; therefore, students in both groups were
required to give written comments on their peers’ drafts. Secondly, studies along this
line of research have mostly examined oral feedback generated during peer response,
often with a particular interest in peer talk during the peer response process (Zhu, 2001),
whereas identifying the type of written peer feedback that is most appropriate and
effective remains a key research question (Paulus, 1999). Investigations of the role of
feedback of L2 writers have included studies which have examined the focus of teacher
feedback, including teacher written feedback and teacher-student conferences; and the
focus of peer feedback looking especially at peer discussion during feedback session
(Hyland, 1998). Thirdly, the risk of forgetting some comments is eliminated in this way
owing to the fact that students complain about forgetting oral feedback given by their
peers or teachers in some studies. Huff and Kline (1987) also noted that oral feedback in
peer response activity can be problematic. They suggested that students’ verbal
feedback can be “blatantly wuseless, uninformed, and often thoroughly
unconstructive”(Huff & Kline ,1987:150) because verbal responses do not allow
students to contemplate their reactions and word them appropriately. Fourthly, and
perhaps most importantly, it was relatively easy to collect and analyze written feedback

from all students.

1.2. Statement of the Problem

The university level foreign language composition claés is a challenging course
to teach for many instructors. Required in some form for almost all major and minor
language programs, there are'many factors that contribute to making it a difficult
course for both instructors and learners. One of the greatest obstacles, for both the
instructor and leamner, is the difficulty that most students have when trying to write
coherent and concise compositions in foreign language.

It is because of its problematic nature, however, that the composition class offers
learners a valuable opportunity to develop their linguistic and written competencies,
while challenging the instructor to create pedagogical situations and activities that

enhance the students’ development. ‘The process approach’ in particular provides us



with a theoretical framework for a better understanding of the learning process and for
creating activities that help students work in and move the stages of writing, in this case,
as 1t 1s highly related to the development of their foreign language writing competence
(Roeback, 2001). Peer feedback sessions are one of the most important activities in the
composition process since the writer will read useful comments about the content and
structure of his composition. Thus, it is the instructor’s task to provide the students with
peer feedback sessions which facilitate the students’ revising.

The impetus for this research study originates from the way peer feedback
sessions is implemented in writing classes. The students are often asked to participate in
the complex peer feedback sessions without adequate preparation. That is with little or
no practice, they are expected to read and respond to someone else’s writing,
constructively react to peer feedback on their own writing, and revise their writing
based on the feedback. As a result of such lack of preparation, the peer feedback activity
is often on unsatisfactory experience for students and a frustrating one for teachers. To
help make it a positive and worthwhile experience, the students need to be taught
certain skills. .

Training students to offer and receive constructive feedback, which we
elaborated on in Chapter II, seemed to us to be suitable enough to solve the problems
that we experience in the implementation of peer feedback. We set out for this research
hoping that preparing EFL students for peer feedback could not only lead to better
writing skills but it could also be considered as a valuable and successful experience

which promotes the whole language learning process.

1.3. Aim and Scope

The main purpose of the study is to investigate the effects of training for peer
written feedback on the development of writing skills of Turkish EFL students and also
to examine their ability to comment on peer writing. Briefly, the"effects of training”
have been assisted using the two criteria: a) quality of student writing and b) students’
ability to critique peer writing. Specifically, this study aims at comparing students who
received training for peer written feedback with those who received no systematic

training.



1.4. Statement of the Research Questions
In the light of the issues stated above, this study aims at finding out whether
there is a significant difference between the experimental group who received training
for peer written feedback and the control group who received no systematic training in-
terms of the quality of student writing and the quality of feedback. In other words, this
study will attempt to answer this basic research question: What are the effects of
training for peer written feedback in freshman composition classes? Thus, the following
research questions were posed to guide the study:
1. What are the effects of peer written feedback on students’ written products where
students do not receive any deliberate training?
2. What are the effects of peer written feedback training on students’ own written
products?
3. What are the effects of peer written feedback training on the quality of students’

written comments?

1.5. Definitions of the Terms

The following terms which were used in the present study need to be defined in

order to avoid a possible confusion.

Process Approach: An approach focuses on writing process; teaches strategies

for invention and discovery; considers audience, purpose and context of writing;
emphasizes recursiveness in the writing process; and distinguishes between aims and
modes of discourse (e.g., expressive, expository, persuasive and description, narration,
evaluation, classification) (Connor, 1987:677).

Feedback: Input from a reader to a writer with the effect of providing
information to the writer for revision (Flower, 1979:19).

Peer Written Feedback: The students read their classmates’ papers and give

written suggestions for revision.

The Example Essay: A kind of essay in which the writer gives numerous

specific and concrete examples to develop the topic (Messenger & Taylor, 1989:47).

The Process Analysis Essay: This type of essay either tells how to do

something (like how to serve a tennis ball) or analyzes a process to tell how something
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works, how something happened, or how something is or was done (like how a furnace

works) (Bailey & Powell, 1987:92).

The Comparison and Contrast Essay: In this type of essay, the writers

develop their topic by arranging the supporting sentences according to either the
similarities or the differences between two things, or between two aspects of one thing

(Amaudet & Barrett, 1981:125).

The Cause and Effect Analysis Essay: In this type of essay, there is always a
casual relationship between the sentences which means that the supporting sentences
become a list of either effects (what a certain situation has led to or has resulted in), or
causes (reasons or explanations why something is the way it is, or why it happened the
way it did) (Amaudet & Barrett, 1981:101).

Global Feedback: Global feedback addresses such concerns as development of

ideas, audience and purpose, and organization of writing (Zhu, 1995:504).

Specific and Relevant Feedback: A comment or suggestion correctly identifies

the strengths and / or weaknesses in a piece of writing in concrete terms, or raises a
relevant question about a particular area of writing, or provides correct and clear
direction for revision (Zhu, 1995:522).

Local Feedback: This kind of feedback addresses such concerns as wording,

grammar and punctuation- a kind of copy- editing approach (Zhu, 1995:504).
Evaluative Feedback: It expresses students’ overall evaluation of peer writing.

(Zhu, 1995:505).

The ESL Composition Profile: A holistic scoring system used to assess the
quality of student writing.
The Rating Scale for Students’ Written Comments: A kind of scale used to

evaluate student feedback on peer writing.
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CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.1. Review of Theoretical Background

2.1.1. Approaches to Teaching Writing

The teaching of writing has long been a central element in all educational
systems, and there are many, often conflicting, views of the best ways of going about it
(Tribble, 1997). Therefore, the literature on teaching writing in English provides us with
numerous approaches. We might identify four key approaches: focus on accuracy, focus
on fluency, focus on text and focus on purpose (Byrne, 1988).

With its too much focus on formal correctness, the first approach was very much
a product of the Audio-Lingual method which emphasizes step-by-step learning and
formal correctness. It was assumed that students made mistakes because they were
allowed to write what they wanted. Therefore, there should be a strict control in order to
eliminate mistakes from written work (Raimes, 1983). Gradually, the amount of control
is reduced and students are allowed to write free compositions. In this controlled-to-
free-approach students are first strictly controlled about writing but at a later stage they
are allowed to express themselves freely (Byrne, 1988).

In contrast with the controlled-to-free-approach, the second approach encourages
students to write as much as possible and as quickly as possible, without worrying about
making mistakes. According to Pincas (1982), the important thing is to get one’s ideas
down on a paper. By time, students are said to become less and less inhibited to write.
In this way, they write what they want to write and consequently writing becomes an
enjoyable experience.

In the third approach, neither formal correctness nor fluency of content is

emphasized. The organization of the paragraph as ‘the basic unit of written expression’
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is stressed. Students are asked to work on model paragraphs to express themselves at a
level beyond the sentence (Byrne, 1988:23).

In the fourth approach, the focus is on purpose. As Byme (1988) states, in real
life we normally have a reason for writing and we write to or for somebody. This
approach motivates students to write and shows how writing is a form of
communication, this implies that classroom situations can be created to allow students
to write purposefully: for example, they can write to one another in the classroom or use
writing in roleplay situations.

Apart from those approaches, there are also two other approaches which have
had a widespread influence on the teaching of writing throughout the English speaking
world: the product approach and the process approach (White & Amdt, 1991).

2.1.1.1. An Overview of the Product Approach

One of the most explicit descriptions of product approaches is provided by
Pincas (1982). She sees writing as being primarily about linguistic knowledge with
attention focused on the appropriate use of vocabulary, syntax and cohesive devices.

The teachers who follow the product-approach are highly interested in the
finished product which is “the end result of students’ labors and has about it an air of
finality and completeness” (Brookes & Grundy, 1990:22). In this approach, teachers
mark students’ papers liberally with red pencils and make caustic comments in the
margins. They invoke the rationale that they are upholding high standards and pursuing
excellence and they argue that “those who can’t stand the heat should get out of the
kitchen” (Neman, 1995:5). Therefore, students try to avoid grammar, spelling and
punctuation errors for linguistic accuracy in a writing activity (Caudrey, 1997).

In such a context, one of the teacher’s main roles is to instill notions of
correctness and conformity (Tribble, 1997). As Dheram (1995) states writing teachers
still seem to focus on surface-level errors. This causes anxiety among the students and
they prefer to write simple sentences since they know that there would not be serious
grammatical mistakes, which outweigh a well-developed piece of writing.

As Badger and White (2000:154) point out, product-based approach sees writing

as mainly concerned with knowledge about the structure of language, and writing



development as mainly the outcome of “the imitation of input, in the form of texts

provided by the teacher”.

2.1.1.2. An Overview of the Process Approach

Process writing represents a shift in emphasis in teaching writing from the
product of writing activitiés, that is the finished text, to studies of ‘how you do it’ of
writers’ composing processes (Dyson, 1981). As Vincent (1990) points out, this shift
was driven by a desire to know how writers went about their task and what mental
processes were going on as people wrote.

This major paradigm shift has entered L2 teaching under the influence of
exponents such as Raimes, Spack and Zamel, from L1 teaching and research in America
since 1960’s (Furneaux, 2000). The investigations have brought about the notion that
writing 1s a process of discovering and making meaning. Through the act of writing
itself, ideas are explored, clarified and reformulated and as this process continues, new
ideas suggest themselves and become assimilated into the developing pattern of thought
(Zamel, 1983).

There are views on the stages that writers go through in producing a piece of
writing, but a typical model identifies four stages: prewriting, composing / drafting,
revising and editing (Tribble, 1997). The whole process is not a fixed sequence but a
dynamic and unpredictable process. In other words, the process of writing is a cyclical
process in which writers may return to prewriting activities, for example, after doing
some editing or revising (Badger & White, 2000). This feature of the process approach
has also been described by Raimes as follows:

“contrary to what many textbooks advise, writers do not follow a neat sequence of planning,

organizing, writing and revising. For while a writer’s product — the finished essay, story or

novel- is presented in lines, the process that produces it is not linear at all. Instead, it is
recursive....” ( Raimes, 1985:229).

White and Arndt’s diagram (1991:4 see Figure 2.1 and :7 see Figure 2.2 below)
offers teachers a framework which tries to capture the recursive, not linear, nature of

writing.
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Figure 2.1. White and Arndt’s (1991) Diagram of Process Writing
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Figure 2.2. White and Arndt’s (1991) Table of a Typical Sequence of Activities in

Process Writing

t

(Discussion class, small group, pair)
Brainstorming / making notes / asking questions
Fastwriting / selecting ideas / establishing a viewpoint
Rough Draft
Preliminary self-evaluation
Arranging information / structuring thetext
First Draft "
Group / peer evaluation and responding
Conference .
Second Draft
Self-evaluation / editing / proof-reading
Finished Draft
Final Responding to draft

White and Arndt’s diagram (1991:4) displays the complex and recursive nature
of writing. Activities to generate ideas (e.g. brainstorming) help writers tap their long-
term memory and answer the question “What can I say on this topic?”. Focusing (e.g.
fast writing) deals with “What 1s my overall purpose in writing this?” .Structuring is
organizing and reorganizing text to answer the question: “How can I'lpresent these ideas
in a way that is acceptable to my reader?” (Furneaux, 2000:2). Drafting is the transition
from the writer-based thought into reader based text. Multiple drafts are produced from
rough to polished, each influenced by feedback from teacher and peers. Feedback
focuses initially on content and organization. When these are satisfactory, comment on
language is given on penultimate drafts for final correcting (Neman, 1995). Reviewing
is standing back from the text and looking at it with fresh eyes, asking “Is it right?”

(Furneaux, 2000:2). A lot of reshaping and reconstructing of existing draft is essential




for an efficient revision. Students find polishing of rough drafts necessary since their
intention in their early writing sessions can be different from those in later drafts
(Richards, 1990).

Briefly, the theory of process writing suggests that “writing is a highly complex,
goal-oriented and recursive activity”(Furneaux, 2000:2).It developsover time as writers
move from the production of egocentric,“writer-based texts”(typically,writing
everything they know on a topic without thinking of what the reader wants or needs to
know) to“reader-based texts”,which are written with the reader in mind (Furneaux,

2000:2).

2.1.2. Feedbacking in the Process Approach

In recent years the process approach to writing has become the mainstream
orthodoxy both in ESL and EFL classes. This approach seeks to shift emphasis from an
endless stream of compositions assigned by the teacher, handed back to the learners and
promptly forgotten by them as they start on the assignment. Instead, the emphasis is on
the process of writing itself, generating ideas (prewriting, writing a first draft with an
emphasis on content) to discover meaning / author’s ideas, second and third (possibly
more) drafis to revise ideas and the communication of those ideas (Muncie, 2000).
Feedback 1s seen as essential to the multiple-draﬁ process, as it is “what pushes the
writer through the various drafts on to the eventual end- product” (Keh, 1990:294).
According to Flower (1979:19), feedback can be defined as “input from a reader to a
writer with the effect of providing information to the writer for revision”. In other
words, it is the comments, questions, and suggestions that a reader gives a writer to
produce ‘reader-based prose’.

Youngs and Green (2001) note that feedback can enhance learning and the
student can benefit from a second opinion, due to the fact that the writer learns where he
or she has misled or confused the reader by not supplying enough information, illogical
organization, lack of development of ideas or inappropriate word choice or tense.

Various types of feedback are possible, including feedback, conferencing, and
written teacher-feedback, as well as more innovative methods such as “the use of taped
commentaries and computer-based response” (Muncie,2000:47). Figure 2.3 illustrates

how the implementation takes place.
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Figure 2.3. Implementation of Feedback
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‘Input’ on the continuum on Figure 2.3 means anything which help students to

get ideas for writing. This includes invention strategies such as brainstorming, fast
writing, clustering and interviewing,. This may also include readings for models of good
writing(for a particular type of assignment such as compare/contrast) or readings related
to a particular topic. Once students have received input for writing, they write their first
draft (D1). They are made aware that D1 is only a draft. After D1 is written, studenvts
receive their first form of feedback from peers (Keh,1990:295).

2.1.2.1. Peer Feedback

In the literature on writing, peer feedback is referred to by many terms, for
example, peer response, peer revision and peer evaluation. Each name connotes a
particular slant to the feedback, mainly in terms of “where along the continuum this
feedback is given, and the focus of the feedback™ (Keh,1990:295). For example, peer
response may come on earlier in the process (after D1) with a focus on content
(organization of ideas, development with examples), and peer editing nearing the final
stages of drafting (after D2 or D3)with a focus on grammar, punctuation and spelling.

The peer feedback has the potential to be a powerful learning tool
(Mangelsdorf,1992) and it is claimed to have various benefits, some of which are
helping to generate new ideas (Amores, 1997); building a wide sense of audience
awareness (Mendong¢a & Johnson,1994; Thompson,2001); building self confidence
(Chaudron ,1984); having the opportunity to make active decisions about whether or not
to use their peers’ comments as opposed to a passive reliance on teachers’ feedback
(Hyland,2000); learning to take responsibility in order to make constructive efforts to

correct his own mistakes and assess himself (Ndubuisi, 1990); and being exposed to not
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only different perspectives; but also different writing styles and organizational patterns
(Dheram,1993). Also, the feedback leads to consciousness- raising about the writing
process since learners gain awareness of their ineffective or inappropriate writing
habits, they realize that different people approach writing in different ways and become
conscious of how their linguistic choices affect the identity they project through their
writing (Porto,2001). Furthermore, peer feedback provides an effective content for the
development of collaborative learning. As Hirvela (1999) points out, students
experience increased opportunities to review and apply their growing knowledge of
second language writing through dialogue and interaction with their peers in the

collaborative writing group.
2.2. Review of Empirical Studies on Peer Feedback

2.2.1. Empirical Studies on Effectiveness of Peer Feedback

The enthusiasm for peer feedback is not difficult to understand, considering the
strong theoretical support for and claims made about it. To date, writing research has
examined various issues related to peer response in first as well as second / foreign
language classrooms. One strand of research has focused on the impact of peer feedback
on students’ revision and quality of writing ( Hedgcock & Leftowitz, 1992; Nelson &
Murphy, 1993; Mendonga & Johnson, 1994; Paulus,1999).

A major line of research has also investigated peer feedback process, focusing
on student interaction and negotiation (Mangelsdorf & Schlumberger, 1992; Villamil &
De Guerrero,1996; Tsui & Ng,2000). Another line of research, perhaps spurred by
mixed results on peer response, has examined the effects of training students for peer

response tasks (Stanley, 1992; Zhu,1995; Berg,1999b).

2.2.1.1. Empirical Studies on Students’ Revision and Quality of Writing

Researches in recent years have stressed the need for ESL/EFL writing
instruction to move to a process approach that would teach students not only how to edit
but also to develop strategies to generate ideas, compose multiple drafts, deal with
feedback and revise their written work on all levels (Paulus,1999). Therefore, peer

feedback is now commonplace as one part of the feedback and revision process of
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ESL/EFL writing classes. Research has begun to address the effectiveness of peer
feedback for ESL/EFL writing instruction.

Hedgcock and Leftkowitz (1992), investigated peer feedback in FL writing. In
their study of 30 students in accelerated first-year college French, the participants wrote
two essay assignments requiring three separate drafts. Students in the experimental
group participated in peer review in small groups, reading their papers aloud to each
other and receiving oral feedback from their peers. Students in the control group
received written feedback from their teacher. Comparison of the final drafts of the
assignments revealed that there was no significant difference between the two groups in
performance from the first assignment to the second assignment. These results also
indicated that the teacher-feedback group improved significantly on grammar but got
significantly worse on content, organization, and vocabulary, whereas the peer-feedback
group showed the exact opposite change: significant improvement in content,
organization, and vocabulary, but significant weakening in grammar.

In their study, Nelson and Murphy (1993), tried to find out the answer of the
. following research question: When revising drafis, do students incorporate suggestions
made by their peers in response groups? Four university students from four different
countries (Chile, Colombia, Peru and Taiwan) were selected according to their scores
from a university-developed placement exam. They were given a set of guiding
questions related to the content of their paragraphs and were told not to correct
mechanical errors such as grammar, spelling and punctuation. Students talked through
their responses to the drafts during peer-group discussions and they revised their
paragraphs at home. The researchers analyzed the transcripts and the final drafts in the
light of their peers’ comments by using a 5- point coding scale.

The researchers (Nelson & Murphy,1993) found that the degree to which L2
writers incorporate peer suggestions in their revised drafts depends on the nature of the
writers’ interactions with the group. When the writers interacted with their peers in a
cooperative manner, they were more likely to use their peers’ suggestions in writing. On
the other hand, when students faced with a defensive manner and no interaction at all,
the writer was less likely to use the peers’ comments.

Similarly, Mendonga and Johnson (1994) conducted a research study to describe

the negotiations that occur during ESL students’ peer reviews and the ways these
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negotiations shaped students’ revision activities. Twelve advanced ESL learners
enrolled in a writing course participated in peer reviews. For the peer review, students
worked in pairs. Firstly, they gave oral feedback and then they wrote down their
comments on each other’s papers. They asked questions, offered explanations, gave
suggestions, restated what their peers had written or said and corrected grammar
mistakes. Audio-taped transcripts of the peer reviews and the students’ first and revised
drafts were analyzed, and post interviews were conducted.

The findings of the study indicated that reviewers made negotiations during the
peer review sessions. Although students used their peers’ comments to revise their
essays, they incorporated those comments in their revisions selectively, deciding
whether the comments would fit in their revisions. Since peers from different fields of
study were better at pinpointing unrelated ideas in the drafts, they asked more questions,
either in the form of request for explanation or comprehension checks. However, peers
from the same field of the study could offer more ideas without asking detailed
questions.

All students in the study reported that they found the peer review beneficial
since they could see the points that were clear and needed revision in their drafts with
the comments of their peers. In addition, students pointed out that they enjoyed reading
their peers’ essays as they could compare their work with their peers and learn some
more new ideas about writing.

The results of this study support the claim that peer reviews are a valuable form
of feedback in L2 writing instruction. Therefore, according to researchers (Mendonga &
Johnson, 1994) teacher should use peer feedback session in their classes since peer
revisions allow students to explore and negotiate their ideas as well as to develop a
sense of audience.

Paulus (1999) also conducted a research study to find out the effect of the
feedback on the improvement of the student writing. Eleven ESL students participated
in the study, and working in pairs students received written and oral feedback from their
classmates on the first drafts of their essays, after which they revised and wrote a
second draft. All of the students tape- recorded two think-aloud protocols (TAPs): the
first as they revised their essays based on their peer review discussion and the second as

they revised based on the teacher feedback. The researcher analyzed student essays in
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detail by categorizing the types and sources of revisions made according to Faigley and
Witte’s taxonomy of revisions by evaluating the first, second and the third drafts of the
students’ essays, and by analyzing the TAPs of the students.

The repeated-measures t-test indicated that a statistically significant
improvement in the essay scores took place from the first, the second and the third
drafts. Based on these findings, the study revealed that students did use both the peer
and the teacher feedback to influence their revisions. While Connor and Asenavage
(1994) were discouraged to find that only 5 % of total revisions made resulted from peer
comments, the study of Paulus found nearly three times that number with 14 % of total
revisions made as a result of the peer feedback.

Even more encouraging and relevant, is that 32 % of the changes made to the
second drafts of the essay, written immediately after receiving only peer feedback, were
a result of peer feedback. These outcomes show that the students found their
classmates’ advice particularly useful and they took their classmates’ advice seriously.
In the light of the positive results of the study, the researcher (Paulus, 1999) claims that
writing instructors should integrate peer feedback into the writing classroom with
confidence that this feedback can be effective and can be used by many students in their

revisions.

2.2.1.2. Empirical Studies on Oral and Written Comments on Peer Feedback
Process

Peer feedback involves students working together and' interacting with one
another. Given this, it is not surprising that a major line of research has investigated
interaction and negotiation during peer feedback, addressing issues concerning language
functions of peer utterances, aspects of writing attended to by students, reader stances
and group dynamics. Studies along this line of research have also examined oral and
written feedback generated during peer feedback, often with a particular interest in peer
talk during the peer feedback process.

Mangelsdorf and Schlumberger (1992) carried out a study concerning how
advanced ESL students actually respond to each other during feedback sessions and
what these responses suggest about their assumptions concerning peer reviews and

composition. Participants were sixty freshmen ESL composition students. All were
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enrolled in the study by responding to an essay written by another ESL student in the
previous semester. The researchers analyzed the stances the students took toward the
text and the student writer as they made suggestions for revision. Three stances were
defined at the end of their analysis in the students’ reviews: an interpretive stance
(students impose their own ideas about the topic onto the text), a prescriptive stance
(students expected the text to follow a prescribed form) and collaborative stance
(students tried to see the text through author’s eyes). The researchers classified the
reviews according to the dominant stance the student writers took toward the student
text. The results of the study revealed that a majority of the students took a prescriptive
stance because they believed that correct form was more important than the
communication of meaning.

The analysis of the collaborative category showed that the students wrote
reviews by focusing on the important aspect of the rhetorical situation: purpose,
audience, message, context and forum. According to the researchers (Mangelsdorf &
Schlumberger, 1992:249), creating a collaborative classroom setting is the key point in
making students express themselves in a particular context since “students become
actively involved in making meaning, not just receiving meaning’”.

Villamil and De Guerrero (1996) conducted a research study which sought to
investigate the kind of revision activities students engaged in while working in pairs, the
strategies peers employ in order to facilitate the revision process, and significant aspects
of social behavior in dyadic peer revision. Fifty four intermediate ESL college students
participated in the study. The students were paired for each revision sessions and
writer/reader labels were given implicitly: in each pair, there was a ‘writer’, whose
composition would be revised, and a ‘reader’, whose task was to help author to revise
his/her paper. Interactions between pairs of students during two revision sessions were
recorded and transcribed.

The analysis of the transcripts yielded seven types of social-cognitive activities
in which the students engaged: reading, assessing, dealing with troublesources,
composing, writing comments, copying and discussing task procedures; five different
mediating strategies used to facilitate the revision process: employing symbols and
external resources, using the L1, providing scaffolding, resorting to interlanguage

knowledge, and vocalizing private speech; and four significant aspects of social
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behavior: management of authorial control, affectivity, collaboration and adopting
reader/writer roles.

The outcomes of the study revealed that peer feedback is indeed a very complex
process which enlarges the picture of what happens during interaction and highlights
some of the benefits of collaborative writing in the L2 classroom. As the researchers
(Villamil & De Guerrero, 1996) point out, peer feedback gives students a chance to
explain, defend and clarify their points of view. In addition it has “the potential for
bringing out into open the students’ limitations and creating awareness, without which
remedial action would never be successfully undertaken” (Villamil & De Guerrero,
1996:69).

The bulk of the studies conducted on the effectiveness of teacher comments and
peer comments have been done with tertiary L2 learners, but Tsui and Ng (2000) carried
out a study on the roles of teacher and peer comments in revisions in writing among
secondary L2 learners in Hong Kong. The study involved 27 Chinese students in
secondary 6 and 7 that are pre-university years in Hong Kong. All were enrolled in
writing courses in which peer and teacher feedback were used. Students were asked to
read their peers’ writing and provide written comments. Then they provided oral
responses to their peers’ writings in groups of three or four. All peer response group
discussions on the first draft were audiotaped.

The data collected consisted of a questionnaire survey, students’ drafts and
comments and follow-up interviews with a sub-sample of six students. The researchers
analyzed the transcripts and the drafts of the students to find out whether revisions were
made or not after receiving peer and teacher feedback. This was done by coding the
written and verbal comments according to whether they required any revisions, and if
they did, whether they were incorporated or not in the proceeding drafts, and whether
the revisions were self-initiated.

The findings of the study showed that some learners incorporated high
percentages of both teacher and peer comments, some incorporated higher percentages
of teacher comments than peer comments, and others incorporated very low percentages
of peer comments. Those who incorporated a low percentage of peer comments saw the
teacher as a figure of authority that guaranteed quality and did not have confidence in

their peers who were non-native speakers of English. However, those students who
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incorporated a high percentage of peer comments saw the value of getting feedback
from their peers since they felt that peer comments did help them to revise and improve
their writings.

What is interesting is that no matter whether the students incorporated a high
percentage or a relatively lower percentage of peer comments, they saw peer comments
as having certain roles to play. From the interviews with the learners, four roles of peer
comments that contributed positively to the writing process were identified: enhancing
the sense of audience, awareness raising through reading peers’ writings, encouraging
collaborative learning and fostering ownership of text. This suggests that even for L2
learners who are less mature L2 writers, peer comments do play an important part.

According to the researchers (Tsui & Ng, 2000:168), the teacher should
highlight the fact that responding to peers’ writing is a learning process that will raise
“their awareness of what constitutes good and poor writing, help them to identify their

own strengths and weaknesses in writing, and make their texts more reader friendly”.

2.2.1.3. Empirical Studies on Training Students on Peer Feedback

Whether in grade or high school, adult education, or university level writing
courses both ESL and EFL students are not likely to be experienced peer respondents.
Nonetheless, these students are often asked to participate in the complex peer response
task without adequate preparation. As a result of such lack of preparation, the peer
response activity is often an unsatisfactory experience for students and a frustrating one
for teachers. Students need to be taught certain skills to help make it a positive and
worthwhile experience (Berg,1999 a).

Research in L2 setting has also examined the effects of training students for peer
feedback. In these researches, students are trained and helped to develop strategies for
peer response and results are overwhelmingly positive in L2 settings. More specifically,
trained peer response is found to result in more and better quality peer feedback and
peer talk (Stanley,1992; Zhu,1995; Berg,1999b) and increase student engagement and
interaction during peer response (Stanley, 1992; Zhu,1995).

Stanley (1992) conducted a qualitative research study that examined whether or
not L2 learners who received coaching demonstrate a greater level of student

engagement in the task of evaluation, more productive communication about writing
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and cleaver guidelines for the revision of drafts. A total of 30 students were the subjects
of this study. The subjects were taking a freshman composition course at the University
of Hawaii. They came from different countries. A writing class of 15 students were
given lengthy preparation (approximately 7 hours during the first 4 weeks of a 15 week
semester) for peer evaluation, during which time that considered the genre of student
essay and discovered rules of effective communication within the group.

As a back drop to this class, the group work of another class was also studied.
They were prepared for group work in a shorter and more typical procedure of watching
a demonstration peer-evaluation session and then discussing it.

The genre of the student essay was introduced through a series draft written by
previous students of this course. Students followed several writers through successive
stages of readiness from rough first draft to polished third. With every draft, students
were asked to comment on, not to bridge, cohesive gaps. They were asked not to supply
meaning where the writer had been inexplicit, but to pinpoint vague or unclear sections
of text. They were urged to judge the writer’s claims and assumptions against their own
knowledge and to report their judgement. By looking at succession of drafts, they saw
each essay as a work in progress. As they read later drafts, they searched for evidence of
reworking and repairs. In short they were pressed to read students essays with an
uncommonly close eye.

All the students’ peer evaluation sessions were audio-taped and then were
transcribed. The transcriptions and the drafts were analyzed. For each transcript the
evaluators’ responses during group work were assigned into seven categories: pointing,
advising, collaborating, announcing, reacting, eliciting, and questioning. The writers’
responses were assigned into four categories: responding, eliciting, announcing and
classifying. The drafts were also analyzed for evidence of response to evaluators’
comments.

Analysis of the final version of the essays collected from both groups showed
that essays produced by the experimental group received significantly higher number of
revisions than those produced by the control group. The researcher (Stanley, 1992)
found that students who received coaching were seen to look at each other’s writing

more closely and to offer the writers more specific guidelines for revision than did the



uncoached students. Hence, the coached groups dealt “more often in concrete, specific
issues and more often gave the writer a blueprint for revision” (Stanley, 1992:229).

Stanley (1992) asserts that considering the quality of their partners’ ideas,
gauging the soundness of their logic and tracking the coherence of their arguments are
the essential skills for writers which are not easily attained. Therefore, students should
be exposed to organized practice of these skills during L2 instruction.

Another study which investigated the effects of training for peer revision was
conducted by Zhu (1995). Four instructors and 169 students participated. Each
instructor taught one class in the experimental group and one in the control group. The
experimental group received systematic training conferences; the control group did not.
The training conferences, involving one instructor and three students were group
conferences, from 15 to 25 minutes long. For each conference, one student volunteered
writing to be critiqued. The papers volunteered, however, were not drafts on which
students were working at that time, but expository papers done for other classes or
before the current composition assignment. During the training conference, the
instructor and the students together discussed the strengths and weaknesses of the essay
and provided suggestions for revision. The instructor focussed on helping students
respond critically to peer writing and to provide specific feedback. They made it clear
that when critiquing peer writing the students should focus on global concerns, such as
development of ideas, audience and purpose and organization.

Students worked in groups of three and were given response sheets during peer
revision sessions. Their group discussions were audio-taped and their drafts were
collected. The researcher used data from various sources: students’ written comments
on peer writing; students’ initial drafts on which peer feedback was generated; tape-
recordings of students peer revision sessions; holistic scores on assignments students
had written before the study and essay that they had revised following peer revision;
student responsés to the pre-test and post-test attitude questionnaires; notes of and
material from classroom observations.

Quantitative analysis of students’ written feedback on peer writing revealed that
students trained for peer revision provided significantly more and significantly better
comments on each other’s writing. Qualitative analysis helped to explain the

quantitative findings: students trained for revision could provide more and better
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feedback because they participated more actively in peer revision groups, attended to
the more global concerns of writing, and engaged in more extended negotiation.
Similarly, the students’ responses to the questionnaire revealed that the students for peer
revision demonstrated better attitudes toward it.

Berg’s research (1999b) has also shed considerable light on the effects of trained
peer response: on ESL students’ revision types and writing quality. Participants were 46
ESL students from 19 different countries. Students were divided into two groups, one
was trained in how to participate in peer response to writing and the other was not
trained. The training consisted of 11 steps, ranging in time from 5 to 45 minutes each:
1. comfortable classroom and trust among students (a number of in-class-get-to-know
each other activities and out-of-class pair and group projects),
2. the role of peer response in the writing process (writing as a process is explained),
3. professional writers using peer response (through a class discussion, they arrive at
the conclusions that all authors, ask others to read their work),
4. the teacher using peer response (several drafts of a conference proposal with
comments from Berg’s colleagues are examined),
5. class peer response to writing (students respond as a class to unknown ESL student’s
paragraph stressing the revising for clarity of meaning and rhetorical-level aspects
rather than cosmetic sentence-level errors),
6. appropriate vocabulary and expressions (appropriateness of language in responding to
someone’s writing is addressed by comparing inappropriate comments),
7. the response sheet,
8. response to a collaborative writing project (students get into groups of two or three
and respond to an academically structured paragraph by using the peer respond sheet),
9. conversations among the authors, responders and the teacher(a whole-class
discussion about some of the difficulties in judging classmates’ comments and students’
lack of confidence in their revision abilities),
10. revision guidelines(a whole-class discussion about some good revision strategies
and how peer response helps authors understand that there is sometimes a discrepancy
between intended and perceived meaning),

11. sample peer response sessions(students view two video examples of peer response).
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The preparation was designed to address a number of specific ideas and provide
students with certain response skills. These skills concerned the language used to
respond to writing (asking questions, using specific words rather than making vague and
general statements, and stating ideas as opinion, not fact) and the foci of discussion( a
focus on larger-level aspects that concern the meaning of the text as opposed to smaller-
level aspects that do not concern the meaning of the text).

The researcher used the taxonomy of Faigley and Witte to code meaning
changes in the second drafts. Revision types were based on the discrimination between
two types of changes: those that affect text meaning and those that do not. Quality of
revisions was measured by the degree of difference between the two scores using TWE-
based scoring criteria.

The findings of the study showed that training accounted for greater writing
improvement of revised drafts. That is, trained students’ second drafts improved more
than untrained students’. In addition, the significant difference between the mean
number of meaning-type revisions between the trained and untrained groups suggested
that training, in fact, made the difference. That is, trained students made more meaning
revisions than untrained students. As a result, trained students achieved higher scores
than untrained students, which means appropriate training result in better quality writing
in a second draft.

The researcher (Berg, 1999b:232) points out two important classroom
implications at the end of her study: “1) teachers who desire to use peer response as a
part of their approach to teaching writing in the ESL classroom have some evidence that
it can work and it can result in improvement writing and 2) in order for peer response to
work, training seems essential”. The difference in results between the trained and the
untrained groups in the study suggests that training results in more successful peer
response in terms of revision type and writing quality. In other words, by training
students to offer and receive constructive feedback and allowing them to practise these

roles, teachers can help to make peer response a valuable and successful experience.

2.2.2. Empirical Studies on Ineffectiveness of Peer Feedback
Although there are numerous studies, which report that peer feedback is a very

useful technique, there are others which document unfruitful outcomes of that
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technique. They question the picture of peer response effectiveness and point out to
reconsider the use of peer response in ESL/EFL composition classes. Some examples of
these negative results and the reasons why they may have occurred are given as follows:
some students saw the teacher as the only feedback giver ( Zhang,1995; Sengupta,1998;
Carson & Nelson, 1998); some students were reluctant to identify problems since they
did not want to make negative comments on a peer’s drafts (Carson & Nelson,1998);
some students mainly focused on linguistic accuracy rather than fluency of ideas
(Carson & Nelson,1998); some students suspected the validity of their peer responses
due to cultural differences (Zhang 1995); some students could not work cooperatively
together(Connor & Asenavage, 1994; Amores,1997); some students did not receive
enough input with adequate linguistic and cognitive maturity to evaluate their peers’
papers and become real readers (Sengupta,1998); some students felt uncomfortable and
uneasy during feedback sessions (Sengupta,1998); and some students engaged in peer
feedback sessions since they were ‘required’ to do rather than concentrating on
developing their own skills in the process of writing (Sengupta, 1998).

The purpose of Connor and Asenavage’s research (1994) was to investigate the
impact of peer responses on subsequent revisions, comparing comments from the
teacher with other sources. Two peer response groups, four freshmen ESL students in
each, participated. The students were introduced to methods of collaborative response
through modeling. They were given a ‘peer review sheet’ to be completed and also were
expected to develop their own guidelines for collaboration. They were encouraged to be
supportive, helpful and to overlook surface errors such as grammar, punctuation and
spelling. The peer collaboration was audio-taped, written comments by the teachers or
others were noted. Faigley and Witte’s taxonomy of revision was used to identify the
types of revisions: surface or text-based. There are six specific types of revisions in each
of these broad categories: additions, deletions, substitutions, permutations, distributions
and consolidations.

The results showed that the students made many revisions but few of these were
the result of direct peer group response, approximately 5% of the revisions resulted
from peer comments, 35% could be described as resulting from teacher comments and
about 60% of the revisions occurred as a result of self/others. Students who made the

greatest number of changes made predominantly more text-based changes, students who
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made fewer changes generally made more surface changes. The outcomes of the
research raised questions regarding group formation and types of modeling done for
group work due to the fact that the small impact on revisions from peers’ comments in
the two groups in the study was disappointing.

Zhang (1995) asked eighty-one academically oriented ESL students which type
of feedback they believed was most effective by statistically analyzing their responses
to a questionnaire. Three research hypotheses were formulated in his study. The first
one was that ESL learners would strongly prefer peer feedback since it is “inherently
more meaningful or relevant and gives more social support than teacher feedback”
(Zhang, 1995:213). The second one was that peer feedback would be preferred over
self-feedback because there was “no audience and no social support” (Zhang,
1995:213). The last one was that self-directed feedback would be preferred over teacher
feedback since the learners felt as if “teacher feedback threatens the ESL writer’s
natural inclination toward self-determination, ownership, or empowerment, whereas
self-feedback protects the author’s rights to his or her own texts”( Zhang, 1995:213).

The participants were eighty-one ESL students enrolled in one private college
and one state university in a western state of the United States. They experienced all
three types of feedback: teacher feedback, peer feedback and self feedback. They were
encouraged to reflect on their own ESL writing experience and to give honest opinions
by answering a two-item questionnaire. They were asked to write down whether they
preferred teacher feedback or non- teacher feedback- that is, peer feedback or self
feedback, and whether they preferred peer feedback or self feedback before they wrote
their final drafts.

The researcher converted the answers into a rank order of preferences. The
results showed that claims made about the effective advantage of peer feedback in L1
writing did not apply to ESL writing, since ESL students overwhelmingly preferred
teacher feedback. According to Zhang (1995), ESL writing teachers should ask their
students before borrowing from the experience of their counter parts in L1 writing and
rethink their assumptions and strategies accordingly.

Amores (1997) carried out another study in order to describe more fully what
takes place when students interact as a result of specific writing assignments. Their

perceptions of role and status, language proficiency, credibility of feedback and
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instructor intervention peer editing process were also examined. Eight undergraduate
students in a third year Spanish composition and grammar review course participated in
the study.

Data were collected over four months through interviews, participant
observation, artifact inventories and questionnaires. In terms of students’ perceptions of
role and status, the results revealed that students perceived a relationship between the
quantity of feedback provided by a participant and the power that the provider assumed.
In other words, some students had authority over the others since they were able to
make valid suggestions for changes in the drafis they were editing.

In terms of students’ perceptions of language proficiency, the students claimed
that the students who appeared ‘to know more language-wise’, that is the students who
were brilliant at grammar of Spanish, had a dominant role in peer editing sessions. In
terms of students’ perceptions of credibility of feedback, the students reported that
negative criticism made them feel discomfort and their self-image were threatened.
Therefore, they decided to conform their writing to their peer’s expectations to avoid
negative criticism. In terms of students’ perceptions of instructor intervention, the
students said that they should take into consideration their instructors’ feedback
seriously since the instructors were giving grades.

The outcomes of the study clearly indicated that the nature of peer editing
produces a sense of discomfort and uneasiness among the participants. According to
Amores (1997:520), both instructors and peer-editors need to respect “the authority of
the author and take great care not to compromise ownership of the text under the guise
of constructive criticism”.

In the light of the results of the study, Amores (1997) concludes that students
placed much less importance on peer editing as an activity than they placed on
submitting work for evaluation by the teacher. The principal reason for participating in
peer editing was that the instructor required it, not because it was perceived by the
participants as a particularly valuable activity linguistically.

Sengupta (1998) conducted a study to explore how the educational context and
its belief system shaped ESL students’ perception of peer evaluation. The participants
were a class of girls in a secondary school writing class in Hong Kong and their native

Janguage was Cantonese. The study was designed to answer two research questions.



The first one asking whether there were textual changes arising from peer evaluation or
not, and the second one searching for whether the students believed peer evaluation led
to awareness of themselves as real readers or not.

The students were given the self and peer evaluation sheets to be completed
during the feedback session. Their evaluation sheets were compared to identify peer
suggestions that were distinct from those made by the writers themselves. Then, their
revised drafts were examined to see whether the peer suggestions had been used or not.
Twelve students’ compositions, that is, six pairs were chosen for the analysis and six
students were also interviewed to search for their genuine thoughts of peer evaluation.

The findings of the study showed that the self and peer evaluation of the same
composition were not different from each other. In addition, none of the students made
use of their peer’s suggestions unless they had detected the same problem in their self-
evaluation.

According to the results of the interviews, none of the students believed that
peer-evaluation led to self-awareness of themselves as real readers. They thought that
the real reader was their teacher due to his “perfect grammar” not appear “with a
questionable command of English” (Sengupta, 1998:22). Moreover, the students voiced
the importance of teacher feedback repeatedly since their teacher was giving the grades.

Sengupta (1998:25), concludes that peer-evaluation was not able to “bring a real
reader’s perspective”. According to her one of the reasons of this failure as that “the
input may not prepared the students with adequate linguistic and cognitive maturity to
evaluate and act upon the evaluation” (Sengupta, 1998:25).

Providing students an evaluation sheet may be one of the other reasons since this
may have encouraged a “prescriptive stance rather than a collaborative one” (Sengupta,
1998:25). " Also, Sengupta (1998:25) points out that the most significant reason why
these students could not benefit from peer review is their perception that “the teacher
was the only reader”. She emphasizes the traditional roles of teacher and learner in the
school curriculum and states that these roles “seem so deep-rooted that the only possible
interpretation of knowledge appears to be that it is transmitted from the teacher to the
student and not constructed by the classroom community” (Sengupta, 1998:25).

Nelson and Carson (1998) investigated Chinese and Spanish- speaking students’

perceptions of their interactions in peer response groups in an ESL composition class.
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Eleven students in an advanced ESL writing class at a large metropolitan university in
the United States participated in the study. The researchers conducted a
microethnographic study of peer response groups since they were interested in group
Interaction as it occurred naturally.

For data collection, three response groups were videotaped for six consecutive
weeks. Then, the researchers interviewed three Chinese and two Spanish-speaking
group members. During the interviews, the researcher and the student watched the
videotapes of the peer response group in which the student had participated together,
and the students answered the researcher’s questions about the group interactions. The .
interviews were audiotaped and transcribed. The researchers examined the transcripts
and coded according to the following categories: initiating comments, responding to
peer comments: agree, responding to peer comments: disagree, effectiveness of
comments.

The results of the study indicated that both the Chinese and Spanish-speaking
students preferred negative comments that identified problems in their drafts. They also
preferred the teacher’s comments to those of their peers, and found grammar and
sentence-level comments as relatively ineffective.

Nelson and Carson (1998:128) claim that peer response has not been effective in
their study since the students perceived their task as finding peers’ mistakes; thus, the
written product, not the writing process, often became the focus of group interaction,
“along with a sense that early drafts are to be seen as problem-filled and in need of
correction”.

Also, Nelson and Carson (1998:128) point out that the students were not
satisfied with the type of comments since the comments were mainly on “word or
sentence level”. Finally, the researchers state that the Chinese and Spanish speakers had
divergent views about the amount and kind of talk that was needed to identify the
problems. The Chinese students saw the goal of peer response as ‘“‘problem-
identification”, but they were not keen on making negative comments on a peer’s draft
since this might “lead to division, not cohesion, in a group” (Nelson & Carson,

1998:128).



CHAPTER I1I

METHODOLOGY

3.1. Selection of Subjects

The study was conducted at Anadolu University, Education Faculty ELT
Department in the second term of academic year 2001-2002. All subjects were
monolingual speakers of Turkish between the ages 17 and 19. All of them were first
year intermediate level students. 36 subjects participated in the study. 6 of the subjects
were male and the other 30 subjects were female.

The researcher’s two sections, Section C and F, were chosen as the population.
There were a total of 59 students in two sections, but the students who were coming
from other departments, repeating the writing course for the second time or got
extremely high or low scores in the pre-test were not chosen as the study subjects.
Before the actual study, a pre-test was given to select the subjects. In the pre-test the
students in both classes were asked to write at least three paragraphs on a given topic.
Their writing proficiency levels were determined on the basis of the writing exam
scores graded holistically using the ESL Composition Profile (Hughey,1983). The raters
were two writing instructors : the researcher and another writing instructor.

Based on the scores of the writing exam, two groups from both sections were
formed; 18 students from Section C and 18 students from Section F. Their scores ranged

from 70 to 85. Table 3.1 shows the comparison of pre-test results of the control and

experimental groups.



Table 3.1. The Results of t -test Showing the Difference Between the Control and
Experimental Groups When They are not Exposed to Peer Feedback Sessions

N X s.d S.E df t P

Control 18 77.83
Group
4.58 1.5284 34 0.363<2.042 0.960
Experimental 18 78.38
Group

The pre-test results show that the control group had the mean value of x = 77,83
and experimental group had the mean value of x = 78,38. The standard deviation was
calculated as s.d = 4,58 and standard error was S.E = 1,5284. With the 34 degrees of
freedom, the t-value between the control group and experimental group was calculated
as t = 0,363. As the observed value of t = 0,363 is smaller than the value of t = 2,042,
there is not a significant difference between the pre-study composition (example essay)
total scores of the control group and the experimental group when they are not exposed
to peer feedback sessions. _

Since the primary aim of this study was to investigate the effects of training on
peer written feedback, 18 students were trained to practise strategies for effective
written feedback on peer writing (experimental group) and the other 18 students
(control group) were not trained.

These intermediate level students attended a writing course which consisted of
three contact hours per week over a 15-week term. All of them were taking the same
process approach implemented writing course, which was carried out by the researcher.
They were taught to produce coherent essays of different patterns of development such

as; a Process Analysis essay, a Comparison and Contrast essay, and a Cause and Effect

Analysis essay.

3.2. Instruments and Materials

Three instruments were used in this study including: ajthe Coding Scheme for
Students’ Written Comments b)the Rating Scale for Students’ Written Comments c)
the ESL Composition Profile for students’ essays.
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3.2.1. The Coding Scheme for Students’ Written Comments

The coding scheme consisted of adaptations of Elbow’s (1981) catalogue of
criterion based on the feedback of peer writing. The adapted scheme categorised student
feedback as global, local or evaluative (Zhu, 1995:521) (See Figure 3.1). Global
feedback addressed concerns such as development of ideas, audience and purpose, and
organization of writing. Local feedback addressed concerns such as wording, grammar
and punctuation. Evaluative feedback expressed students’ overall evaluation of peer
writing. In this study, only the comments on global features of writing were taken into
consideration and the comments on local features of writing and evaluative comments
were not analyzed in terms of quality since language use and mechanics can be
evaluated in the final drafts. Appendix F contains sample comments in the three coding

categories. Figure 3.1 below shows the original form of the model.

Figure 3.1. Coding Scheme for Students’ Written Comments

Comments on global features of writing: Generally, comments on the global
features of writing deal with the larger concerns of writing, such as content,
organization, and communicative effectiveness. A comment will be included in this
category if it deals with any of the following:

The presence or absence of a basic (controlling) idea.

The relevance of the main points to the controlling idea.
The effectiveness of the thesis statement.

Development of ideas; clarification and expansion of ideas.
Concerns of purpose and audience of writing.

Support for statements / arguments.

Consistency in point of view.

Concerns of genre.

. Definition of key terms.

10. Appropriateness of topic.

11. Logical arrangement of ideas.

12. Paragraph and essay structure.

Comments on local features of writing: Generally, comments in this category
deal with laguage use at the sentence level. A comment will be included in this category
if it deals with any of the following:

OO0 2R WK —

1. Grammar.

2. Diction.(Vocabulary)
3. Punctuation.

4. Spelling.

5. Clarity of sentences / phrases; rephrasing.

Evaluative comments: Comments in this category reflect an overall assessment of
peer writing.



3.2.2. The Rating Scale for Students’ Written Comments

The rating scale for students’ written comments was used to evaluate student
feedback on peer writing (Zhu, 1995:522) (See Figure 3.2). Analyzing students’ written
comments involved quantifying (counting and ranking ) essentially qualitative data
(Zhu, 1995) .All written comments were rated on a 3-point scale in the study because
this scale is a commonly used criterion in quantifying qualitative information.

Figure 3.2. Rating Scale for Students’ Written Comments

A “3” comment or suggestion is relevant and specific. It (a) correctly identifies
the strenghts and / or weaknesses in a piece of writing in concrete terms, (b) raises a

relevant question about a particular area of writing, or (c) provides correct and clear
direction for revision.

A “2” comment or suggestion is relevant but general; it may correctly identify
the strenghts and weaknesses in a piece of writing, but fails to address them in concrete,
specific terms. It may also raise a relevant but general question about the writing.
Furthermore, 1t may provide correct but nonspecific direction for revision.

A “1” comment is inaccurate or irrelevant.

All peer feedback was rated on a 3-point scale, where 3 = comment specific and
relevant; 2 = comment relevant but general;, and 1 = comment irrelevant or inaccurate.
Relevancy of peer feedback was established in the context of the drafts on which the

feedback was provided. Appendix G contains sample comments in the three rating

categories.

3.2.3. The ESL Composition Profile

The ESL Composition Profile was used to address the quality of student writing
on the first and second drafts (See Appendix E). The ESL Composition Profile
(Hughey, 1983) is made up of five component scales. These are Content, Organization,
Vocabulary, Language Use and Mechanics. Each component focused on an important
aspect of writing and has a varying weight according to its approximate importance for
written communication. The total score in the ESL Composition Profile is 100 but this
score is not divided equally among the five component scales. Each component scale
has different scores. The scores for each component scale are as follows:

Content 30,0rganization 20, Vocabulary 20, Language Use 25 and Mechanics 5.

Each component scale has four mastery levels:

‘Excellent to very good’, ‘Good to average’, ‘Fuir to poor’ and ‘Very poor



In the evaluation of this study, two aspects were taken into consideration:
Content and Organization (Content = 30 pts., Organization = 20 pts; Total = 50 pts.).
Since the other three aspects (vocabulary, language use and mechanics) can be

evaluated in terms of local and evaluative feedback of the Coding Scheme (Zhu, 1995),

they were excluded in the study.

3.3. Data Collection Procedures

The study lasted 15 weeks. Before the actual study, an initial study was
conducted to select the subjects among 59 students. In the initial study, the pre-study
composition was given and in this pre-test the students both in the experimental and
control group were asked to write at least three paragraphs on the following topic: How
can you improve your English? Can you think of examples?

The essays were scored holistically using the ESL Composition Profile by the
researcher and another writing instructor. The results assisted the researcher in
determining the study subjects. After gathering all the data from essays, 36 students
who scored between 70 and 85 were chosen as the subjects of the study. 18 students

formed the control group and the other 18 students formed the experimental group(See

Appendix A).

3.3.1. Data Collection Procedures for the Experimental Group

The experimental group was introduced to the process approach at the beginning
of the 2001-2002 spring term, and the purpose and the advantages of this approach were
discussed during the course. The researcher pinpointed the importance of peer feedback
session in the process cycle discussing two articles with the students. Furneaux’s (2000)
and Berg’s (1999a) articles were used to convince students that peer feedback 1s a
worthwhile activity. The students were given some guidelines which showed what to do
during the feedback session (See Appendix J). The students were also introduced
through a series of drafts written on the same topic by previous students of the course.
The experimental group students read from rough first draft to polished third. In this
way, the researcher explained to students that each writing assignment for the course
would involve several drafts, and these drafts would be read by the teacher and their

classmates.



The researcher used the coaching procedures of Stanley’s (1992) and Berg’s
(1999b) to prepare the students for peer revision (approximately 8 hours, during three
weeks of a 15-week semester).

As the instructor of the course, the researcher conducted the coaching (training)
sessions. Coaching focused on two important aspects of peer evaluation sessions:
familiarizing students with the genre of the student essay and introducing students to the
task of producing effective written responses to each other.

The genre of the student essay was introduced through a series of drafts written
by previous students of this course.(The writers’ names were masked). Students
followed several student writers through successive stages of writing from rough first
draft to polished third. With every draft, students were asked to comment on, not to
bridge, cohesive gaps. They were asked not to supply meaning where the writer had
been inexplicit, but to pinpoint vague or unclear sections of the text. They were urged to
judge the writer’s claims and assumptions against their own knowledge and to report
their own judgement. By looking at succession of drafts, they saw each essay as a work
in progress. As they read later drafts, they searched for evidence of reworking and
repairs. In short, they were required to read student essays with an uncommonly close
eye.

The ultimate success of peer feedback session lies not in how carefully students
read each other’s drafts, but in how well they give written feedback to the writer.
Students were asked to do a two-step evaluation of each sample essay written by the
previous students. First, they reported what they had noticed as the strengths and the
shortcomings of the essay by filling in the peer review checklist (See Appendix I).
Second, they described how they might best give written feedback to the writer.

The students worked with each draft on their own. In the initial sessions, the
researcher offered them specific advice about the types of issues that would be
appropriate to raise at each stage of writing. That is, the first draft was seen as a starting
point which concerns issues of content, later drafts, issues of structure and so on.
Individual responses were elicited from the students, and a whole-class discussion of the
draft followed. After the essay’s problems and strengths had been set forth, students
were asked to give written feedback to the student writer. This process was repeated

with 6 sample essays at different stages of development.
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Throughout the semester this training continued. Students were required to write
coherent essays on three different genres and before the feedback session they received
further training which consisted of two parts. In the first part, the students were given
sample essays belonging to the same genre and they were asked to write down their
comments using the checklist. In the second part, the instructor and the students
discussed the strengths and weaknesses of the essay concerning the genre and provided
suggestions for revision. The students read their written comments and their comments
were also evaluated by the instructor and the other students in the same way it is
suggested in Berg’s (1999a) article.(See Appendix K).

After distributing the sample essays of the same genre, the instructor asked
students to provide written comments. These written comments were read by the
students and written separately on the board by the instructor. Next, students were asked
to reread the responses on the board to determine whether inappropriate language was
used. If so, students were asked to revise the comments in a more helpful,
nonthreatening way, using clear and constructive, yet considerate, words and
expressions. The importance of offering helpful, not rude or disrespectful, comments
was stressed by the instructor. This exercise was beneficial in that students became
more sensitive to the emotional effects that their response could have on a classmate.
Moreover, they came to appreciate the importance of not overreacting to insensitive
comments by experiencing the complex task of thinking about how to communicate
ideas effectively while expressing them appropriately and correctly. This exercise also
helped students give specific recommendations to the writer, such as reorganizing
paragraphs and sentences, deleting or adding ideas, and modifying thesis statements and
topic sentences. Below are sample student revisions of inappropriate peer written
comments:

Original: You gave your example in vain! That’s to say, there is no need!

Revised: I think you'd better omit the example which you gave in the second
paragraph.

Original:Your style is not understandable for the introduction paragraph.
What's your technique?

Revised: The introductory technique which you used in the first paragraph is

not so clear. Could you use dramatic entrance to make your paragraph more inviting?
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Original: Write a more clear thesis statement.

Revised: You have written a thesis statement, it is good, but you should improve
it. Your thesis statement lacks a strong central idea. You can add your own opinion
about the process-a difficult one or easy one!

The instructor almost always let the students express their own opinions first,
often opening the discussion with the question ‘So what do you think?’. In this part, the
instructor focused on assisting students to respond critically to peer writing and to
provide specific feedback. The instructor made it clear that when critiquing peer
writing, peer should focus on global concern such as development of ideas, audience,
purpose and organization. Often, the instructor explicitly asked students to comment on
the first aspects related to the content and organization of the essay under discussion.
When some students failed to do this and instead first commented on more local
features such as grammar, language usage and word choice, the instructor would briefly
discuss students’ feedback but would then guide students’ attention back to the global
concerns, using directives such as ‘Grammar 1s important, but let’s look at the big
picture first’.

The instructor often asked students to clarify and specify their comments and
suggestions since the primary goal was to help students to generate specific feedback.
The instructor asked some questions that directed students’ attention to those aspects of
writing students needed to focus on during peer feedback (e.g. ‘What is the main point
here?’ and ‘Does everything in the paper relate to the main point?’). Because peer
responders failed to see what the problem really was, the instructor gave the group some
instructions on paragraph development (See Appendix L ). Also, the instructor provided
the relevant instruction on the purpose of peer feedback. Some students, especially
during the early rounds of training, did not feel comfortable commenting on peer
writing and frankly admitted that they did not want to hurt the feelings of peer writers.
When this occurred, the instructor would reiterate that the purpose of peer feedback was
to help, rather than to criticise the writer.

For the peer feedback session, the students were told not to write their names on
their first drafts in order to prevent the impact of negative and positive feelings that they

felt for their classmates. They only wrote their school numbers. The researcher put
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special codes on the drafts based on those numbers and gave the drafts to different
students. In this way, the students could not figure out their feedback giver.

The students were asked to respond in composition according to the given
topics, for example they produced their process analysis essays on the following topics:
how to make new friends or how to get through registration at the university. This way
was preferred in order to avoid plagiarism. Moreover, the researcher took into
consideration the complaints of the students. The students reported that they had spent a
lot of time in order to find a suitable topic for their example essay. They said that if they
had been given some topics, they would have produced better essays. This situation is
also stressed by Jones (as cited in Kennedy, 1994:2) “Students might perform better
when provided with a few, rather than with many options”.

After writing their essays on a specific topic,the experimental group students
dealt with the peer feedback session held during the class hours. Students were given
their classmates’ drafts and were asked to indicate which areas of the essay they found
confusing or felt could be developed by providing written comments. In this way,
students had an opportunity to make specific suggestions for improvement. Following
the peer feedback session, students were asked to write a second draft of their essays.
The second drafts of the students’ essays were collected one week after the peer
feedback session. The followings are the parts of the first and second drafts of the
experimental group students which show the differences between those two drafts.
These differences stemmed from the changes made on the content of the paragraphs.
Changes are highlighted in bold print.

Drafts 1 (first) and 2 (revised) of S6’s (S is used to indicate the subject)
introductory paragraph about his registration day.(See Appendices N19 and N21).

Draft 1
My Registration Day

When I learned that I won the university I was very happy. I went to lycee 1

graduated from and spoke with my teachers. They were happy too that I won the

university. I took my diploma and the lists of needs of registration start to prepare the

documents immediately.



Draft 2
My Registration Day

The day before the university exam are the most nervous and exciting ones of
the students in their lives. Because the exam result will be change their future life
wholely. So that they should prepare well and make the choises after a good thougit.
The nervousness and excitiment of the exam continues until after the exam. But
when the results are announced the winners will be very happy. With this happyness
they think that everything finished when they won the university. In contrast,
everything starts then. There are some duties the winners must do. They should
prepare photographs, copy of ID, diploma, the certificate that shows you win
university before regastration.

Drafts 1 (first) and 2 (revised) of S3’s one of the developmental paragraphs
about making new friends.(See Appendices N22 and N24 ).

Draft 1
You and Your New Friend

After having a person to be a new friend, being self-confident becomes the most
important step. Confidence is really important because if you don't have confidence, you
can't express your own ideas competely and clearly or you cant speak to the person you
don't know. Why? Because you think that if you behave or speak sincerely, that person
may not like you. It is indicator of your lack of confidence. But if you really wanr 1o
make a new friend, you must be confident. Look around the environment you are in, the
people who have got a lot of friends are also confident.

Draft 2
Happy Life With Your New Friend

After having a person to be a new friend, being self-confident becomes the most
important step. Self-confidence is really important because if you dont have self-
confidence, you can't talk to a person you dont know or you may talk but you cant
express your own ideas competely and clearly or you cant speak to the person you dont
know. Why? Because you think that if you behave or speak intimatedly, that person may
not like you. It is indicator of your lack of confidence. But if you really want to make a
new friend, you must be confident. Look around you, the people who have got a lot of

friends are also confident For example, I have an English teacher from my high
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school who is sure about his own abilities or opinions. He is not afraid of expressing
his ideas and thoughts. For that reason: he has got real friends.
Drafts 1 (first) and 2 (revised) of S16’s conclusion paragraph about the
differences between cinema and theatre.(See Appendices N28 and N30 ).
Draft 1
Cinema and Theatre
The works of cinema and theatre which we watch admiringly are prepared after
passing many different ways. They are the two changed ways of art to reach the people.
Although they are the part of the same thing ,they differ from each other in many ways
and reach to the hearts of people from different ways.
Draft 2
Cinema and Theatre
Cinema and theatre are the two changed ways to reach the people. Although
they are the branches of the same thing —art- they differ from each other in many ways.
The equipments, players’ performances, preparation and the places are only the some
of the different points I could write about. They are prepared with different
equipments by different qualified performers after different preparations in different

places and reach our hearts from different ways.

Following the peer feedback session, the experimental group students had one
week to revise their writing and submit their revised drafts for teacher written feedback.
Next, they were asked to write their third drafts based on the teacher’s feedback. These

drafts were collected one week later.

3.3.2. Data Collection Procedures for the Control Group

The control group students were introduced to the process approach exactly in
the same way as the experimental group students were. They read Fumeaux's (2000)
and Berg's (1999a) articles and analyzed the guidelines which showed what to do during
the feedback session. (See Appendix J). The researcher highlighted the importance of
peer feedback session in the process cycle discussing two articles and guidelines with
the students. The researcher also brought a series of drafts on the same topic written by

previous students of the writing course to class in order to explain to students that each
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writing assignment for the course would involve several drafts. Students were asked to
read from rough first draft to polished third. In this way, they were expected to notice
the shifts made for the development of the essay. The purpose and potential benefits of
receiving feedback from other students in the class and teachers were also discussed, as
was the importance of focussing on the content and the form of writing.

Students in the experimental group were specifically trained for peer feedback,
but students in the control group received no further training beyond the articles, sample
student essays and discussion. They had regular classes with the instructor. In these
regular classes, they handled the activities in their coursebook: Refining Composition
Skills (Smalley & Ruetten, 1995). They sometimes dealt with extra activities such as
listening to songs. (See Appendix M). They were also given the same sample student
essays for each text type as it was done in the experimental group; however, the
students and the instructor did not discuss the sample essays in the class. As with the
experimental group, no teacher feedback was available on students' evolving drafts
before peer feedback.

The peer feedback was held during the class hours of the control group. During
peer feedback sessions, students gave writtén feedback to their peers' drafts. They were
asked to bring copies of their drafts for theirb peers and were given this instruction:
providing on another with specific comments and suggestions. In each feedback session,
students first read the draft and then responded to the draft; they were required to give
written comments to their peers' drafts, including making necessary connections. They
had one week to revise their first drafts and they were asked to give their second drafts
to their teachers in order to have teacher written feedback. Below are the parts of the
control group students' first and second drafts which show the shifts made between
those two drafts. Changes are highlighted in bold print.

Drafts 1 (first) and 2 (revised) of S14's ( S is used to indicate the subject )
introductory paragraph about the reasons for wars. (See Appendices N16 & N18).

Draft 1
Disasters Coming With Wars

The controversials between people have been inevitable since ancient times.

These controversials often reached such tremendous points that wars -sometimes

destructive wars- between countries and empires. In history, sometimes, small wars
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between two countries became the world's problem and those small wars resulted in
world wars. Before participating in a war, countries should take into consideration the
results of wars. As usual, wars bring to the countries some disasters whose effects last
for a long time.
Draft 2
Disasters Coming With Wars
The controversials between people have been inevitable since ancient times.
These controversials often reached such tremendous points that wars -sometimes
destructive wars- among countries and empires. In history, sometimes, small wars
between two countries became the world's problem and those small wars resulted in
world wars. In the end of wars -especially world wars- the countries lose some values
which can't be taken back. So, before participating in a war, countries should take into
consideration the results of wars. As usual, wars bring to the countries some disasters
whose effects last for a long time.
Drafts 1 (first) and 2 (revised) of S15's developmental paragraph about making
registration. (See Appendices N4 & N6).
Draft 1
You Need Special Attention For Your Registration
The first step is to have chosen the university you want to be in while you are
filling the university entrance form. You should consider your interests and the subjects
that you're good at while doing this. You may have helps of persons who are
experienced about it. As this is the most important step, you should be careful while
giving your decision. If your score is enough to enter that university, then, you should
wait for the acceptance paper from the university. You should be ready for doing all the
necessary things that will be wanted.
Draft 2
You Need Special Attention For Your Registration
The first step is to have chosen the university you want to be in while you are
filling the university entrance form. You should consider your interests and the subjects
that you're good at while doing this. You may have helps of persons who are
experienced about it. As this is the most important step, you should be careful while

making your decision. If your score is enough to enter that university, then, you should
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wait for the acceptance paper from the university. You should be ready for doing all the
necessary things that will be wanted.
Drafts of 1 (first) and 2 (revised) of S6's conclusion paragraph about the
differences between cinema and theatre. (See Appendices N7 & N9).
Draft 1
Cinema and Theatre
When we think a social activity, theatre and cinema come into our mind first.
They sound as if they're similar. But when you look from some points you can see the
differences of them.
Draft 2
Cinema and Theatre
In conclusion, people have some social needs, and do some social activities for
their school needs. If we think social activities, we can give theatre and cinema as an
example. But, although we call them under the same title, they differ in some aspects.

And when you look from some points you can see these differences.

The control group students were asked to write their essays according to the
given topics in order to avoid plagiarism. Their topics were exactly the same topics
given to the experimental group students. They were also told to write their school
numbers, not their names, on the first drafts. This was done on purpose: to prevent the
effect of negative and positive feelings that they felt for their classmates. The instructor
put special codes on the drafts based on their school numbers and gave drafts to
different students. In this way, the students could not guess who their feedback giver
was.

Following the peer feedback session, students were asked to revise their writing
in one week and submit their revised drafts for written teacher feedback. The students
were then asked to write a third draft based on the teacher's feedback. The third drafts of

the essays were collected one week later.
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3.4. Data Analysis
Before the analysis, since drafts were scored by two scorers, the interrater
reliability was assessed by using the following formula:

The low score .
x 100

The high score

All the scores given for each composition by two scorers were calculated
according to the above formula and the average of these scores was taken in order to
find the interrater reliability; as a result, it was found that the reliability was 94%.

The data is analyzed according to five steps. In the first stage, the scores of the
students in the first drafts and the revised drafts were compared in the control and
experimental groups separately in order to analyse the effect of untrained and trained
peer written feedback on students’ revision. Paired sample t-test was applied to see
whether there is a statistically significant difference between the first and the revised
drafts for each group.

In the second step, the revised drafts of each group were compared in order to
see whether the trained feedback was more effective than the untrained feedback or not.
Independent samples t-test was used to reveal whether there is statistically significant
improvement between the revised drafts of each group.

Then, in the third step, since the aim was to see the effect of training on writing
quélity, all the drafts of each group were compared. A univariate ANOVA test was
conducted to see whether the training factor was effective on students’ writing quality
or not.

In the fourth step, the first and the revised drafts of each group were analysed
again in order to determine whether text type would make any difference on students’
revisions. A univariate ANOVA test was conducted for this analysis.

In the final step, qualitative analysis on students’ written comments on the first
drafts for each group was presented. The results were given in numbers and percentages
in order to clarify the amount and quality of feedback in this analysis.

In the present study, the analysis of coding and rating procedures of students’
written comments on the first drafts was as follows. The researcher and an experienced
writing instructor independently coded all of the students’ written comments (N = 1022)

(N is used to indicate the number of written comments) and the same two raters rated
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1022 comments to assess quality of feedback. Rater agreement procedures resulted in
92 % of the comment coded and rated (N = 941). The third rater, who was also an
experienced writing instructor, coded and rated 8 % of the comments (N = 81). An
average was then calculated based on the third reader’s score, thus consistent rater
agreement was achieved.

As a result, the ESL Composition Profile was used to measure the quality of
students’ drafts; and the Coding Scheme for Students’ Written Comments and the
Rating Scale for Students’ Written Comments were used to measure the quality of
students’ written feedback. The sample comments in three coding and rating categories
are presented below: (See Appendices N 1-36)

Global (3): As the audience is important, you should inform them about the
registration process. For example, make a list of necessary documents and warn people
to provide all the documents without exception, etc.

Global (3): First dev. paragraph is detailed enough to explain the reasons you
give. But there are some scientific terms like “biochemical and neurological
adaptation”. The reader may not understand what they mean?and how the drug can
cause these? You had better give some explanations about them.

Global (2): Instead of this sentence, there can be more attractive and logical
sentence.

Global (2): You should give more example. Add some ideas.

Global (1): Make the essay colorful.

Global (1): You don’t have coherence in your paragraph.

Local: It is a grammatical mistake. The subject of your sentence is “High
amount” so you should use “is”.

Local: In this paragraph you have a grammatical mistake instead of using the
phrase “giving your decision” you should use “making your decision”.

Evaluative: It is a well-developed paragraph.

Evaluative: You give examples about researches. It makes your essay inviting.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1. General Overview

The purpose of this study is to reveal whether trained peer written feedback
shapes EFL students’ comment types and writing quality. The effects of trained peer
written feedback were investigated through a comparison of 36 EFL students divided
into two groups. One group was trained in how to provide written feedback to writing
and the other group was not trained.

The data of this study have been presented in 5 stages. In the first stage, the first
drafts and the revised drafts of students’ compositions were compared to see the effects
of untrained and trained peer written feedback on students’ revisions. For this analysis,
first and revised drafts of each text type were read and scored separately.

Then, in the second stage, the revised drafts of the compositions of the
experimental and control groups were compared in order to assess their writing quality
and development. The analysis was conducted on the mean scores of the three different
text types.

Since one part of our aim is to investigate the effect of training on writing
quality, another analysis was conducted. In the third stage, a univariate ANOVA test
was used to see whether the training factor was effective on students’ writing quality.

In the fourth stage, the first and the revised drafts of the experimental and
control groups were analyzed in order to see whether text type would make any effect
on the revision. Another univariate ANOVA test was performed for this analysis.

In the final stage, qualitative analysis on students’ written comments on peer
writing was presented. In this analysis, the results were given in numbers and °

percentages in order to clarify the amount and quality of feedback.



4.2. Comparison of First and Revised Drafts

4.2.1. Comparison of First and Revised Drafts of the Control Group

50

We first compared the first and the revised drafts of each text in order to

investigate the effect of untrained peer written feedback on revision. In the evaluation,

two aspects were taken into consideration: content and organization (content = 30 Pts.,

organization = 20 Pts.; total = 50 Pts.). Table 4.1 below shows the mean scores of first

and revised drafts of the control group.

Table 4.1. Mean Scores of First and Revised Drafts of the Control Group

Mean
Score

Difference
in means

s.d

S.E

PROCESS
ANALYSIS
FIRST
DRAFT

36.55

PROCESS
ANALYSIS
REVISED
DRAFT

37.77

1.22

2.0452

0.4821

2.535

0.021

COMP.&
CONTRAST
FIRST
DRAFT

35.27

COMP.&
CONTRAST
REVISED
DRAFT

36.50

1.23

2.0452

0.4821

2.535

0.021

CAUSE &
EFFECT
FIRST
DRAFT

37.06

CAUSE &
EFFECT
REVISED
DRAFT

37.78

0.72

1.1275

0.2658

2.718

0.015

In the Process Analysis essay, the lowest score was 29 and the highest score was

42 in the first drafts. Two students got the lowest score and three students got the
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highest score. The most frequent score was 37. On the other hand, in the revised drafts,
the lowest score was 29, and the highest score was 43. One student got the lowest score
and two students got the highest scores in the revised drafts. The most frequent scores
were 39 and 41. (See Appendix B1). As for the statistical results, as shown in Table 4.1,
the mean score of the first drafts was 36,55 and the score of the revised drafts was
37,77. The standard deviation was calculated as 2,0452 and standard error was S.E=
0.4821. The difference in means is 1,22. That is, there is an increase between the two
drafts and this increase is statistically significant (t = 2,535; p <.05)(See Table 4.1).

As for the Comparison and Contrast essay, the lowest score was 23 and the
highest score was 43 in the first scores. One student got the lowest score and one
student got the highest score. The most frequent score was 34. On the other hand, the
lowest score, in the revised drafts, was 24, and the highest score was 42. One student
got the lowest score and three students got the highest score. The most frequent score
was 42 (See Appendix B1). When we look at the mean scores, we see that the mean
score of the first drafts was 35,27. The mean score of the revised drafts was 36,5. The
standard deviation was s.d = 2,0452 and the standard error was S.E = 0,4821. The
difference in means is 1,23 and this is statistically significant (t = 2,535; p < .05) (See
Table 4.1).

When we look at the Cause and Effect Analysis essay in the first drafts, we see
that lowest score was 26 and the highest score was 42. One student got the lowest score
and one student got the highest score. The most frequent score was 37. As for the
scores, we see that the lowest score was 25 and the highest score was 43. In the revised
drafts, one student got the lowest score and one student got the highest score. The most
frequent scores were 36 and 38 (See Appendix B1). When we look at the mean scores,
we see that the mean score of the first drafts was 37,06 and the mean score of the
revised drafts was 37,78. The standard deviation was calculated as s.d = 1,1275 and the
standard error was S.E = 0,2658. In the Cause and Effect Analysis essay the difference
in means is 0,72. Although this is a slight increase, it is statistically significant (t =
2,718; p <.05) (See Table 4.1).

According to Table 4.1, although there are slight increases between the mean

scores of first and revised drafts of the control group of each text type they are



statistically significant. The written feedback and revision processes without training

seem to have a significant effect on the subjects of the control group.

4.2.2. Comparison of First and Revised Drafts of the Experimental Group

The aim of this research is to investigate the effect of trained peer written
feedback on students when revising their first drafts. In order to examine this effect, we
compared the first and the revised drafts of each text. Table 4.2 displays mean scores of

first and revised drafts of the experimental group.

Table 4.2. Mean Scores of First and Revised Drafts of the Experimental Group

Mean Difference s.d S.E T P
Score in means

PROCESS
ANALYSIS 35.83
FIRST
DRAFT 4.17 2.1761 0.5130 8.124 0.000

PROCESS
ANALYSIS 40.00 .
REVISED
DRAFT

COMP.&
CONTRAST 34.83
FIRST
DRAFT 4.55 4.1048 0.9675 4.708 0.000

COMP.&
CONTRAST 39.38
REVISED
DRAFT

CAUSE &
EFFECT 37.22
FIRST
DRAFT 4.00 1.7823 0.4201 9.522 0.000

CAUSE &
EFFECT 41.22
REVISED
DRAFT

In the Process Analysis essay, the lowest score was 31 and the highest score was
43. Two students got the lowest score and one student got the highest score. The most
frequent score was 34. On the other hand, in the revised drafts, the lowest score was 35,

and the highest score was 46. Two students got the lowest score and one student got the
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highest score. The most frequent scores were 38 and 41 (See Appendix B2). As for the
mean scores, we see that the mean score of the first drafts, as shown in Table 4.2. was
35,83 and the mean score of the revised drafts was 40. The standard deviation was
calculated as s.d = 2,1761 and the standard error was S.E = 0,513. The difference in
means is 4,17. That is, statistically, there is a significant difference between the first and
the revised drafts (t = 8,124; p <.05) (See Table 4.2).

When we look at the Comparison and Contrast essay, we see that the lowest
score was 27 and the highest score was 42 in the first drafts. One student got the lowest
score and one student got the highest score. The most frequent score was 35. On the
other hand, the lowest score was 34 and the highest score was 45 in the revised drafts.
Two students got the lowest score and three students got the highest score. The most
frequent score was 39 (See Appendix B2). As for the mean scores, we see that while
the mean score of the first drafts was 34,83 it increased to 39,38 in the revised drafts.
The standard deviation was s.d = 4,1048 and the standard error S.E = 0,9675. The
difference in means is 4,55. These results demonstrate ‘that there is an increase between
the two drafts and this is statistically significant. (t = 4,708; p <.05) (See Table 4.2).

As for the Cause and Effect Analysis essay, the lowest score was 27 and the
highest score was 44 in the first drafts. One student got the lowest score and one student
got the highest score. The most frequent score was 37. On the other hand the lowest
score, in the revised drafts, was 29, and the highest score was 47. One student got the
lowest score and one student got the highest score. The most frequent score was 39 (See
Appendix B2). When we look at the mean scores we see that, while the mean score of
the first drafts was 37,22; it increased to 41,22 in the revised drafts. The standard
deviation was s.d = 1,7823 and the standard error was S.E = 0,4201. The difference in
means is 4, and this is statistically significant (t = 9,522; p <.05) (See Table 4.2).

Table 4.2 shows that the mean scores of the experimental group in the revised
drafts were considerably higher than the control group. The experimental group
performed significantly better than the control group in the revised drafts. Therefore,
tables 4.1 and 4.2 lead us to the conclusion that peer written feedback training had a

salient effect on the subjects' written quality.
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4.3. Comparison of Revised Drafts of the Control and Experimental Groups

In this stage, we compared the results of peer written feedback in revised drafts
in order to see whether peer revision training has positive effects on students’
cumulative writing development or not. In this analysis, we took the mean scores of the
three types essays. Table 4.3 displays mean scores in revised drafts of each essay type

of the control and experimental groups.

Table 4.3. Mean Scores in Revised Drafts of Each Text of the Control and
Experimental Groups

Difference
Text type Mean Score | in means s.d t p
PROCESS ANALYSIS
ESSAY
37.78 3.95
Control Group 2,22 1.814 | 0.078
Experimental Group 40.00 .3.38
COMP.& CONTRAST
ESSAY
36.50 3.69
Control Group 2,88 2.045 | 0.049
Experimental Group 3038 4.72
CAUSE & EFFECT
ESSAY
37.78 4.08
Control Group 3,44 2.497 | 0.018
Experimental Group 4129 4.19

As shown in Table 4.3, the mean score of the control group in the process
analysis essay was 37,78; on the other hand, the mean score of the experimental group

in the process analysis essay was 40. The difference in means is 2,22. This result shows

Qo- oo
-
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that, statistically, there is not a significant difference between the control group and the
experimental group (t = 1,814; p>.05) (See Table 4.3).

When we look at the Comparison and Contrast essay, we see that the mean score
of the control group was 36,5; on the other hand the mean score of the experimental
group was 39,38. The difference in means is 2,88. The result demonstrates that there is a
significant difference between the control group and experimental group (t = 2,045;
p<.05) (See Table 4.3).

In the Cause and Effect Analysis essay, while the mean score of the control
group was 37,78; the mean score of the experimental group was 41,22. The difference
in means is 3,44. This result shows that there is a significant difference between the
control group and the experimental group (t = 2,497; p<.05 ) (See Table 4.3).

Table 4.3 indicates that the groups were almost equal in the revised drafts of the
Process Analysis essay in terms of their writing scores. There is no significant
difference between the mean scores in the revised drafts of the Process Analysis essay.
As for the Comparison and Contrast essay, there occurred a slight difference, which is
statistically significant. This barely significant difference shows that despite the
training‘, a few students in the experimental group failed to have meaningful exchanges
about one another's writing, even without the training, a few control group students
succeeded in giving specific and relevant comments to their peers which made their
peers write a well-developed essay (Zhu, 1995). On the other hand, the training might
have had a delayed effect on students' writing (Berg, 1999a) since the experimental
group performed significantly better than the control group as for the Cause and Effect
Analysis essay. The experimental group's success can be associated with the trained
peer written feedback which they achieved during the treatment in their writing lessons.
This gradual improvement of the experimental group underlines an important issue: the
training for peer written feedback can be considered as a process since it helps enhance
students' writing in the long run (McGroarty and Zhu, 1997).

In order to give a brief summary about the effect of trained peer written
feedback on students” writings, we also compared the total mean scores in revised drafts
of the control and experimental groups. Table 4.4 displays total mean scores in revised

drafts of both groups.
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Table 4.4. Total Mean Scores in Revised Drafts of the Control and Experimental

Groups
Diftference
Mean Score In means s.d t p
Control Group 37.35 4.22
2.85 3.697 | 0.000
Experimental Group 40.20 3.78

As shown in Table 4.4, the total mean score of the control group was 37,35; on
the other hand the total mean score of the experimental group was 40,20. The difference
in total means is 2,85. That is, statistically, there is a significant difference between the

control group and the experimental group (t = 3,697; p < .05).

4.4. The Analysis of the Training Factor on Students Writing Quality

As displayed in Table 4.4, it is clearly seen that trained students improved their
writing from a first to a second draft more than untrained students did. It should be
noted that a difference in writing quality before treatment between the trained and the
untrained group was ruled out by the independent samples t-test on the first draft scores.
The students assigned to the trained group(N = 18, M = 78,38) did not show statistically
different writing quality from those assigned to the control group (N = 18, M = 77,83)
(t= 0,363, p > .05), thus this result suggests that writing quality was equal in these two
groups before treatment. In contrast, scores on second drafts differed between the
untrained and trained groups. In order to investigate the impact of treatment on those
higher writing quality scores of the experimental group, a univariate ANOVA test was

applied. Table 4.5 below shows the results of a univariate ANOVA test.
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Table 4.5. Univariate Analysis of Variance of Difference Scores According to

Training Effect
Source SS d.f MS F p
Training 160990.9 6 26831.824
1640.386 0.000
Error 1652.059 101 16.357
Total 162643.0 107

This ANOVA test yielded significance for quality scores on second drafts in the
trained group. That is, the training factor had a significant effect (F = 1640,386, df = 6,
p <.05).The difference of scores between the first and second draft shows a greater gain
for the trained than the untrained group. Untrained students (N=18)improved their
scores on average only 1,22;1,23 and 0,72 points for each text, whereas the trained
students(N= 18) obtained an average improvement of 4,17; 4,55 and 4 points (See Table

4.1 and 4.2). These results also reveal that the training effect is statistically significant.

4.5. The Analysis of the Impact of the Text Type on Students Drafts

We performed a univariate ANOVA test to analyze the effect of text type on
students’ drafts. During the study, the students were asked to produce three types of
essays: a Process Analysis essay, a Comparison and Contrast essay and a Cause and
Effect Analysis essay. In order to see whether the text type would make any effect on
the revision, a univariate ANOVA test was used. Table 4.6 below displays the results of

a univariate ANOVA test.
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Table 4.6. Univariate Analysis of Variance of Text Type in the Control and

Experimental Groups’ Drafts

Mean

Source SS Df Square F P

GRUP 30.083 i 30.083 1.735 0.191
CONTROL Test 48352 2 24.176 1.394 0.253

GROUP

Error 1803.222 104 17.339

Total 148331.0 108

GRUP 485.565 1 485.565 33.734 0.000
EXPERI - Test 81.722 2 40.861 2.839 0.063
MENTAL
GROUP

Error 1496.963 104 14.394

Total 158701.0 108

As shown in Table 4.6, text type had no significant effect on the revisions of
both the control (F = 1,394, df = 2, p >.05) and experimental groups (F = 2,839, df =2,
p >.05).

4.6. Comparison of the Type and Quality of Written Comments in First Drafts
Apart from the quality of writing, provided feedback type on students’ first
drafts is also analyzed. The entire corpus of the students’ written comments were coded,
categorized and rated (See Appendices H1 and H2 ). For the identification of students’
written comments, the categories developed by Zhu (1995) were used. Table 4.7

summarizes the distribution of the comment types across the three text types.



Table 4.7. Summary of the Numbers and Percentages of the Peer Written Feedback Type for Each Text on Students’ Revisions

CONTROL GROUP

EXPERIMENTAL GROUP

Type Process Comparison Cause Process Comparison Cause
of Analysis And Contrast And Effect Analysis and Contrast and Effect
Feedback
N % N % N % N % N % N %
Amount of
Feedback on 59 40 44 32 57 39 129 69 136 69 114 56
Global Features
Amount of
Feedback on 56 38 67 49 47 32 28 15 26 13 40 20
Local Features
Amount of
Feedback on 34 23 25 18 44 30 29 16 36 18 51 24
EvaluativeFeatures
TOTAL 149 34 136 31 148 34 186 32 198 34 205 35

6$
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As shown in Table 4.7, the students in the control group provided a total of 149
written comments for the process analysis essay. The students in the experimental group
provided more feedback for the same text type, a total of 186 comments. While the
control group students provided more feedback on local features, N = 56 (38 %) and
evaluative features, N = 34 (23 %), they did not necessarily provided more global
comments N = 59 (40 %). Compared to the students in the control group, the students in
experimental group provided more global remarks on peer writing, N = 129 (69 %). As
a group, the experimental group students provided less evaluative remarks, N=29 (16
%), and local comments, N =28 (15 %).

When we look at the Comparison and Contrast essay, it will be seen that the
students in the experimental group gave more written comments N = 198 than the
students in the control group did, N = 136. 67 of the 136 comments made by the control
group students were local (49 %) and 25 were evaluative (18 %). The experimental
group students provided the same amount of evaluative feedback, N = 36 (18 %), as the
control group students, but the number of local comments given by the experimental
group decreased to a great extent, N = 26 (13 %). As for global comments, a sharp
increase can be seen since 44 comments were made by the control group students (32
%) and 136 comments were made by the students in experimental group (69 %).

In the Cause and Effect Analysis essay, while the students in the experimental
group provided a total of 205 written comments, the control group students provided
148 comments in total.44 of the 148 comments made by the control group students were
evaluative (30 %) and 47 were local (32 %). On the other hand; the students in the
experimental group provided less evaluative feedback, N = 51 (24 %) and local
feedback, N = 40 (20 %). As can be seen in the Table 4.7, the control group provided
less feedback in terms of the number global comments N = 57 (39 %), where as the
experimental group gave twice as many as the control group, N =114 (56 %).

As shown in Table 4.7, there are sharp increases between the number of global
comments made by the students in the experimental and control groups. These increases
stem from the differences in specific feedback given by the students in both groups.
Table 4.8 shows the amount of specific feedback given by the control group for each
text type.



61

Table 4.8. Summary of the Numbers and Percentages of the Specific Feedback for

Each Text on Students' Revisions

Mount of Specific Feedback
Process Analysis Comparison and Cause and Effect
. Contrast
N % N % N %
Control
Group 36 24 24 18 34 23
Total 149 136 148
Experimental
Group 102 55 115 58 98 48
Total 186 198 205

As shown in Table 4.8, the students in the control group provided 36 specific
comments and the amount was low (24 %) in the Process Analysis essay. Compared to
the students in the control group, the students in the experimental group gave 102
specific comments (55 %). In the Comparison and Contrast essay while the students in
the experimental group provided 115 specific comments (58 %), the others could only
provide 24 specific comments (18 %). When we look at the Cause and Effect Analysis
essay, it will be seen that the students in the experimental group gave more specific
comments N = 98 (48 %) than the students in the control group did, N = 34 (23 %).

In order to examine the quality and the type of the peer written comments from a
general point of view without considering text types, we also formed Table 4.9 which

summarizes the number of global, local and evaluative comments provided by the

control and experimental groups.



Table 4.9. Amount of Feedback Type for both the Control and Experimental

Groups
Type CONTROL GROUP EXPERIMENTAL GROUP
Oof
Feedback
N % N %

Amount of

Feedback on 160 37 379 64
Global Features
Amount of

Feedback on 170 39 94 16
Local Features
Amount of

Feedback on 103 24 116 20
Evaluative Features

TOTAL 433 42 589 58

As displayed in Table 4.9, there are significant differences between the
experimental and control groups on the amount feedback, the amount of global
feedback, the amount of local and evaluative feedback. The students assigned to the
trained group provided more feedback, N = 589 (58 %) than those assigned to the
control group, N = 433 (42 %) Similarly, the experimental group provided significantly
more feedback on global features of writing, N = 379 (64 %), than the control group on
global comments, N = 160 (37 %). As for local and evaluative comments, this time the
control group surpassed the experimental group owing to the fact that the amount of
feedback on local features, N = 170 (39 %) and evaluative features, N = 103 (24 %) of
the control group were higher than the amount of feedback on local features, N =94 (16

%) and on evaluative features, N = 116 (20 %) of the experimental group.

4.8. Discussion

Although peer feedback has been widely acknowledged as a crucial component
in the writing process in both ESL and EFL settings, an aspect of peer feedback to
writing and its implementation . in the classroom has been largely ignored. This
important, yet largely ignored, aspect is the role of training, which means the

preparation of students for participation in the peer feedback activity. To fill the gap in
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knowledge about the effects of training on writing, we investigated the influences of
trained peer written feedback on feedback types and writing outcomes.

The results of this study show an improvement in the quality of written
compositions both in the control and experimental group. In other words, peer written
feedback, either trained or untrained, is effective when compared separately. To
determine the impact of untrained peer written feedback, we compared the first and the
revised drafts of the control group for each text type. When we look at the results (See
Table 4.1), either in Process Analysis essay, or Comparison and Contrast essay, or in
Cause and Effect Analysis essay, we see that there is a significant difference between
the first and the revised drafts. According to our findings, the difference in means in
Process Analysis essay is 1,22, in Comparison and Contrast essay, it is 1,23, and in
Cause and Effect Analysis essay it is 0,72. Although, there are slight increases between
the two drafts, they are statistically significant. Our findings conform to Mc Groarty and
Zhu’s study (1997) owing to the fact that they found statistically significant increases
between the first and the revised drafts of their control group who were not exposed to
peer feedback training. According to them, the direct training of students may not be
only one of the factors affecting results of clear feedback sessions, other factors such as
participant roles, classroom context should also be investigated by the researchers (Mc
Groarty& Zhu). Our findings also corroborate Muncie’s opinion (2000:52) stating that
feedback is vital to writing and helping learners to improve their writing skills, and
according to her “whatever form feedback takes, it can have the positive effect on
producing improvements in learners’ writing ability”.

When we examine the scores of the first and the revised drafts in the
experimental group, we see that trained students’ second drafts improved more than
untrained students’. Our findings indicate that trained peer written feedback had
positive effects on students’ revising their first drafts in each composition type. The
results reveal that the difference in means in Process Analysis essay is 4,17; in
Comparison and Contrast essay, it is 4,55 and in Cause and Effect Analysis essay, it is
4. According to these results, it is possible to say that the students in the experimental
group produced much better in the revised drafts and these increases in their scores are
statistically significant (See Table 4.2). Our results conform to both Berg’s (1999), and
Mc Groarty & Zhu’s (1997) studies due to the fact that the difference scores between
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the first and revised draft showed a greater gain for the trained than the untrained group
in their researches.

Since our basic aim is to examine the effect of trained peer written feedback, we
compared the revised drafts of the compositions of both the experimental and control
groups. Our findings demonstrate that there is a significant difference between the
revised drafts of the compositions of each group (See Table 4.3). According to these
results, it is possible to say that, trained peer written feedback is more effective on
students’ revising their first drafts (See Table 4.4) (t = 3,697, p < .05). This finding is
consistent with Berg (1999b), who studied the effects of trained peer response.
Similarly, there is a significant difference between the revised drafts in the control and
the experimental group. According to her (Berg, 1999b), training appears to account for
greater writing improvement of revised drafts.

Our findings up to now suggest that training can lead to produce better quality
writing, but we had to give a statistical proof which would show that training, in fact,
made the difference; therefore, we conducted a univariate ANOVA test to investigate
that the training factor. The results indicate that the training effect is statistically
significant (See Table 4.5) (F = 1640,386, p < .05).

Findings in this investigation lend support to the views often expressed in a
number of related studies point to a positive relationship between training and student
performance. For example, in the studies that focus directly on peer feedback
instruction in the writing classrooms, the researchers (Stanley, 1992; Zhu, 1995; Berg
1999a) report positive results of trained peer feedback on student attitudes and
communication about writing, revising types and better quality writing.

Throughout the study, the students were asked to write a total of 3 essays; a
Process Analysis essay, a Comparison and Contrast essay and a Cause and Effect
Analysis essay because one text type would not be reliable. We performed another
univariate ANOVA test in order to see whether text type would make any effect on the
revision (See Table 4.6). According to the results, the text type had no significant effect
on the revisions of both the control (F = 1,394; p > .05) and experimental groups (F =
2,839; p>.05).

The last major finding of this study indicates that the experimental group

significantly exceeded the control group in the amount of feedback (N = 589, 58 %); the
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amount of feedback on global features (N = 379, 53 %) since the control group provided
fewer written comments in terms of the amount of feedback (N = 433, 42%); the
amount of feedback on global features (N = 160, 37 %). On the other hand, the control
group outperformed the experimental group in the amount of feedback on local (N =
170, 39 %) and evaluative (N = 103, 24%) features because the experimental group
provided less feedback on local (N = 94, 16 %) and evaluative (N = 116, 20 %) features
(See Table 4.9). The progress on the part of the experimental group in the mentioned
areas may be due to the fact that training allowed subjects to provide more effective
feedback on one another’s writing. The emphasis on global concerns of writing and on
specific feedback during training enhanced the success of peer written feedback. Thus,
there seemed to be a positive relationship between the treatment and the quality of
feedback.

What is interesting about the findings of this present study is that training can be
considered as the major factor for greater writing improvement of revised drafts; that is,
trained students’ second drafts improved more than untrained students’, regardless of
text type. Moreover, the significant difference between the total numbers and
percentages of written comment types between the trained and untrained groups
suggests that training, in fact, made the difference. That is, trained students provided
more feedback on global and specific features than untrained students. Consequently,
the results of increased number of global and specific comments and improved writing
among trained students imply that appropriate training can lead to more successful
revisions, which in turn may result in better quality in the revised draft.

Perhaps these results should come as no surprise since there are some studies in
the literature which point out the importance of training for successful peer feedback
sessions. (eg., Nystrand, 1984; Huff & Kline, 1987; Stanley, 1992; Dheram, 1993;
Connor & Asenavage, 1994; Tsui & Ng , 2000; Zhu, 2001). For example, Connor and
Asenavage’s (1994:267) study on peer response included some training in the form of
modelling and they specifically recommend that “more extensive and specific peer
response training with follow-up should be implemented” when using peer response to
writing in an ESL context.

Similarly, as Stanley (1992:230) states, it is not fair to expect that students will

be able to perform “the demanding tasks without first having been offered organized
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practice with and discussion of the skills involved”, therefore as part of learner training,
the teacher should highlight the fact that “responding to peer’s writing is a learning
process that will raise the students’ awareness of what constitutes good and poor
writing, help them to identify their own strengths and weakness in writing...” ( Tsui &
Ng, 2000: 168). Consequently, there appears to be the need to provide all students with
guidance and instruction so that they can acquire a conscious knowledge of strategies to
improve their writing and to process the feedback they receive (Dheram, 1993 ;Zhu,
2001).

These claims seem to be very appropriate in the light of the results of this study,
which indicate that training students in how to give written feedback has positive effects
on comment types and writing outcomes. The results of this study should also reassure
those who were discouraged by Nelson and Carson’s (1998) claims that students do not
find their classmates’ advice particularly useful.

The issue of effects of peer written feedback instruction on revision raises some
interesting questions. Findings of this study suggest that students provided with
appropriate training can influence comment types and subsequent writing quality in a
positive way, so it can be asked whether instructing students in self revision would
benefit writing quality or not. Berg (1999b:231) asks a similar question in her article
“with such training in revision, would it not be possible to eliminate the step of peer
feedback session while still producing similarly improved writing from one draft to
another?” According to her, these questions miss the point of the role of peer feedback
in the writing process due to the fact that the students simply would not be able to sense
where in their texts they needed to revise, but a peer who has not been involved in the
creation of the text can point to unclear aspects of the writing. In other words, the peer
can help their classmates discover the discrepancy between intended and understood
meaning of their text, as Thompson (2001:58) points out “ any text can in principle be
seen as a record of a dialogue between writer and reader”.

Admittedly, in a classroom situation, there is another alternative to peers helping
each other; the teacher could provide feedback. However, it is important to remember
that the quality of the teacher’s feedback can be affected negatively due to crowded
classes and limited time (Ndubuisi, 1997). Moreover, the students may simply try to

please the teacher instead of truly considering their texts and asking themselves how
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they can revise their texts for clearer meaning (Berg, 1999b). But, if the student writer
gets of response from his peer, he will question its validity, weigh it against his or her
own knowledge and ideas, and then make a decision about the changes to make, instead
of indiscriminately accept comments as if these comments come from the teacher (Berg,
1999a; Tsui & Ng, 2000) .

It appears that too much can be gained from the peer feedback session,
especially for people who are students of writing. However, in order for student writers
to get the maximum benefits from peer feedback, they both need to be taught certain
skills and strategies which would sharpen their critical sensibilities (Dheram, 1993) and

be encouraged to participate in the peer feedback sessions.
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CHAPTER Y

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR FL TEACHING

5.1. Summary

During the last two decades, peer feedback sessions where students critique and
provide written and / or oral comments on one another’s writing in small groups have
captured the attention of many writing teachers and researchers in both first and second
/ foreign language settings. Although there are numerous journal publications as well as
conference colloquiums and presentations devoted to the topic, it is well known that
writing teachers continue to wonder to what degree the process of writing, provision of
feedback, and revision are actually helping students as they become independent
writers. In addition, they seek empirical evidence that peer feedback can contribute
positively to this process. If research in this area can determine the effectiveness of peer
feedback in the context of a multiple-draft classroom, it can influence the way that
writing teachers incorporate it in their classes.

One way of increasing the efficacy of peer feedback on students’ revision and
quality of writing is training students for peer feedback sessions. But, unfortunately
quite rare studies have been done on the area of training students for peer feedback. As
it is stated in the literature there is a need for more research.

In this study, the idea of training before peer feedback sessions was taken as a
base. The purpose of the study was to investigate whether training before feedback help
students to write coherent and good compositions and provide effective written
comments or not.

In the study, there were 36 first year students as study subjects from the Faculty
of Education, ELT Department. 18 of them were in the experimental group and the
other 18 were in the control group. They were selected according to the scores in

Writing Proficiency exam.
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During the study, the experimental group was exposed to training through
numerous activities devoted to practising strategies for effective written feedback on
peer writing, whereas students in the control group received no systematic training for
peer written feedback. Each group wrote 3 compositions throughout the study: a Process
Analysis essay, a Comparison and Contrast essay and a Cause and Effect Analysis
essay.

The first drafts of the subjects were collected and scored holistically by two
scorers by using the ESL Composition Profile. All the subjects were asked to provide
written comments on each other’s writings and to revise their compositions after having
given written feedback. The revised drafts were collected and scored holistically by the
same scorers by using again the ESL Composition Profile. The written comments on the
first drafts were also collected and analyzed by three scorers by using the Coding
Scheme for Students’ Written Comments and the Rating Scale for Students’ Written
Comments.

The collected data were analyzed in five stages. In the first stage, the first drafts
. and the revised drafts of students’ compositions were compared to investigate the
effects of untrained and trained peer written feedback on students’ revisions. The mean
scores of the first and revised drafts of the three compositions for each group were
compared separately for this analysis. Then, in the second stage, the analysis was
conducted on the mean scores of the revised drafts of each group in order to see which
kind of peer feedback, untrained or trained, was more effective on students’ writing
quality and development.

In the third stage, a univariate ANOVA test was used to investigate the effect of
the training factor on students’ writing quality. In the fourth stage, another univariate
ANOVA test was conducted to see whether test type would make any effect on the
revision. In the last stage, qualitative analysis on students’ written comments on peer
writing was presented in numbers and percentages in order to clarify the amount and
quality of feedback.

The results of this study indicated that the students in the experimental group
produced better writing quality than the ones in the control group since the difference of

scores between the first and revised drafts showed a greater gain for the trained than the
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untrained group. The findings also revealed that training students for peer written

feedback led to significantly more and significantly better-quality peer feedback.

5.2. Conclusions Based on the Analysis of the Results

What are the effects of peer written feedback on students’ written products
where students do not receive any deliberate training?

The results of this study reveal that untrained peer written feedback had a
significant effect on the control group students’ revising their first drafts. According to
our findings, there are slight increases between the mean scores of the control group
students’ first and revised drafts of each text type and these differences are statistically
significant.

What are the effects of training for peer written feedback on students’
writing?

According to the results of this study, trained written feedback had an important
impact on students’ revising their first drafts. It was observed that trained peer written
feedback yielded higher writing quality scores owing to the fact that trained students
improved their writing from a first to a second draft more than untrained students. The
3,697 point difference in degree of improvement that existed between the trained and
untrained group is thus likely due to the training treatment. That is, the training factor
had a significant effect on the quality of scores on second drafts in the trained group.

What are the effects of training for peer written feedback on students’
ability to comment on peer writing?

The results of this study indicate that training students for peer written feedback
also had a significant impact on both the quantity and quality of feedback that students
provided on peer writing. According to our findings, the experimental group provided
significantly more feedback, significantly more feedback on global features of writing,

and significantly more specific and relevant feedback.

According to the results of the study it is obvious that peer written feedback
training had a salient effect on both students’ writing outcomes and their written

comments.
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5.3. Pedagogical Implications

Despite the limitations in terms of the small sample size, the study has certain
implications for teaching of writing. Writing instructors who use peer feedback as part
of a process-oriented approach to writing can consider the following issues. Firstly,
writing instructors can integrate peer feedback into the writing classroom with
confidence that this feedback can be effective and can be used by many students in their
revisions . The fact that the peer feedback sessions did result in better essays, based on
the research reported here, should encourage writing teachers to make peer feedback an
integral part of the writing classroom.

Secondly, in order for peer feedback to work, training seems essential. The
difference in results between the trained and untrained groups in this study suggests that
training results in more successful peer feedback in terms of comment types and writing
quality. Hence, there appears to be the need to provide all students with guidance and
instruction so that they can apply a more important role in providing effective
comments and benefit more from peer feedback sessions. As Vygotsky states, (as cited
in Villamil & De Guerrero, 1998:508), “with assistance, every child can do more than
he can by himself — though only within the limits set by the state of his development”.
Thus, as part of learner-training, the teacher should assist students to expand the
repertoire of feedback strategies and instruct them to clarify their intentions and elicit
feedback from their peers.

Another implication is that the instructor, from the beginning, must define
clearly the roles of the students during the peer feedback process. Students should be
informed of the purpose of peer feedback and come to think of it as only one aspect of
the larger process of composing and communicating a message. Thérefore, the teacher
should highlight the fact that responding to peers’ writings is a learning process that will
help them to develop a better sense of how to read their own texts from the perspective
of an audience, what questions to ask, and “how to systematically examine their text
with the purpose of improving it” (Berg, 1999b:232). Without this crucial
understanding, students, perhaps particularly novice writers in foreign language
classrooms, like study subjects in this research, may not be able to interpret the

feedback or act it in a sound way. In addition, students need to respect to the authority




of the author and take great care not to compromise ownership of the text under “the
guise of constructive criticism” (Amores, 1997:520).

Another major pedagogical implication is that through peer feedback the
students were involved in the process of acquiring strategic competence in revising and
evaluating a text, and a competence which will prove invaluable in their future
academic and professional life. Our subjects are the students of ELT Department, that
is, they will be providing feedback and evaluating their own students’ writings in the
future. The experience of peer feedback provided our students with an indispensable
opportunity to analyze textual problems, internalize the demands of different rhetorical
modes, acquire a sense of audience, and in general become sensitive to the genre of the
student essay. In other words, students take over part of the job of the teacher (Tsui &
Ng, 2000) since they develop a critical eye toward what they read while analyzing their
peer’s essays (Berg, 1999b).

The development of students’ critical thinking ability plays a pivotal role in
awareness raising. Awareness raising is achieved not only through getting feedback but
by giving feedback to peers as well (Tsui & Ng, 2000). Peer comments help students

“notice the problems which they cannot notice on their own. Moreover, reading a peer’s
text might serve a model for how to read text through the eyes of someone else (Berg,
1999b). It may then help students develop “a better sense of how to read their own texts
from the perspective of an audience, what questions to ask, and how to systematically
examine their text with purpose of improving it”(Berg, 1999b:232). All in all, peer
feedback session has “the potential for bringing out into the open students’ limitations
and creating awareness, without which remedial action would never be successfully
undertaken”(Villamil&De Guerrero, 1996:69). The following extracts support the view
that subj écts are aware of this advantage of peer feedback (the extracts given in this part
are taken from the experimental group students’ written comments on the evaluation of
the writing course and peer feedback session at the end of the term)(See Appendix O):

“We gained a critical attitude while reading an essay. We become aware of the
‘real reading’ which means analyzing a passage with all its errors, glittering parts,
learning new information, viewpoints on a certain topic. Those sessions prepared us for

assessing the papers of our students in the future.”



“While giving feedback, we can learn what we are going to do as a teacher in
the future.”

An issue deserves attention is that of the control group students’ positive
comments on the evaluation of peer feedback session. Although they received no
systematic training to develop and practise strategies for peer response, they reported
positive experiences with peer feedback commenting on its general benefits. Below are
the samples of the control group students’ written comments on the evaluation of the
writing course and peer feedback session (See Appendix P):

“I highly benefited from the peer review sessions. Because my capability of
writing has increased. Now, writing is not a nightmare but an enjoyable work for me.
Peer review sessions provided me a chance of seeing my mistakes and showed me how
to correct them. I, also, found a chance of comparing my friends’ essays with mine. I
could see my level and tried to raise it.”

“Peer feedback session was beneficial for me. Because, I reviewed my essay and
became aware of having made some mistakes. It gave me the chance of correcting them
before presenting it to the teacher.”

“This practice was very useful fbr us, I think. Because, someti?nes there might
errors, deficiencies and illogicallness we have made without noticing. So, we had the
chance of correcting them by the help of our friend’s opinions. As a result, one can
easily say that this practice is very worthwhile.”

Another more far-reaching implication, and one that the researcher has gradually
drawn as this study has unraveled, is that rather than implying the form of a teacher’s
comments is entirely unimportant, peer feedback and teacher feedback should be seen
as complementary forms of assistance in the writing classroom. As Villamil and De
Guerrero (1998:508) assert, instead of asking the question, “Which is better (or which is
more effective), peer feedback or teacher feedback?”’; perhaps the time has come to ask
this question, “What and how can peer feedback contribute to the students’ writing
development in a way that complements teacher feedback?”.

As a close word, writing teachers should be encouraged to implement peer
feedback sessions with training into their classroom settings in order to open up the
“black box” (Long, as cited in McGroarty & Zhu, 1997:36) of the writing classroom

because writing is no longer one that gives absolute control to the teacher but rather is
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as Tsui and Ng (2000:168) point out, “a positive, encouraging, and collaborative

workshop environment within which students ... can work through their composing

processes”.

5.4. Suggestions for Further Research

Results of this study indicate a number of areas that need further investigation.
Most urgently, more research can be conducted to explore other methods of training for
peer feedback and investigate the effects of those methods on students’ writings as well
as their comment types.

Furthermore, since this investigation was limited to analyze the effects of
training both on students’ ability to comment on the global features of writing (i.e.,
content, organization, audience, purpose, etc.), the compositions were examined from
the point of content and organization. Thus, another study can be conducted to
investigate the effects of training on all of the criteria; content, organization,
vocabulary, language use and mechanics.

Another suggestion for future research is to compare and contrast peer written
feedback and teacher written feedback. This comparative research will show the
effectiveness of peer and teacher comments in facilitating revision.

Moreover, as this research was limited to three writing assignments in a short
term, we do not know how training affects peer feedback and revision at a longer
period. Thus, long-term effects of trained peer feedback need investigation.

Additionally, this study was conducted with the intermediate level students. The
same techniques and methods used in this study can be applied to different groups of
students to find out if the language level of the students affect the results of this study.

Also students were trained to give written feedback in this study. Thus, another
study can be designed in order to investigate the effect of trained oral and written peer
feedback on students’revising their first drafts. Research in this area will shed more
light on the roles of oral and written peer feedback in student writing development.

A final suggestion for future research is to investigate the classroom contexts
and various other factors on training and on peer feedback. Research in this area will
provide insightful information on the kinds of classroom contexts conducive to peer

feedback and thus will have important classroom implications.
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APPENDIX A The Scores Used for Subject Selection

control group | Scores used for exper mental group | Scores used for
students Subject selection students Subject selection
1. S1 81 St 80
2. S2 82 S2 76
3. S3 77 S3 78
4. S4 76 S4 80
5. S5 70 S5 82
6. Seé 78 S6 71
7. S7 76 S7 78
8. S8 85 S8 79
9. S9 79 S9 84
10. S10 81 S10 82
11. Si1 84 S11 72
12. Si2 85 S12 80
13. S13 75 S13 81
14. Si4 73 Si4 85
15. Sis 74 Si1s 84
16. S16 79 S16 76
17. S17 70 S17 70
18. S18 76 S18 73




APPENDIX B1 The Average of the Scores of the Control Group Given by Two Scorers
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PROCESS PROCESS |COMP.& COMP.& | CAUSE CAUSE
CONTROL |ANALYSIS |ANALYSIS | CONTRAST | CONTRAST | &EFFECT | &EFFECT
GROUP FIRST REVISED |FIRST REVISED FIRST REVISED
DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT
1. S1 35 40 34 40 36 36
2. S2 42 43 43 42 40 42
3. S3 37 40 33 33 37 38
4. S4 29 29 35 35 35 36
5. S5 37 36 31 33 37 40
6. S6 42 43 34 40 40 40
7. S7 40 41 38 39 42 41
8. S8 42 41 36 37 36 37
9. S9 39 41 37 36 38 39
10. S10 37 37 34 34 37 36
11. S11 37 39 40 42 41 42
12. S12 29 31 34 36 37 38
13. S13 41 39 42 42 32 33
14. S14 34 35 36 38 36 38
15. S15 34 33 30 29 39 39
16. S16 32 38 37 39 37 37
17. S17 34 35 38 38 41 43
18. S18 37 39 23 24 26 25




APPENDIX B2 The Average of the Scores of the Experimental Group Given by Two
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Scorers
EXPERI- PROCESS PROCESS |COMP.& COMP.& ' |CAUSE CAUSE
MENTAL ANALYSIS | ANALYSIS | CONTRAST | CONTRAST | &EFFECT | &EFFECT
GROUP FIRST REVISED |FIRST REVISED FIRST REVISED
DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT
1. S1 34 39 35 44 35 41
2. S2 42 46 42 43 38 39
3. S3 36 38 37 37 36 3
4. S4 43 45 40 45 44 47
5. S5 39 44 35 39 37 4
6. S6 31 35 27 34 27 29
7. S7 37 41 35 39 35 40
8. S8 36 38 33 45 38 43
9. S9 31 35 34 38 37 42
10.|  S10 32 36 30 35 36 39
11.| Si1 34 39 27 34 33 38
12.  S12 34 38 37 36 40 46
13.| S13 42 43 40 40 42 44
14.| Sl4 35 40 37 37 35 39
15.| S15 34 44 36 40 . 37 42
16.| S16 33 41 31 45 40 46
17.|  S17 35 37 35 39 37 45
18.] S18 37 41 36 39 43 45




APPENDIX C1 The Scores of the Control Group Given by the First Scorer
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PROCESS PROCESS | COMP.& COMP.& |CAUSE CAUSE
CONTROL |ANALYSIS | ANALYSIS | CONTRAST | CONTRAST | &EFFECT | &EFFECT
GROUP FIRST REVISED |FIRST REVISED FIRST REVISED
DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT
1. S1 35 40 33 40 37 36
2. S2 41 43 42 41 38 41
3. S3 38 40 32 32 35 38
4. S4 30 29 33 34 35 36
5. S5 35 36 30 34 38 40
6. S6 41 42 35 39 39 39
7. S7 39 40 41 40 40 42
8. S8 40 42 38 38 34 37
9. S9 40 41 35 36 37 39
10. S10 35 36 33 34 36 36
11. S11 37 38 38 41 40 40
12. S12 27 30 33 35 35 36
13. S13 40 37 40 40 30 34
14. S14 33 35 36 39 35 37
15. S15 33 33 28 28 37 38
16. S16 30 36 36 38 37 37
17. S17 34 35 39 38 40 42
18. S18 37 39 21 23 28 27
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EXPERI-

PROCESS PROCESS [COMP.& COMP.& |CAUSE CAUSE
. IMENTAL |ANALYSIS |ANALYSIS | CONTRAST | CONTRAST | &EFFECT .| &EFFECT
GROUP FIRST REVISED |FIRST REVISED FIRST REVISED

DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT
.| s 33 41 33 41 33 39
2.1 s2 41 45 41 41 35 37
3.| 83 32 36 40 41 34 39
4. s4 41 45 39 44 43 45
5.1 S5 37 43 36 38 34 42
6.1 s6 30 36 29 34 26 27
7. s7 39 43 37 39 33 39
8. | ss 37 35 33 43 37 41
9.| 89 29 34 32 33 36 40
10.|  S10 34 36 26 32 34 39
11.|  SI1 31 37 25 31 33 37
12.|  s12 34 40 36 37 37 46
13.| S13 46 45 40 41 40 43
14.| sS4 34 37 34 33 31 35
15.| s15 36 43 39 45 34 40
16.] S16 31 42 30 46 38 45
17.]  s17 39 40 34 38 36 40
18.| S18 35 39 36 38 40 43




APPENDIX D1 The Scores of the Control Group Given by the Second Scorer
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PROCESS |PROCESS |COMP.& COMP.& -} CAUSE CAUSE
CONTROL | ANALYSIS | ANALYSIS |CONTRAST | CONTRAST | &EFFECT | &EFFECT
GROUP FIRST REVISED |FIRST REVISED FIRST REVISED

DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT
1. S1 34 39 35 39 35 36
2. S2 43 43 43 43 41 43
3. S3 36 39 33 34 38 38
4. S4 28 29 37 35 34 36
5. S5 38 36 32 32 35 40
6. S6 43 44 33 40 40 41
7. S7 40 41 39 38 43 41
8. S8 43 40 34 36 38 37
9. S9 37 41 37 36 38 39
10. S10 38 38 34 34 37 36
11. Sl 36 39 41 42 41 43
12. S12 30 31 34 36 38 40
13. S13 41 41 43 44 34 33
14. S14 35 35 36 37 36 38
15. S15 34 32 31 30 40 39
16. S16 33 39 37 40 36 37 _
17. S17 33 34 38 3 42 43
18. S18 36 38 24 25 24 23
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ESL COMPOSITION PROFILE
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STUDENT

DATE TOPIC

SCORES

LEVEL

CRITERIA

COMMENT

30-27

Exccllent To Very Good: knowledgeable* substantive* thorough
development of thesis* relevant to assigned topic*

26-22

Good To Average: some knowledge of subject* adcqualc rangc*

limitcd devclopment of thesis* mostly rclevant to topic, but lacks
detail*

21-17

Fair To Poor: limited knowledge of subject* little substance*
inadequate development of topic*

16-13

Yery Poor: does not show knowledge of subject* non-substantive*
not pertinent* OR not enough to evaluate*

aal
oHpZEG #=2EZ00

20-18

Excellent To Very Good: fluent expression* ideas clearly stated/
supported* succinct* well-organized* logical sequencing* cohesive*

17-14

Good To Average: somewhat choppy* loosely organized but main
ideas stand out* limited support* logical but incomplete sequencing*

13-10

Fair To Poor: non-fluent* ideas confused or disconnected* lacks
logical sequencing and development*

Very Poor: does not communicate* no organization* OR not enough
to evaluate*

YO
CA
BU
LA
RY

20- 18

Excellent To Yery Good: sophisticated range* effective word/ idiom
choice and usage* word form mastery* appropriate register*

17-14

Good To Average: adequate range* occasional errors of word /idiom
form, choice usage but meaning not obscured*

13-10

Fair To Poor: limited range* frequent errors of word/ idiom form,
choice usage* meaning confused or obscured*

9-7

Very Poor: essentially translation* little knowledge of English
vocabulary, idioms. Word form* OR not enough to evaluate®

LAN
GU
AGE

USE

25-22

Excellent To Very Good: effective complex constructions* few errors
of agreement, tense, number, word order/function, articles, pronouns,
prepositions*

21-18

Good To Average: effective but simple constructions* minor
problems in constructions* several errors of agreement, tense, number,
word order/function, articles, pronouns, prepositions* but meaning
seldom obscured*

17-11

Fair To Poor: major problems in simple/complex constructions*
frequent errors of negation, agreement, tense, number, . word
order/function, articles, pronouns, prepositions and/or fragments, run-
ons, deletions* meaning confused or obscured* '

Very Poor: virtually no mastery of sentence construction rules*
dominated by errors* does not communicate* OR not enough to
evaluate*

MEC

NICS

Excellent To Very Good: demonstrales mﬁslcry of conventions* few
errors of spelling, punctuation, capitalization. paragraphing*

Good To Average: occasional errors of spelling, punctuation,
capitalization, paragraphing but meaning not obscured*

Fair To Poor: frequent errors of spelling, punctuation, capitalization,
paragraphing* poor handwriting* meaning confused or obscured*

N W A W,

Very Poor: no mastery of conventions* dominated by errors of
spelling, punctuation, capitalization, paragraphing* handwriting
illegible* OR not enough to evaluate*

TOTAL SCORE

READER COMMENTS

(Ref: Hughgy, 1. B., 1983. Teaching ESIL Composition:
USA: American Book Company:140).

Principles and Techniques.




APPENDIX F Sample Comments in the Three Coding Categories

Global:
You might want to expand this paper.

What do the lyrics mean to you?If they hold some secret to life,then explain it.
Go more into detail about some of the supports.

Local:
There are a couple of awkward sentences.
Use past tense in second paragraph.

Evaluative:

It is very well written.
Good start.

I like it.

(Zhu,W.,1995.”Effects of training for peer response on students comments and
interaction”. Written Communication,12/4:521-522).



APPENDIX G Sample Comments in the Three Rating Categories

“3” comments: '

Give more details on Malcom’s life and why he should be considered as
someone we look up to.

Use past tense in second paragraph.

“2” comments:
You might want to expand this paper.
There are a couple of awkward sentences.

“1” comments:

Expand a little[when the writer needed to narrow down the focus].
Never start off a sentence with “but”.

Ref:(Zhu,W.,1995.”Effects or training for peer response on students comments and
interaction”. Written Communication,12/4:522).
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APPENDIX H2 Amount of Feedback on Global,Local and Evaluative Features of the Experimental Group

EXPERI-
MENTAL
GROUP

PROCESS ANALYSIS ESSAY

COMP. & CONTRAST ESSAY

CAUSE & EFFECT ANALYSIS

Global

2

(%]

Local

Evalu-
ative

Global

2

(%)

Local

Evalu-
ative

Global

1 2

Local

Evalu-
ative

S1
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S10
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S17
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TOTAL

14

102

28

29

18

115

26

36

98

40

51

TOTAL

186

198

205

93
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APPENDIX I Response Sheet for Peer Feedback

Your Number:--------=----=-—-
Writer’s Number:
Date.

As peer feedback is an integral part of this class, it is essential that you provide your
peers with thoughtful feedback on their writing. Try to give your peers as much
feedback as you can. Note that specific comments and suggestions are always more
helpful than general ones.Also note that providing feedback on peer writing constitutes
an important part of your participation score for the course.

1.What are the strenghts of this paper?

2.What are the weaknesses of this paper?

3.What questions do you have after reading this paper?
4.What are your suggestions for revision of this paper?

Ref: (Zhu,W.,1995.”Effects of training for peer response on students’ comments and
interaction”. Written Communication,12/4:520).



(Ref: Berg, E. C., 1999a. “Preparing ESL students for peer response”

8/2: 22),

APPENDIX J

At-a-Glance Student Guidelines for Preparing a
Peer Response
1. Read your classmate's writing carefully several times.
Focus your attention on the meaning of your classmate’s text.

3. Because itis difficult for writers to separate information they wish to
express from the actual words on their page, you can help your classmate
discover differences between his or her intended meaning and what he or

" she has actually written. . .

4. Avoid getting stuck on minor spelling mistakes or grammar errors unless
they prevent you from understanding your classmate’s ideas.

5. Keep in mind that peer response is used by writers of ali ages and types,
including student and professional writers who want to know if their writing
is clear to others.

6. In responding to writing, try to be considerate of your classmate's feelings,
and remember that it is very difficult for most writers to write clearly.

7. Realize that you have the opportunity to tell your classmate what you do not
understand about his or her writing, to ask questions about it, and to point
out what you like about it. This is important information to the writer.

8. When a peer responds to your writing, remember that you, as the writer,
have the ultimate responsibility for making final changes.

9. The peer response activity provides several sources of ideas for how to
improve your writing, including your classmate’s comments about your writ-
ing; your classmate's texts, from which you may learn new words, expras-
sions, and ways of organizing writing, as well as discover errors you may
have made in your own text; and discussions of issues you may not have
thought about before.

10. If you have any ciuestions or do not know how to respond to your class-
mate's writing, be sure to ask your teacher for help.

. TESOL Journal,

88



(Ref: Berg, E. C., 1999a, ;‘i;fei)aring ESL students for peer response”. 7ESOL Journal,

8/2: 23).

APPENDIX K

Sample Anonymous Student Paragraph Used
for Whole-Class Peer Response Activity

Awmericans driik alcohol because of manys reasons. One reason is
that it is easy to buy. People can, for example buy alcoholic bever-
ages iw liguor stores, bars, and restaurants, zmd/t-/ug/ caweven,
ﬁmdz ik on airplanes, trains and, boats. In some states all tﬁq
have to do is to visit the nearest grocery store to buy alcobol. Also,
many conumercials on the radio and TV show-how happy people
i when they are drinking beer. Another reason is f/mta,lcoholéo
beverages é:quéfac/wep. Aﬁm&rmowé;tﬁatmedt@tdé
Awericans to drink alcohol. For example TV shows like Dallas
or Dynasty where ric/vmépowe?icépeop(& like ). R. aloways have
a large whiskey in their hand. Even movie characters such as
Jasmes Bond, drink a lot of alcohols as part of their rich and
exciting évfa style. James Bond, is famom ﬁr"omferbg martinis
that ave “stivred, not shaken.” The end.

Sample Student Peer Response with
Inappropriate Comments
Your /oarfzjmpé is /rz;‘f/ jood But [ don't lits your fopie abour
aleotol—iFs stramge. /50, ¥ has many 5/05///{/7 aﬁ{jfammor mistakess.
You stould corrsct them. You bsttsr s/‘uoj/ wrifing a ot bseauss you
havs so many irstakes. Hoke your /afymp/, berter,

Sample Student Revisions of Inappropriate Peer
Response Comments

Original: Your vriting is pretty good.

Revised: Your writing has a ciear topic sentence which is easy to understand
for us. That's great!

Original: Your spelling has mistakes, like cheep should be cheap and lyfe
should be life.

Revised: You write alcohol is cheap, but we can't find any example of that so
it's not so cleany to us. Could you give some examples?

Original: Your paragraph is really not good order, just any ideas put together
like crazy.

Revised: We have some questions about order of paragraph’s ideas. Maybe,
about many commercials on radio and TV about drinking beer, can you put
after media tell Americans to drink alcohol? What do you think this idea?

v
3
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No need to argue?

~f
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f—n

P I I TS BN B S

HE STORY OF How the Cranberries
became famous and successful is
like a {airy tale.

When this Irish group from Limerick
released their first LB, Everyone else is
doing it, why can’t we?, nobody was
interested in Britain at first, but the
single got to Number One in the charts
after a successful tour in the USA. On
that tour, they were the back-up band
for the group, Suede, but soon people
became more interested in the
Cranberries than in Suede, and they
became the real stars of the concerts.
They followed this success with a
fantastic album, No need to argue.

The lead singer, Dolores O'Riorden, is
probably one of the best new voices in
the world of pop — and she doesn't like
being called the new Sinead O'Connor!
The Cranberries play a simple type of
music, quite similar in style to the
music of the Smiths. The guitar solos

s 1YY AP Ly i

.. . \ 1 Where are the Cranberries from?
are very original and their lyrics are 9 Who s the lead singer?
very important, too. The group are 0 1s the lead Singer:
continuing on the road to success with 3 How many albums have they made?
their latest album, To the faithful 4 What kind of music do they play?
departed. 5 Where did they have their first
EEEXEEFEEEEEENE NN NI NS succeSS?

2 Find the rhymes.
violence
1916 family
crying slo'w!y
lowly silence
see dying
me theme

54/ [t CAr4nDpirrartl

..;.o-co--o-aono--coaoo-o-----.-...-u..o-...-nooo-oo-o..-ao.-..-----o---o-u.--.o..

3 Complete the text.

causedsuch ___

1 Another head hangs

2 Childis taken,

3 Andthe

4 Who are we mistaken

5 Butyou it’s not

6 It'snotmy

7 In your head, in your head they are fighting
8 With their tanks and their bombs

9 And their bombs and their guns

10 In your head, in your head they are

11 In your head, in your head

12 Zombie, zombie, zombie

13 What's in your head, in your head?

14 Zombie, zombie, zombie

15 Another mother’s breaking

16 Heart is taken over

17 When the
18 We must be mistaken

19 It's the same old

causes

since

20 In your head, in your head they’re still fighting
21 With their tanks and their bombs
22 And their bombs and their guns

23 In your head, in your head they are

4 Complete the
poem.

Peace looks like

Peace feels like

Peace sounds like

RIS

Peace smells like \
Peace tastes like ;""f . /
4

in
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APPENDIX N4
YoUu NEED . SPECIAL ATTENTION FO2 YOUR REGISTRATION)
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APPENDIX N5
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U NEED 3SPECIAL ATTENTION FOZ  YOUuR  REGISTRATION
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104
-APPENDIX N7

People @%Jmommoa«\d “heatre o’ Apend Yare' ppor
x))-lo be more”  40cal o {0 entozkoun . Quen +ho Civako,
 deodee  ORe \ijited o2 e 4o Reodony ﬁ% hose

jidezolle dpferance’y i Jhaie. &w; featueey ond de&(&i

intencqt people Ahow  Hham .

The gty O GO ope much mote Hhan o Hheatue
o Plepore Tyt e film ) thoay Jeeneq  ale  uwjed Tl P\oagq
nd o Heom o&-Hm &_’(N\ Jeoveld &Lom o o L e
M.‘Zk@ fpend  much Mo 6@& —h;an)pomfah‘on. Mgo, o drs -
e best Jin Hhgy W e mogt’ modern  eehnological
oolj. Hf%h amount O& W\O(\ﬁ aRe. ?0173 dlo?_ admmif} n,
Eo?-eoeszd membee %“H/\O- &ﬂm(&&om dﬁedo&—}ofp 4
Uf\\\V)z. dnaﬂ\m/kum I’) Chequ_ %aauﬁ,a “Hha jcene Q
heodze  Coegntl d\auge.%@ 0 ‘Plo\ajl—jujf a 4 S d

Jo Hete'y D0 deonqporfodion expentes  And  Hhootre doesp't New
o expenfive teanolgicol  fooly  ond nechine A decsr, {r'%m';/

‘ﬂa&z and  apteia” afe CI\O-J%AA to ?%&Pw\ a Plotj

Che {ue.co OA'WQOMN\A and  Huodte qre d‘,(%mmtlmo
Ciremo. be tepeated . I{ o ’PL&%}ML N ot ?Qﬁ%om well
ot il;cﬁ,«lb\qu §f0§a 14 %ﬂm @%ouq."ilﬂo& have @ b)lzo\l*))‘o
aresh e ?k@w‘) oKy UP‘% e watdh o 51%@ o&%t
iamfﬂg ¢ ond ‘&e&h@ don'4 &r\d s wdl,%&j o fm&ﬂm 4
Rut  dhote 4 0o chonce life Hhi in M\Lm% o “Dlofel nevg
) N\(?’W)Q,’G’- o not be comued.yCW‘D 0o @fﬁfmhoni/\
hoodie -



105

5 mk,mtfr ﬁt\owad o Qmm \’) highe - thon Hhe mm
e wqhhimg 64’(m ot e dnamg mudn Mo rg. '—R/m-HM

Au H'4 moee °”““3 ond  Hfhe %“*3 4ound and /;cer\ej

dremo, ) - Mo joe . Cheotpe ;‘) nat A0 Popu lag
dnemor . U Comeg  Slmple 4b People  and ge= i4 not P

When  we. »«HN‘(\'*) o jocrovt Odn'ﬁtxj fheatze end ciramg,

@ info  ouk  mind Q’)% 'U/\Q:j /)ound 2% % h@\m

(12 But  when ODLL \001‘) &lom /)o(\w, Po,nq dou con ")ﬂﬁ
dxa%e\'kﬂ\cgf) S NN



SAE O AONDILA NS

Cinemo. ond “Cheadee
eople R Hre inemo  and Hheotre o Apend  Hurp 4pae
:mof) )40 ‘be mote ‘)Ou'ai or Jno ento fodn Quem fﬂloug'\ CINONG,
\d - Heode  QRe \Nijited - {oR e 4oue Reodon /m hove

- 106

oidezale differancey i Jhoie. featieey and

)éS‘\ }(\J,@_Q?-f ?.QOPLQ how  fhem. 9\our  Mdroducton ore e 3

% complurnsical laut  iuprove [ ond the tupe o it snet
Jex

elear W\,th O MAre  ¢leorm -l«g?( lo

J Tre  expendgy™ O GO are much méke Toan ' e theate
o pecpoic  Jgh o film ,mony feeney ate uhed U Hayey
R J ‘B‘“‘
ond e deam of e &1«\ Heowed  (2om O loce  fo e
'@J‘M-Y“"d pend much  mae & -frangpoitation ’M?O, T‘fO?Rﬁ-
et e best-  Jilm ,‘l"/\ﬂd WE  fhe Mogt’ Modern Mnmmk
5:300‘5- ”‘Mg‘ﬁ_@&.ﬂ%__& pord gﬁo?. adnini n,
"'&0'9:“ éﬁ(’j mempbeR_ QL e &/ﬂw\{&ﬁom diecCtor » 4

> Ut dmm/—HAQmLRQ i’) Ul\?—qu—. %aau‘;& Hhae jeene ‘%‘K
Meodze Cloegnd d\anﬁe.%@ a ‘Plotj)-—)u‘)f ) 641151 y Wed.

o Hare'y 00 teonsporiodion expentes . And  Jhastre doe‘jﬂ"}" Need
fo  expenjive er\o(o&icoi fooly ond  moachineq, A decor /(t‘?{m‘) y
/)ﬁx&z and  curtedn dfjﬁ ?J\oﬁ{b\ to ?atéo{?)m o Pmﬁj

The  feadure) Oé the dremo @nd  floodie are Qb(%gﬁﬂf&nt,ﬂ)().
Ciremor be  fepeated . o ’Pln%aa N not ?m&om well
ot @4&‘#,—%& ﬁf(g& Io) gﬂmd 0 iq.fk@ have @ b)leo«)f‘o
%ﬂ‘)h e ?bdef—“) oK Up- ey wn waldh o %)?086 v
&‘mfﬂé # ond ‘é,d&\@ don'4 (Yz)r\d it we[l,%b\@ con ’Z.Q&ﬂm it
Dot dheze 4 N0 chonce life Hhiy %vea&m% o Pplojer nwey
0. m‘if@ﬁ,a, = con not be corrected ._U\le'y NO @Q,?dcuho,\ N

Moodie . 5 Yer \owedd telked chord fhe  nberuals in Al @\CQEA ok
‘H/*:« —&'MQ‘(LFL ; S0 in oreke Ha ‘)(Ct\&; chaut \f\rﬁ e O\A?LC‘*S, AT Ser\

Aot e Endernly oy ven waote b re:frw\ffiﬁ e ?(c@e.r‘S
Moer_up. 0 T -



107

“Che Inkeseqt 4howed do  Qremo. 4 higlee  Hhon Jhe -heafre
People  litye wah,hmé( &ﬂm al e dremg’ tuch more Anenfie
theodte. ' more rxg and Hhe  efecty, sound and 4eenes
Oé Uoevo, P 0022 Q&’/&CLBUQ._CP\ZO({’(LQ b not 40 poPulmL;
Oy cdnemo, . I+ Coma) [ o ’)DeOP\e and gee 14 not ?2%3@@3
\- When we -ty [ gocial aoﬁdT&j, theatze end ciname, f‘
"CJDN\D~ o ou  ind ; U\@ /)ound 0% f&%\m 1[
Aimrlo, But  when Dow” A pointy i con ok
/
Le

< S o N NYou lnaveat uded
“S\) %:;}Cf ‘(‘i \%\S\c‘k,\ An \:\3\/@\’ QD"\)UL"\S 13 o o obs.“&,"‘{\m..
& \0% %@d}» s S ‘\ S\(M’?l& o (‘eso\re(e,d > N"»"‘“’:} ckfﬂsﬂi.\to“
' “‘“\‘QQQ;»W'U& &_\)))@w Simg\[z \+ o CQ\JL - Stoatd e 7y
:\,ﬁ?‘“ s\oo\ﬁ f1 skt exploing, v oatl] are. then Wajft“'\j ‘:\
T dorify oy of the Haodre:
PN 0



ArrLINDIA NY

570 ONCA  ona CHEATRE -

?@Ple hove §0ma b&j’!c n&dj fo le oble o @ﬁ'Hﬂue Haie_
\i&,a.—ﬂ\ajc/ 4uch o4 dzingin leQ'H‘BIbReQ'HI\WS are e \ifal neds
0& pecple . Aod  people  do” Hem intincHg. In addifion fo Hwse |
bo4ic need4 )?eople hove  4pme  4odial j/)uch A %ﬁn |
Goemo  and MM.P@PIQ do -Hege  4odal OC}%V(’ﬁ'ej Jo
oble 4o adjust 4o Sodeny ond  have enjOJoble ﬁrr\e3.€\fen |
’“'\Ol.l%((\ P@Ple 80 +o Qc,‘;lmg ond Hweoteeo R Hhe Aame Roo—
z)oﬂz),,)—{,\&‘j oo “not  Aame Hhitgh . 02wl Tham o e neme
.O‘% ”700"0| OQ}{\[T(\J” op ”enhﬁmmmeﬂf” ) bkﬂL hove df(%ﬁ— |
%“&5 Qﬁ{z,om “ove ex‘)Pecij.'?\(ow we'|l —fall‘) obout Hheee OQL
these  dittoronceq - Hhoin  expraded | Haie  monnee) ond md%{

thaie " ontack  do Hhe  people .

Fiestu, @e'll Halyy about He e ¢4 ol Hham Cinemo i
Moo 2:?@\1)‘1(2 %af? %mhe.ﬁaom 4;361?3 ‘Mﬁér 4o —tha end j
@Jg@ defoal 14 (Y;(mad nony fHime4 In oL obhin—%bejf
hand . Mo, fo  peepore T e fdm , Man d*’gngw\f 4cenes 6po
u/)&cl./)o ,~Hhe ?\u e ond e feam w0£6]5 K‘ml% QMM
Heovel &mm one Ploe to  another. 4pend “mach moy\;? ngp\
erﬁj’PORJfG’HO“-;U\%j fo  pregent besT  Mm  and ceed
i JrN:j wie  Jhe :\%‘f moPdezn Mtxologlm(&ﬁo(z),!rk (/\/){Kmourr}
o& mon@ 9 'thd \g@il Jhe admini4teation Q& Hho &ﬂmlaz)o_,dd(
these  ifcpecdt e " expendes of dma But ,unlige dnema |
Hootee 4 Mot G0 expenfie. [+ " cheaper Jhon e Mk Cirono.
Ao +Hhe P(Q\Lj i Pel&oﬁmd in éllon{ of Je  audience |
0 4cene  con ot be Pe%omd in.n addrfon —{—o%\ii )

y

o 6(1!\2 0& o “"hQQ‘!'EZ doej nol chan Jor o o
Jat e e 1 wyed - Che Pl&j Hhort omdaj2 Jinighes f};—ﬁQ
Atine /ﬁj@ﬁ /)o drote'ee No Jraa\nﬁpoa‘fnﬁor\ QXFenﬁeﬁ c%f-H\ertz y [i{’7€
Cinee, Ao, theatte doey not Need o use v xpendive dech -
mologral  Fooly ond  mechined A decor | lighty 4hage and awbuin
0de a\mgu o ?@C?gm Q ?h@.Aﬂd aen  Dlayers Hhamvyelve
con  peepoe -Heie o decor and  aylimg g;:\ow% “uAing”



P LN e ‘V"‘/ T Al bt |9 v

109

/)ecoémll the mannees 06 +the Ol\ermqmdt?ww%e QRQ d

ot ;foo | C\(‘QIT\Q cam bQ fed Whie PALP@'U &Q
eNen 'u/)—l G §ﬂmeﬂ 0 and ")IQ
con not zm well 2% _H\mL

eafecd  On mom Ao, hu\fe a bﬁm 1(0
plo mave up and  con on later. 'c can Qdd\ a
/ﬂ;"%j?og)@ dfr(mu% A and ;gﬂ don\ﬂtfé,, 4 @ weﬂ

9to ofd ?QSA’( Foe all e m—

/)on") )P &qﬁ 1“\ y oo, fered oo 10“8 A bdm Comaj (o)
qu ot lerft o Qm& Bat Hha mannes of Hhartee 5ot
I e anemo's . %ecw —H\w_eﬁ no  Chance l+’7 hon h e -
Yo . Pl Rehoeqe thaie Ploy many Hwe Ro phejen-
0 {S & (‘j&ﬁ +he oudienc. (AndP kg}\ﬂ\ Ha j&&s\l% docj 'h
o pley T only  ence. | maye \Lmzﬂ )
on Not “Coefedt . %cwuﬁsz p e Hheie

of e cuience. Abd ,al40 , for
o e heodto doey not “Harp Jrgo on

lﬁ‘nalb/%& de %'H\m& conct 1o Ha peo ple

boo. You™ con He " p lc&eﬂ’) of o anhena 0+ ~H\<L§ c(ﬁ.:ﬁ
Uou oo not e fo ?QCQ wHh ' Haam . Ww @n  onl mqkh
Jhei.  behoviould) ; You - can not +hail  excatemert éo Jho

(0det) +oodmg @QH‘M foplc and e ‘Mﬁﬁo*&@ 0& He RM"\ nz)hmadez
gdou?) in Hheodee Hhe M50 ™~ wwahfed ven

Nenchery +o e audiene  noke €_0ro( and  deoely Feco
e P?‘{)d") P@&O&“‘ e Pl‘{‘ﬂ 61110{ 0 ou:jq%u G:f
e e foset ke crphesgon m “Hhae- ﬂaﬁv) You can
whet Hhoy &UJ“%L‘ all ‘ ety rmﬁoﬂl) #e Vander4tondin 08/
Ihe szﬂ&a and %Prc 19 exglel in Jhogdee |

lh cnckgion ,pesple heve 4ome  Aocfal  peed ,end do
Aptre /)00\0\\ adw’heﬁ {(ML it 4odial n«dj l& We %mv)
Apdial achvifie ,we can give Hheotte ond  drema o) exemple.
Dk, alth we @l Jom” undel Jro dome e 4*@ &W
Ir\ />oma bhpecty . flnd - eohen Qou loory  deom §om point 3&\

e hade differancey

reohony +k2 Pmpolzaﬁgn



110

APPENDIX N10

Cinzmo onol T”]c_qfre_

Onoz,u}’w\ people have lotg of 5pqnz‘ Fime ,+Lzaa+re_ wias
a dJavorite  amusement ™Meaas . Blrost in eery Socio*:g,Pecf’L‘z
feequemtly dcdined  qezatly and held  dramos, [n Serma Cites,
jroxncl ancient theatees  Wre boibk | and theadce was attached
importonce  graatly - Howoewer | Luth  dhe davdloprant of dechnolegy.
Cinzana Nas Sacted do be aitached ';mpwmcg_,f:or- filoas Umitless
roney  has been spent endl te chnology has beea included in it extremaly .
Cinema, woitn if's  complicated implemmnts  and with s sdaqes,
has been covsidared Very deep  @nd Com,o/ex;"\owcucr not oaly
with it's spicit Lyt alse  with ifs  pcesertation , theatee
has  been e_xFe_nAu\qveerB effort . In Leref, cre_c.«h'rB a theatre
rolq:) s much mMmore hacd +han pnocluc-’f\f) a Cinagmma P;lm.
Cinerna  and theatre differ ia theic Creation.
}r\ a cire~ra Ll , fq:‘l:’rgs can ba CON;,Ocn_sQ»l-aA-BecauJa
a {ilm  can be prnadk again ard again before 1+ mcets
wwith ' spectators | Foctharemore 4he film can be precse
ond perfec+ with  the collimations of the dicecdor, Houever
i e theatee play ,Fq-'“fvss od mistalaes con not be
correcded. In spite of all prepacations ool *f‘ain-'r\js,
doring  almes+  4+wae  oc +heee hours  the  ohole ploy
s presented ond  Aare iy ro flasibace . AN failings
Bce obserued \oj Spetiators | and  they q\w%s \oe
tn theic  minds | T only *\\ca +he p\o.ﬂus can do \3
do 4oy Tk do feveal  these go:\\xmss oS xie Aham
worth Ywe est of AW plod |, ukich s ey X o Ul Some_ ond
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Fequires o Lais qlg'.ll"ffj_'h c.oncl-us:’qupailur‘os ace factors
which malte  Films  ond p/o.:j_s odifferent

Glrera ond theakce  differ in 4ke devfces that
are used. In cinema | filrs  can be mede easily with
+he *echnolosic.qf instrumants ord Cemputesrs which are
vsed . The eflects hich are e.njoxju:' \95 Spectators
a~d which Seem Very Yocd  are mode  eesily bﬁ
Comnpoters A fact  The »f’eeln‘rxss ol the tlume thet e
coanted to Jreen <= be  pmade wuithout  modn ¢ ffort in
l;ilms_ H:we,uu N o theatce lmﬁ the onhi& tools that ace
Used ace thae decorations ond SQH.AT . These decors
whidh  ace somelmas ey Simple, are vsed to glue thatheme
and tha feelings of the rrernant T p\(;u.sué alse muost
endtavens  gremily Yo qiue  the cdorosplere  of {QQ_\\N?
S ad  Soccows, Yawppiness (Derp\-e_xl\'i)onxle_:\x& Vo sum
ve YW devices Yhak ore Uses\ are very tenpordont N 3\\)::\5
the speciaders the ngcus,,(‘e_e\’\r\%s o Abhe thama,

Cinemra  ond theatre  ore different 1n the matter
of spectators \n cimema, the ackers  dov't face with vicwers,
Thmt) PLo.-i Maie role 1n Sront of e é\reckorJ SQHE:\SS o~
Sove pesple Lo are on Aoty Wil s ot se hocd. Thay
aren ¥ anxious ocbout thaic pistales becavse of Hhe fadt Yrax,
there fsn'y o Viewer s +k.,3 et feed  much heill,
On the  othar hoad | in theatce | the P\ouju-.s act C\Trec-—'rlj
in front of the Spectators, uJ\mc\’\ 1S a Hoisence . ”wj taow
Frat  the srectatns v il ccact in Some u.m.&,bo 1“%3 §eel
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Fhamselues anxious  ondk nokurqlhi +\'\«3 cre  excited

ln conclusion clnemme ond theatee whith ace bodl
5‘\uen an effort Qre'cll{{‘u-e/\* in {helic Cf'e.o(k:d\,d,tufwbqr\d
Flaa, naates of Spectokors. Al*‘nous\q , cinzma Seems ey
hordl  woith s Complexity | it (s clesc +hat with the
difficoliics  duelng TP doainings end  pardorning thostee

'|5 ~uchh ~vore "lQr‘ol +hon clnama .,
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APPENDIX N11

Ci neMc and Thcq-ffe.

e

Oncz.lud’\a/\ Pe,ople- k‘cwe\ lots O'!: spare +img '{'L\z_a-l're, was
a Javorte  amusemzat Meaas . Alrost in eery SOC'lcr"'j,P“tol’-

F,equwlj deohned jrza-}ltj and held dramas. ln Soma Cities,

jrqncl ancient theatcey tere _‘bu‘,H-l QnJ t+heatce wias attached

S T

irmportonce greatly . Howsewnr | ol the daveloprant of dochnology.
Cineno has s1acted do be q4+ac|.m_4_‘o':;.owc.=r~+‘§§c;; o filoms ialess
roney  has been spent ond e Chnolos-j hos beena included n i+ uc-trwdj.
'Czrw.ma,widh s comp licated imple~rnts aad woith it's 54a3..s,
has been consiclared Very deep and complex ; howeuer not only
with It's spicit bot qlso with ifs  presertation , theatre
has  been ex perdd qvegbia effort . In beief, creating o theatre
le:) is rmuch more  hard than pr‘ooluc;'r\j « cine~ma film.
Cinena and theatre diffor in their creation.
}n a cire~a  fFilm 'q[‘cu‘ll'rs_s can be ccvnpgn.sqq‘e_d.gecau)e.
a film can be rade qaq'm anrd again before M meets
with #'s  spectaters | Foctharenore +4he film can be peecise
and perfect with  the cellimations of the dicecder, However
1 a theatee play . ,Fqilinss od mistalaes con not be
corrected. In S'o;fe o-F qll Prepacations ool ’“‘m'n-'rxjs,
doring  almes+  +we  or theee  hours  the  uhole ploy
s presented erd Aare iy o flashback o AL failings
& e obserued \35 speCiators , aad Ay q\w%s e
'a  theic m'trd.s.(\\\ne cn\3 ’c‘r\‘ms +he p\cL\\Jsus can So 13
do tey rot do feveal  these »Qo:\\'m.ss ord Xie tham
worth  Ywe Cest o  xhe \o\m& , oM s ey X covble somg_ and
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rc.t,uxra.s ‘ons qlp lm‘j lh c_mclus:m ﬁqu/Uf’bs are ’)tqof‘or's

el Congn @oxgrie

wh-ch ma‘«z Films  od F'/‘*t}s oll'ffwé e A

e oed thamtee diffar in Ak atee s G
are used. ln clhema , f,’lms can be rhad-e. eabzlj with
the *echnolosicql instrumants ord Computers which are
Usedd . The ePfects wWhich are enjou:' ‘93 Specdatocrs
a~d which Seem Very Vord  are moole easily bﬂ
Compoters In fact The feelings ordl the 4luna that Gee
Wmaz_;lf';z;)wen con be  pmade wulthout  udn c{{oa in
films waeauu’ in o theatce (olo.j the onl13 tools that ace
used ea@ce thae decorations and Sattings . These docors,
whidh ace sometnias ooy Simple are osed 4o qive thatheme
and the feelings of #he ~renant, The Plowpess alse must
endteaveur greaiy Yo qive  the cdovespinere of {QQ\\N&S
S00n as  Soccows, Yapeiness, Pup\-{_\u\‘\x,onx\eﬁux \o sum
ve Yhe deuvices Mok oe Used are URRy importont 7 qiving
the spectators the e(ffcds,fe,e\\c\ss o~ Ahe themme

Cire~va ond theatre are diflerent 1n the matter

of sﬁech'\-ors,\ﬂ Cl'r\ervwa, ‘e acCkers don't ’QQCQ. with yicwers
fﬂ'\.uj F\.o..i fveie role in Kront of ae  dicecker, SQH'mSSmA
Sove peple W@ are on duty udtda ts not se hoaed. Thay
ared X anXious  obout thaic mistakes becavse of the faut thax.
thace isn't oy Viewes s, +h..,3 dentt f[e.e,l much dheill,
On the othar hoad, in theatce  +he P\w}u.s act c\?rec+13
in front of the Spectators, uJ\'nc\r\ 'S o Aoisence ”wj koow
Frat  +ha “rectatrs Wil ccact in Some woy | S0 H«.ui f eel
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themselues  amxious  ardl natorally +M“3 ore  exclteal,

[n conclusion, clnemme ond theatee which ace bodh
given 34 effort are diffarent in dheic Crestion, devicas and
e oo bler of Spectators. Al*\nous\f; , cinema Seems very
hord  wlih iy Complenity | 1 i3 clese 4hat with the
difficulries durlng Trs Jroq{ni.\,s_«, end perf/'onm‘ms,‘kku&rg
15 ~uchh ~moe hacd +hon clna~a .
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APPENDIX N12
C '\()Qﬂ'\q c;r'\A T\”eq‘r(‘e

Oﬂ&, when  pecple Nod  \ors of\ spare  ¥ive, Mnearre woos
o faucriie  amusermeat mcoms . Rlmost  n cuery Sociery, pesple
—S(‘a‘\ouﬂ\j trained 3(‘&0\'\*\\3 and held &mmas..\n Some ciries, 3ccm4
ancient  theetres were boily, ond Yrearce  wvoas abtached
iportance. Sc-a_c&\\s .\Aqwc.\)c_rl with Yo écue«\o‘oman\— 05{ kez,\n{\o\ccyx,
Cinzrma has srosted to be atrtached '\mpor«\ur\ce,.?or S}'\\ms
limitless pAONe Yas been  spent cnd \'cc\r\ﬁc\orsﬁ Yos been indoded
n ik e,x-‘rreme\z. C'\r\emo\,w\’c\r\ “Ws Ccr\r\F\‘\c_g\\eé \N\P\Qmm\'s o\
oW ks 5*@3@ ,\hos Yeen considered es Qeep ard complex; |
hOUJeuar' ot onlvj with s saieir | bot alse colin s ?resen&u—k'\on,
theatre has been expended o Doy &;'\S e,%%u-—& An bele, Crecoc'mi
< Fheodee  lemy s erudh e oed Yhan Proc\\:t\f\S A Ciesna

S{‘l\m .

—~

G ‘ema and theatre é\'\‘ifgu ‘A Preie creakicn.\n «
c{m{ilnq',gc&\ings can be cOm(_;QnsaJ@A'%ecam o Ll can
be ~ade agm'in and i o eKere & meets wowh Ws seeckotors
Fortharmore e Film con be precise and @Q_rsged wovth Ay
collimadions  of +he drector. Howewes, ' o Neoace gles,
failings  and mistabes  cun ot be corcecked Ao spite of ol
preasations  qnd 4m}n'srﬁs,c\0v"~3 Aenast Yoo of Fharee hours
P whole eloy s \mesa,ﬁqé. and  dhese 1s Do Lladnoadk A\
%c..'\\‘\fgs are Obsecwed Yoy  Spectavers, and A;w.j o\wms.s b
in Hheic minds. The ool Yhing e plovges Cando is o
doq net g0 vewal pese  failigs and de vhem o

the  res+ & 4re Plasy whidh Ty Ry Yeoublesove  and (Q%)'\\‘Q_S
a \g',5 a\cb'\\.\'\:).\\'\ co-\o\ob'\of\, %Q'\\Dfes oCe %C\CA‘O"S wIMAn ol
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films  ard plaws different .
Cirerma  and theatte AVKce 1A dhe devices et ore o,
ln cinema, filems  c8n e made easily w\\\s;»; e Yednno\oxeal
tnsteoments  ard Cempotess dhaa e Lsed . T 2§ Kacks  wonich
ace en&osaé by spectarors  ard coWidn scem Vessy Veed  ore
nade 205'\\\3 \33 Compotess  \n «(qc’c. N e 'Q(’.e.\‘\nzs ard e those
trod ore wenvted dobegiuen, can be made  yithoot Much e ffest
infilms . Howrier, in oudheotte play v only  deds Mok o
Osed ore 4o decorations and 5@*&'\mc35.qvms¢ decoes |, Lolidn
are Sove¥imes 004‘3 S\nple | oce Osed  Xo QLo e themmz ard
e &e\‘mss K e W&/i& \o\c».ae;—.s cAso AL endcalooc
3(&'\\.3 Ao S\QQ Yhe Sk enes phere ©f S;G.e.\\wﬁs S0t o
Sorow, happinzss | pesplexity, aaxiery . No sem ve +he dedices
Hot ace. Used are DReA \m@c—wﬁ N ?5‘°““3 Yo spe clatons
Ahe effecis ,((\Qe\\rxas o) Are Aeene |
Cineerma  ord theatce  oce dffesent 1a the ~ngtder
of - Spectators,In cirervn | bhe  acders  dot 4 foce Lot uiewes,
T‘Nuj f:.lcu_.j theie vole  \n feend of  d4lyg dice cdor, _50‘!‘4"1(\35 e
Sore prople whe ace  on dmt&: winich 1s ot o bhadd, ql"ﬂ-’j
acen+  @rxoos cbout  aheie  mistabes  becaoe of the Lok
that thece isn'+  ony Licwess, so ey Aok fedd moda Ahel,
On 4he othe h:ncl)'.r\ Aheck  Yhe  Olavers  ack Q\\m.sr\j
Y feonx of A specharens WO VAN e vUhAsonce P\N‘S Y ncas
ot Yhe spectators Lo\ ceact N\ Sema ooy, 20 *MS\CQ\
Thomsclues ankiovs aed ﬁQ*DCQ\\X X\Nﬁ ofe  &Xciked.

\i’\ CD/\C\O_S'\onJ Anerno O Yheadre bonilch  evce
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both qiven effort  are &fesent 0 Awic  creekion | dedices
ard the roktes  of spac+a&o~s.R\k\\w5M,c‘;ma Searns ery
Vord  Lolith s cemplexity , W s Qleor ek Loty e Affedries
O\Of"\rﬂs s Accinl Qs o\ per %NM'\N& Frecdre s o mnoce
hord Aben cliresva .
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HARMFUL DRA}GS

i Allofus  foce problecas in our all li{2 because Of
nony Feofons LThus, e need to0 COme ouer +he probbm.s‘ (N orokr
to relox psgchoogealy.And we 41y rong wwoys  to sole +thes
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APPENDIX N22

YOuU ASXD YOUR NEW FRAEND

Seme peop\e, think +har mat‘mﬁ new Priends 1S -\/erd

:,(Y'(Juc\x\‘c . However ‘\g gou rea\ld waont to make a new

ciend , it s net o real provlem. \n contrast , it s req\\d

in\)an‘o\e and Casy +H\r\8‘ Most people
naking  newW .{'rieﬂds becavse tney ace
o new PL”OP\C

g

are a_P rand o‘p
oo shy tO 5Peak
cr *r\m’j fecr tnatr new pecpie acnt love
'\Qr they speak 4o Anax ?eop\e. du¥r what swhould

%hea do ro make new gr\endﬁ Thed snould carcy ouk
some  sma\l way

them

\mpﬁrtc\(ﬁ’ SY€Ps in erder e male

news friends. And T Yy 1o explain these sxeps.

A {;{FST for rﬂgk_m\rj a News f%r'\enci > You sheuld
g.’mc\ the  pecsen  wihem You  wWent 1o be o %r‘\end
Of course Yeu dent malke a research for dnis. 59
hew iy i+ Poss"\'b\e? ]“40.8 be UD\,\ 8@* acguainted at
ronc\om,,gor e.xamp"\e wWho n Uou 80 +o a ccncer“(,

e pec son sl++~\r\3 near  you penaves Ciose\d and

speaks o gou yat Anat Aimne Jou nwke i [ her
and o ge’r acquointed e [hed. Or Youe crhec

S}r\ends ‘ateoduce st o aou} and Jou start Yo SPeq\d_
Yo im [her.

Alg’rer hqv'mﬁ o perscn  to be anew {;rlenc\J
be'm3 se\g—conj(‘icien‘\’ beComes ¥he wmest ‘mr\?cr%u(\'\*
s¥ep. Conpidence IS reo\\\j i pocAant  becaust
1(1\_ gou dent have cenfidence 1Yo cont eapcess

30\“- ownN 1deas Cor\r\pe\e*\e\j and c\ear\d o



you cant  speak Lo the pecson Jo= dent waocw
th") Recause You Filak Fhak g you benave
or speak sincere\ﬁ , thak persen Moy nor ke
Yo R aES ‘lﬂé\ca‘sor‘wﬁg Your Neck of c,cr\,@?&ef\ce'
Bur i o reo\\kj *

FrO mMmallle o newd
Fr'\enc\ ; wou  MmMust  be ccn,_p’\&er\‘\-..!.oo\:_ arcund Yhe
environment you are in, dne people  whe have 891‘

a lex  of %r‘ae(\c\s ace  also conpidenty -

A$+€r be‘ms conggdenﬁ— oW you should  pehale
and bptfc,\\i 51(\(,9(@\3, U-ou shewld SEPress Cj.gur ONN
ideas car\qpe\e‘re\tj and CO(‘("EC‘,‘\'\S‘ Re condse \3‘ 69\4
dont behave 5\.’\&6(6\3 as 300N as ThAY pecssn

unders tand e pgs‘-‘dg.’\ j Nelshne deesay™ woant Yo

he Yorr {)ri@ndv Ee‘m& _?r\ends needs Cownmon peints
when Yo dont expre S5 gour own Tdeas c_\eor\v,
he Ishe  misundecstand Jou and .o.goﬁr\ helshe
mot) act went Yo be éou(‘ {2(“\@.(\6- “Therefr‘ore)
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Yo :-;per\d e Yocetner Yo knew eachw other well.
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concerY theathce i~ Ahis Way  gew can learn
Your new ,g)(‘\ené‘s hobbies ,endodme(\‘\’s.%e&fxc\e
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Some  pesple  think +har maling  new fpriends is very
d'\(;gucv\t . However \g you reo\la want +o moke o new
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environment you ace \n, dne Pecp\e who have 801— K\)\)P\{“S

a \ok c,g %r‘.e(\o\s are al\so c;on,?'\def\’\’-

4
\ _, X0\ o feo\ W2
e @ ba 80 PP Q)m ¥ _

After being con¥iéen* oW you should  pehave
and speo\c s"\ncere\v, ‘dou should express L\jgur owN
ideas ;’C";Q_(Y;Pg“\;e--_j-e—\:j g ‘---c:;rhre(ﬁ\b;. RBecouse 1 pf &Q\J

dont bDehave s\ncere\d as 300N as Thod pecson
unders tand  the pesition j Nelshe doesny want 4o
be yonr J?riend'%e‘mﬁ frieads needs cownmon pants
when o dont express GO own Tdeas c_\e.or\tj,
he Ishe  misundecstand You and o.@qm helshe
may act went Yo be geue %r‘\ené.“'\'here‘pore)
Yhe 4hird and als=o uery impectanT stage s 4o
convey curse\ll cocrec¥ly and ackx wharever
gov are. AN \33\'n\ N \(‘;\Q/Q/\,\ JQ;~ and dC\,\ﬁ/SDS

WO Ny O bt I SRR Qm\\& aS\g Ko we vy

s
A wie SHis esan nug
_N_‘i‘*‘ it is {ime fo __f?,\_\w_.___fl.‘b“.’:w\as* and also

3 E conseguential stage! Afier gou do all khree
sake stoge  } gou see Yhar ke [she is ine suitabe
v o —5 ) \ .

Y t)&f»* persen Qor be\(\S \C)Q\,x\ {?n@(\o Qx(\d haul. o lor (’-C
\:-.LA; 'x’h\f\gs O Share 3 1o SPQO_Y_ b} NOWD dg\_; S’\Q\v\\(:\ 5*(},(‘5{
)\ .

- >

QN



143

ol
| 4 Yo spend  dime toceiner o know cach other, well
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Wod ol '\b 020Q35 DN\ Sbrfv XA Y S*’/“ 4 ond
-W\WAV‘W) We (o Yo woreiy§ hS) Jans, 3 A el
A\ &wﬁ Yo WM 1w

™ Nroms TR

O 5_&“)@’\\\ Qﬁﬂ’}:ﬂﬁ-\’x "?Q\«Qu\
©n 2 W Qe
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APPENDIX N24

HAPPY  LIFE  WITH YOUR NEW FRIEND!

Humonbein\? 15 a social creature becavse of nis
Nature. He needs otner Pegp\e due Lo s soc\g\o\\i’\-d.
Nobcd\\j can live lone\d ‘A nakure 35 We need
other people +0 share our {}ee\\‘f\&s and convey our
+houd>hts ,to help each other |, These people are our
Pgren'ts‘ and relatlyes and alro other Peop]e.WQ
choose  some O them as friends Who have he same
life stdlﬁ ,persw\a\'\t\y y feelines ,{houdbhts - We share
a ot of ﬂf\iﬂfs and time  with them. For that , makin
& NEW <?r‘\end bs very ?mpor’wnt foc o -Peracn.rf\ogc
peoPle fhiaL wnat 51 1 \lerd oﬁg{x&(‘.u\“@ and CCmPlei(
Yo make o new Priend but in fact it becomes velry

easy \sd carc@ff\g out some small but \m\)()f‘“honﬂt
S*@PS-

While Makng o new ,Fr‘\end,sou should g'\‘f\d
@ person whom Uou wont o e (zr‘:enol f‘irst.
As on examplt, SUppese Hnat dou are 1N concer T
oC Cinemo e persen who is s‘\f)r‘\r\g next 1o you
moy benave c\oae\d nay +<\d 1o speal YO Jost )
then Anaiv mok\) e a start Yo a new *‘c(@(\é&*\kp
o~ a (ﬁpceno\ Of JoUrs  anay intcoduce somebcd\j
Yo you  and words Which are  ourfeced O now
nim  more qu be another syact A0 o -QC‘\G?(\ASH\P-

Alter hO\ﬁ(@ A perscn  as a new feiend,
bei(\g se\f- confident becormnes thne most impectant
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Now it s ¥ime to +ell e last and als
Consequeﬁ’cio\ S*QSQ‘, As;irer od Ao all inree s+cbo€.
i& dou decide thot nelshe 15 e suitagle
persen  for bein\j: Nl Jer‘\e(\d and haye o \gt of
-Hr\\(\Ss 10 shafe ; YO spealc ,now gou should
start Yo spend more Mme  dogether Ao \Lhow
each otrnec-dell: What should Jou AQ? NYou should
60 <o Pu\o\“\c places like cinémo,tneatre  +o
learn  your new Jg“r'\ené‘s hobbies  ond enJOdments.
‘T dou wWant Yo Ynow himfher YA different place
ol had betrecr Dove o shoct \'\o\Ic\o.d waittin
himn /hec. 'Duv‘m\f m“doi‘j ot aet ine Cchance
to khows  cachotned  very well. "The mere Vine
Yo spend  WITW \Wim oc her “the veixver dou
cCon (ecogn\le e

As 1+ can be cevealed {eomn wne explanations
L\ now, 1k doesnt seem 1o e very clifr%icu\‘t
1o be _?r‘\e«\d wWith someocne, as kc(\\g) as ot ,(;Q\\QUJ
the wo(:\) of houin& se\{-conpc&ence , e&PreSS“‘ﬁ
Your \deas  clearly  ond spendm\? cpur free GmMe

G(UL&)‘A& with wimlher )“ch?t) nfe wWitn dour Néew
{)(\Q(\O&
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step. Self -confidence is realy importont becawse i
Jou dont hoaveg .Se\f,'—coa,gié?ﬂCC ,30\1 cant taole Yo

> persen  You dont wnow o You  may tall,  but

Jou Ccont  express Jour  own ideas ccmP'\e*re\Cj

anad  clearly - \Why? Because  gou whine net if
Uou benaove or spec:(\(_ ir\*\mo*e\d et persen
Mnay not  \ee Yoo - W i iadicatocr o% lack of
Ugur conpidence. Buk i Jou rea\\d want

o Male o new Qrie(\d gou must oe con{iéeﬂ'b.
oo\ around uyou ) e \aeop\e who nhove 80\: o
ot of ]Or‘nends are alse conpident - Foc emmp\e,l'

Y

hove an EnS\(sh teacnec from My h‘\gh SCNO0\

ahe 1s suce  aweut his own akilities O opinions

He iy net Q&ra'\d of eﬁpress'\(\& his 1deas and thoqghts.
For tnot  ceoson: ke has ®o‘t rea\ gr'\e(\c\sn

Aj;’rer be\.f\é: an_g};o\e(\t ) OO you should
benave and speal sincerely 9ot should  express
ﬁour owin ideas en-ﬂre\d anad desimeive\ﬁ,%ecaus&
I‘Y Jou dent  benave 5‘mcere\3 jas soocn as Yhat
Pe(scn understand tne situoction ; nelishe ey AGT
WoAT Yo be youl 1ﬁr'\enc\ .Be\rl? 1or:ends needs
cocmnmon ?o\r\k,g wihen {jou Qo0 etpress dO‘Jr
own deos  clearly helfshe  moy mnisundecstand
Yom and o@oln he [she may aok wank o e
60\\(‘ gr‘\e(\d. The(‘ef‘;ore, Lne xnicd and  also
very LN Pocrtant 3+o§e Nsoto cenNgy dourse\g
cocrectily and  ock as Oou &ee\,
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APPENDIX N25

OTTOMAN BMRIRE ena TURKISH REPURLIC

Ottoman is a big and $trong Empre,./lclmlsﬂ*a’vbv
88%(-8m OHomon Empwe_ S mmomhtf‘ when padishaly
who gduern Smpire, dies , 0ne 0 (1S Sorg govern
the @mpwe,. MMJ&W'\lQQIQdLLQO:\')Qn/ acaial e ond bue
S&%{em ,a“ dom c{ePeAJg on slamie low. Turklshh Qegjo(;@
) f‘eape.c&ed contn uorken QHaoren '—GmPN\e - Alviost
QUQ/B\OOC(S Claim -wo cow s stmalos bud Turlqa\g
19 Souer-nec{ o demeceradt e rules, Admm\ﬂ)%:n/» |
E’MQQ}“QO(EO@\O& U@e@/\d lau ad&mﬁq Q& Tl Q@@u%\b‘
3 dq,*'é,&\m ped wita csnsoLu%‘jﬂm thad- ffePQPﬁd. PQO@‘ e.
ClhoSen Oy d%ﬂ%an tn Tush Reoua blie . Oteman Emptre
0nd  Turkiih Qe_(mﬂo(lc i3 @’/ﬁﬁdﬁ MW\& CDLN\*\&-

Oformen Empre. 18 ct%lomnjt QNW: Turtusin ercdoho_
on law 8&8]@1‘0- Craptre owe divided tow 8381@% thco_rdwg
do ugmely eliva groups. In comtrast 4o Emotre \(:L-QAQ’Y\Q/\,/.
Turksdn ol guslem are, unity o) laos ond e,oe)dbOA (2
‘-’Ew\\ajge roe Qquo(/{ V!Sk‘{"ﬂ\m\is o "Cu{{dgn Con&i-é‘l-‘«ﬂm/
Justoe ts provided Jor~ every axigen. jn OHomem law 3&(64?6\/1)
e aont fua o ail e @'\c_eP‘b Meeelb. bt Meoolle
)5 prepoved. f&f\ OﬂU{] Junal Mo ond Uecolle  determing
Nl relection DR8N e A Q‘/u\f\@ Onlike OHomen E’V\P‘\“&/
TW‘Q@%\/\ \%w 593‘3&/«'\ howe, a alvil loww ond. dhud demoasate
)Ou«U %394-9/)’\(’ dedervine relosoan PQJ\SQ/\ oo INHA ?Q/SQ/] end
persen Lot movadle ond amevable Hwqss - Moraver Vrach
Sl (o ol agict o o g Qo
Onpre  nedergive migwst do wuemen: Forthermare Tupbish
E&Pu\o’\;q. pﬁouicle, ‘o women pOUNQQL/\ C\Ig\/\ﬁ«-@vnné{,
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Homon (a Sgslem s very dffereid dromn Tockisle lows
ysrem. J : W .

eduom’hon S&FJcem IS it %Q)G/L‘b Tuwlasih %p.ﬂﬂ(c QHG‘/\O/\
;mpF“e eduaaten Eﬁtﬁ\eﬂw 1S depen% on (Slomic, ~ules.
MOA:"QSS«&%S,(O%\ sehdly ol 8ﬂqaeceum o P‘J‘-HQ,LL(,Q;-
Ploce ,\FOP edicodicn ond derm T Mabhwnud, militeny -
nd techantcad wlhods ore epeed. [hiike. Otemon B e,
Turlachh educodion Sdgkefm e lale. All Solosls 13 depen
onN MN\%S{"“‘j % EAUCQR‘(‘CZ) gd—uCQ:&{m & Con MFQ%/
demoaredve and. Tat. Moreower OHancn Empire. use
ﬂ\rub{\e, algﬂ,«&b&* b¢+ Twbish  educestion 3&3*\-2441
Qeecepk loten alphabet- Deport from ehoolt ond
olphabed - Ottomen Bwpre use  Offeven lrgege bk
Turki st Qe,bujohe USe TLPL’L—:??L\ (Cl/}ghg@~@il@sﬁor\
o Cnpre gt ¥ reserble Virkasn Lo Syétemn-

Jocial l}%@ Qg two capndey complidel dﬁﬁ@@x‘\‘
coaln oter. Qligen o Oftemen Binpire. clotfes are
Ut ceX“\é: [lhese. e_,(o.HAQS ore Sbom\oc-(& o % d)f—g;e._)\yci\ 3@@&1
(,\}Fo up . ln condroste @/vxp“r\e‘ %WA( CH-'%.?&@ 10O
Tt s\ Eel?ub(fo “eoy con 3‘@\/\.{35\0;& @\QBSV(,Q\).@“HONQA
@N\PMQ use. calender o) He HQ,S\(\O, bt
Tordsln \Ze?\»bve, U3 colerdor _ Mo C el ‘MQ\Q
e Telkepnd corner taka 2:.[&@@. in Oferen. ENPIE
dond lave port in Tobigh scarak ka-Q. Mg-i—f,w\g o
coesal \r/@. N Odtenen %v\{;\/\e- reserdole Tl

re,()ub l{'e‘
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Oltoman Fwpree i anm‘rel‘,% Qb]—f@@o\\. e Torbaia Repble-
Adrustrodian, Czw Spten, Sosl ivie ond edsioaon *fSferm
Ofoman EnpdNe Js deperdts on - ISlonie lawloud
Caedsln ’Qegu\ohe_ adﬁ,qgmwl \Oew f;c-j‘gé-w( seoyad

(}\-'(\CU\/\_ Oﬁiﬂefv\ry\ %/\N@N\F/.
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APPENDIX N26

\
e ke o OTTOMAN BMTIE e TURKISH REPURLIC
Ottoman 13 a b\g ond 8*?003 @mr@,/&dmzsﬁ-m}bv
Sagf'rem QF Ottomon Bmpire. 15 monoschy g-When padishal,
who gowern Cmprre, dies |, one of (11s Sons gouern
the- Empire. Adrysieaticn, @dueatisd Joc0ial (e ond e
Saakm sall e depent en 8lamie jow. Tulklsh QEP.MJ@
S respected condinuatien Q% QOtHoren P’b\mps\re, - Almost-
QUQ@\OOQ{S Claim —wo cow 1S atmilos Hut Turk]ﬁe_
13 Sgugg\nec( cortin d@mcm\(:b\—ig ~les, AdfmSMm
educakian, Sooial e o law sysiom Teets A Qe@u\/o\b-
'S dﬁl{”t&\m VN VETE < PN ngg}-m\-w]ﬁm had fre?oreci PEOgﬁQ
ClhoSen bu b %en Xal Tw“(/(%l’\ee,\?‘k"(‘%h Ottemnan @mpf re. irm.g
9d_Teekith Bopabhic i Entrrely difforent) cowdoy. "
Yo 3’“”“" one hopic o cmther. (T L dnt flod o fechrique {br

\'r\)rf()clquioﬁ; 'LJQU 5"10(}'(1 w3 o0ne. ,() ‘H’\Géij 3‘-0)»({77&01 ou S%UICJ Wm"e \IL\Q

c};(()enenceb lfmem 0 which @in}s ge there olxp()eceﬁcgg Tou con odd  law sqshkern
)

ocia !

von Baprce. 18 ¢x@{z@en& oo Tudesid Repatilic. ™ e
on \aw gytem. Crapre fowe chivided taw SdS%@m QCCQst‘g
do voni @L(u) ellea groups. In controst o Empre Otleman )
T\LU‘ byl toiw fudlem haue unids = Lc.é.;,u ond evernybo c}_g it
Tw\\(;j%)e, oe _é%uo,l/l Ngk*& ‘ﬂ\@/_uké Jca "CL@ZJ&L\ CO;»S%MDLM y
Justae 1 proviled for eyery ¢ wti}e!\f [ OHomogm law systen,
we cont o ail ted exceps Meeelh. bk Mol
1S p“ﬁ/{j)o\rﬁ_d, | fg;l\ Onbd &ma\ (\{()A&\f’—l and ,,LLQQQ,“@ CJe\}‘gQ/\méz\g
Nl (‘9){0&&4‘;0 PRSSen e A \(—{/\J\;\\Cj. Onlike QHoman F)’V‘P'M//
Tor sl (g systerm ot acivil o ond. dus dencarete
oo %SQM Aedernvine  Peloskton PQJ\SQ/\ oo N PefSen eand
person ol m@uczb\@ ol nmetahle. %wﬁ - Moreaver ,_(_’\Z-CLLQ(A
o (pu,u pﬁouﬁﬁ& (‘bg (- d}o(\ COVRE A mﬂ‘@ﬁsﬂa@\,\
S“PNQ /‘\QWJ\S\N@., N;\g\/d‘ 510 STy NSRS R”;W)\NLOJ\C_, /(:w\b:)h
E{pU\D\'Q Q“QUJ C_ie» 4o wome POUTN QQLA ’\ig\/\éf,’fqml\

Yo shald wede the oHomion  [irdd then ueo sheul d wrile, ‘OMLeLi}becouie
Yeu L,um)e Ottocren PIFSX- (m’)ere 6"701,4’0) be o orclef‘— -
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Clforon ns iplem 18 very dffeet fromn Tockiale Jous
#St,js&&m .

G(h,LQQ«.’i;\OO SC}%&@m iS it %Q)&'JC Tb\s‘&:'/b%‘l/\ QQM)({, O'HO.'M./\
Empn\e, educadion yote 1S dep?n‘c on (Homic, ~ules.
Modagsseml (ocal =ihdll ana gynaecenm ove fortiule-
Place for edicaticn ond derm T Mabvnud, s '\\.%o»ﬂ )
ond tecthntcol shode cre cpered. [hlike OHemon Trpre
Turkich educoskon Yslem s lade. Ml Sobeels 5 depen /
on x\/\mmh\j O# BduGoden | Cducadicn & con MPO’U}‘:}/
demoarsie ard Tafe. Morecwer Ofonon Emprre. use
A(})(b{\& a\P(/\OdoE}l“ bq+ ksl ediucedhon 3854@44,
Qecepl losten Q»\P‘(\Qb@/{‘r De,pai‘i— &:\om ool gnd
HMplrabed | Oftomen Brvpoe wse Offoven \Q.WQ bt
Turkisha erﬂo(sc use webush loguge . Clucastson
af Emp(\e. flextet + reemble Vbasia l%_‘,{'—\:,“%*_ém
ou con tell (iekish schaols » Lo con ’j_clkf;an vockestosd  dhls
show the differerces beheen fedeenschs SN2 foe

ord untvensthies oo exomple alse uou con dell Qi low sushern d

Ve 5u\cjecls wheh oe 40{1&”’ theee |

Sonal l\\bo o) o contey connplidely c;lilr“f‘f%@v&a‘
cooln obter. Gigen =4 Offerien Ednpire _Ci@ﬁgi%
: Uo/me%é.- These, c,loﬂ& ore- Sgww\oc(& 072 Q’.}gt&g‘ .)\C/\A\ SO0 },c:uk
OZPOLLQ_; L can%{‘a’/j*“/'}o @'V\P‘Y\QA TTONON (¢ Cl“(-’l?en :ﬁ,
Turbis\a Qe‘lﬁubua weagT Con X‘Q’MF cory cdSen. QH‘OW'\
Erprie e ealondor o1 e ol bk
Tbﬂkt&@\ \2.(31)\&‘0 Ve, u=se colerdor @ Mo Chend \)4@.\,?
Eron - T@ULQQ/\A coraesr ¢ake 2)(0(2& A\ @{—{wm -@mp%
dontd lave pord in Tuwbish scaal bpe. Ug&{’,mg o)
Soetol \'t/@.. N Odoncan Evipt/\e- reseandole T o\t
reputb lr‘e, .
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) be Admistradion, {@w Sptent, Sowol ie ond eduoodion X(Sfem
< wkelpf Olfomon £npNe. fs depenty on  Islomie lowstosd
.(,MQL\ ’?—e@x\oh@_ a&w:gmw[ \Qew 3303%%1( Raotad
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Je_m , eclucolr(on R 3&"@3
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APPENDIX N27.

EMPIZE ond REPURCIC

In high school | ore. of my history teocher whe Aok that
Turkude s conttaucton of e Ottoman Empire 0l us e
Otroman Empire and  Republic of Turkige 1s atmosgt s\mtlor
except their name. This gpnton Sterted dscussion areng Studenis . -
T climed 4re Oftoron £mpre asas a strong ord g legand .
Apgoxtenedely €80 yeors, e kogand ruled cibigen thatb ae
dyfferent noton and” religton. Mareowr, the Oltomen Empre
wog imporont lor Jelam werld. but Qepublie ol ‘\’,urk&é@
te @ampe%l@ diffeormnt Jrom empie. Eventhough Republicak

lurklde seoms ke contrauodan Q& Hre Ottormon @«wpw&,Tur\aaF
s mote democradte counntey Hhan legend of empre.

Republic at Turkltf- 8 diferent {ram Ottomon Erapre on
demacrestic law ystem- The Oftomon Rmpire fad compliaatedand
vartesS o system. Origva of lavs wos shartob ond faidinen
trab dodt be Muglim. 4here wos d\ferent lows System bacawse

Qaphtutcﬁwﬂb%eren’c drem Islomve -tuled which wes aalled
Shorlas ond laws o foregaaittten i derm of ccnstlua |
msnorch8  There were low courds drat like Eucopecna laus
9‘3\9 ,for* commerctal coge. ,LQSQ\ doceston Luod lor‘m(gh{r o
O cencusian cod! ol Yere. were wnouy o cowtd.
ln contrast to e Ottamen Einpree, Repubte of Turkiye rawe
ok buR order &crel (i Ry O hrase
@E\Oé@ht N ﬁif&iﬁm system: 'Y\ra\iebs Eﬁ Tﬁ% Congiuhran,
Jus'&rce = P?D_‘\iz\ei oo Jveuer&be:\& equoll 4 ?jaccui:; eue_rﬁb:dﬁ
'S he some type gf lous caus. The © oot
po%jcaeébﬁw the Q&%o«moqt(—?mpm ond. Lepublre %ﬁb
'S ol low . We cont tun inke aul low e}CQPE Mecelle

wn law ystem Q) o Oftarmon fmare law S\RS&QN\ puls
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Mecdlle wwos prefored fo- arly Suant Horafl ond defermined

relodion persen vath Hang. [inlike Qlomen Bmpre , Tuckssh (ot
91\3*% hove demacratic awl \aw and this atull law ckdermine
relofian gerson Wit perzon cod persen Lovth things "o unmouakle
4\/\0'8& Maresver, Turkish cral law prouds equa(ljrg ,fe.ra(l d‘Hﬂe/)
lke men o wemen | Muslhn o other peopl ane belerve otrer
rdrg\ms CTurksh avil law erodrante SU ferertsaian religioaend
creed. (N oddidian a1y, Ale Ottermon Erpice's low aaﬁem don' &
Swe cay nght 4o uomen bok Gaordng o Torkesth \aw Sydte
wsoen howve egual fight 4 men. Trtrarmase, Unlike BEmpare,
Torksh women owe pelthal aght (ke selechng end beiy

aecked. Al mall; Tudnge 18 e demoarodte. Csuu‘\h&a Hhon He_

COmpoﬁrB education Sj&{ﬁm of Bropre od Republie we
Con <L erub\ e 0{, Tuu‘kt\\je grues ual rights 4o %
Ol‘\iae(h q:ch:Hﬂ, Ao OHoman 'Gmpme Eg‘,_ aducachon 8&’&

wod compledely dependert. N Ilemte laws. Medresseny,
locn! scheols cnd guanoeceum Nefe portondoy :p\OQe._fbr
cdugahen cnd deren of T, Mohmod Mty end lechiat @l

schools  Liee opered - alike 4. Otleman Brmpive ; Courtersh
eduaxten acplerm © late ond dercaradie. Al scheoks depert
on Mvms‘cer\j Q&. Tduwcaden 39, e)JeJB Sfuden"c,gw\\sm oSy

\rane rtswc &98c m*’-&pe% sckesl. Eduaosian W
an"cem\poma ) femacradic ond \ale. ln oddidion e Oftamen
Tpre vse Ambre alphabet fhat s diffroult 4o cead ond
we(be Bo lots o) people couldnt leorn e o and usite .
In condrast to e Empire. | Turish €ducotion system oazepts
o alpraket Leorarg readig end writing ot latn alphoket
IS Moce. easy and lofs % people [eosme Ceades -ond
becove caciand apoud sdugdhon Oaﬂ_ Here C_Q,./\N\&; rP‘J&AHE‘A(
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Republie of Turkish aue um\Jers‘\Jr\d Yrak s tep o eduashon
Lr@e lbut M’@wprre Las deprived ety DV%{»@‘@/\JG gfr%
these, centenk of- educaten vs U foet each other. T
DHoren Empire 5%%@& ONCB \(\y&c{j o& \slgm wartd
but Republie Q% Turarye ghe impatece albaut hatery 9
ol sl ond. buslt Asscessdsn = Tirkisin Histony. treeas
Ho OHonn ude ©ttoran \cyﬁuoga alcr\oerwv\r@a&ﬁm(@f\%a
terdond Turktye we Tudashy leaguege and haut  Aftaoralsn
Of Turdhdn Loaguope [ breefl ualive. Bmpoe, | ¥epublre of

'Curkude XY &@x\d Ql( qulfﬂm edmﬁmm&qsw wo o
Yok ioene.

T\'{Ub ‘ountry difer from sach ofter aspect of demeassdie
pom’r& -Q{VSOOJO\ \If-e.- f(\!’HZ.\u\Q, in Yo OHoron Emptr«: clothel wee
wrioud and  these oy CLQ‘H’\QA wese 8t\mbb{ s Q&*Qh{.&@'@ﬂt‘
scaal groups. Apperenice of (ferent chtes wiod ereate Yeguoll
cerrorg peopl | conteodt to de. Bmpie | aibgen v Tickiyge
Weor comfemparery clotes. Q%bsdﬁ haws Mgt mocleD@
dressmg- In Hus porart equalily anvong pecple 13 nehed.
C[@HNB o Turage. 13 noden. Qewb\te % T egrablisheld
madesn  demonsade Soate) suskm dnonkis o Mg Loval
Nedade. for esomple, e uase ot for showtag 1T 1= Atigen
CDG&%Nlﬁ'&OU@TP& othar demoorodte deuelop(mk \8 dbrat
felke 'ond zavR deke ploge A Ottormon Brrpre's soctal
(Me ot deke aport n Turk He.MQM Tukiye cosepts
measwe e mee ond  Grem insteasl ol Okon o drahno,
e Ofteron Brpre. 3o drmmuded vnien o veasure unit
I ockdidion , Oftramon Dvpre, wad wevg Galendo o) Ye Hegiro
out Repudte o Tuuye- use aaloder 8 Cliedion era 30,

(fferces bt relddion \ssk Impartexe ond quall
Ois fpcomdg/c!. DIJ/}@\\\‘C 8¢wv\<ﬁue./ OHoren Ervpres thggn
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e nlenore, \n erderto prevent confusian, trod express class
uol (tgreqso'/ ch(,pem@e m% clost aMong peecple o anwj
Ve ofterbond| Lepublte A} Twrkige Slve dnts prolblery,
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APPENDIX N28

CINEMA AND THEATRE

Art+ is one cf the things dhat hay an incidpensable  picice
N\ pecPle‘s “{lC’l-Bo-fh sccial and cultural /'H' embellishes the
wman e and Creates suitable cppcr-hm.‘ﬁes for people  teo shao
e emotions or their dthoughts that codldn't e woid befere .monj
~vate  emotlonNd ,.mcm\j hidden +hougnhts s out off dkelr sccret
Slaces bd warp of art Of courxe thdre are many ways of u\s;,.ﬁ
o+ lLke cinema and +heatre | Todc: rr\qr;d people Pre-(ler Qo?n A
he dnema for the weekendd qc-f—.‘uH-Cj and alse }nﬁ 4o ¥hegtre
3.‘\16:, them another ‘OPPC".'F"‘”W\‘J 40 “make use ‘

The works of clnema ~flUms— are  produced  with the Camzras
which  earols +he vislons on a Lilm in e guickest way.Camerg
i1s not e onl eqq\pme-’ﬁ— ased  for clhema of course . Tnere are mon
others [ike pr%—ec—h‘om raching | ampt fcator | Hlluminortion +ools etc T
isions +that are enfoled 0 d‘.‘@-(’ererﬁ— places and on cl.‘.('.feren-f +imes
b:) d;_g_gererﬂ- pe‘c:ple arrive  cur TYS [ white carfain b ué’in’ tiese.
various equipments anal we denlt ecen see Hem n £ins , Whlle manyg
tools are wsed in cinema  4heatre coan it need +hexe vac!ous ecuipmants
espedalld Co,-ngras.gec.outt:c’?. treatre plagys are pe.—f’o.—n—\eej by +he. Perlgor‘
mers  in front of e audlence Pecpie Cwatch e dla whthoud o
sereen befween  the Stag ana  +Hrem=eleed, ln centrast Yo Clnemo
Which has o chance 10 arrenge dhe faults befere +he audience
See tre. {itm |, dnecctre adecesn't have o chance ke +his TThe. audiene.
See.  wwhatever happens at +he S‘fcifF and +the pfir\éor‘"mcrs hace 4o
do  4heir best cat e omﬁe : :

Acctner difference  between cnema and +heatre is piayers.
We catt +he Pla-» €rs @{L cinema s actor anal ACHTESS | (e ca:\; e q
lo+ of ?iadcrs iy a filn except +re top actor er actress Bt in o
Fheatre play +he oumbes of- e performers s limited gad in ontrast
Yo cdnemqg Twe can 't o see so man; people cr PiC\\LJQ-"S‘-A-’)d. even

fhere. are some  dreatre plays hat are performedl ij only cne per.

1ch-mer. while wa+ch(‘r13 a  cinema M is tece iuc'v_x"d for us 4o see
we (i) observe Sonre ant o
Mals | vl vehicies Joatldings et The, reasen is thot 4k Liten

pecple walkin arcund  ©n a stree+ or
is
faken tn mManN sarious pPlaces>

A N whereas +he thectre plaj ‘s
O,")[\Lj P(-’_'.’-(Zcme_d Q Q \S'fctﬂe .

¢
\,
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One of +re advantages cf cinema plagers s +hatt they den't
we to memorize all gf,-l—he. scoipt  word oy woral or 'H\cd don't hawc
 reqd + In a day or in two-hours  Hecause trere s alldods o
rson  whoe reads  the scolpt for dkem  olaring dte taking of {ilm
ndl +ok\-‘n3 cf fLilms can djoke many days But Hthere Yisnt anpne
ho reads +4he scolpt Lor the theatre performers . So -ngd hoioe 46
nemori2€ i+ wholly - Also t+rexy don!t have a chance to rest cluarin
cir performanced except oné or two lntecuvals.in contrast, cinema
lagers can take A rest whenever g want | becowse trere. tsntt
| crowd" wg-!—ch‘-nﬁ +rem Qluﬂr{j +re +0|d03 of Pl

The. works e clnema and —reotre  wohich we watch admiria lj
are.  prepaced affe~ Pq&.mﬁ momd Q!\Q_(Jeren-}- u:ods hed are. +re_
oo c_kanaed qug of art to reach e «’[)eOpkl Althowgh 'I'hed are
tre_ part of +re wos same -H'unﬁ ,.-}h@d e from each other in
MOH’):) \,\}Cltjb anal reach ‘o +~¢ hearts of peopie  {Lrom d}{?@eren-}'

vcatjs .
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CINEMA  AND  THEATRE
Art 15 on& cf the 4+hinas -that has> an indispensable  picice
. pecple's e . Beth sccial and caltural i+ embetllishes the
ion e and creates suitable  cppertunities for pecple  +eo show
efm emotions OF jheir thoughts thot couldn'd be oiid bc’:‘{)o:‘c‘ Many
vate  emotions § NNy hidden thougnts go out of 4keir secret
laces bd way -ef art [ Of courxe therte are Many  ways off (_(5:1‘,3
+ like cinema and theatre .Toc:lo;d rr\ar)cj pecple Pre-Fe." o N to
he dnema for the weekendd actiuity and albo }nﬁ -I-ogr
Wwes them anocther .oppor-hm}'fd 40 make use )

heat(C

e irdeduckion is geed. Bt T o't scm o thesis shdevent . Ogkod e gou Cormperiag
- C,m-‘srm"hr:j'l Pee P le\\i':j +Hhe <:\‘¥,_pz/~a\c£5 or siamlaibes  Lebween fheabe and ciapmne?
e is ot o Yhaots sdakement j .
~— The works o{l cinema -.e“lms._ are Produc@d whth +he Camzras
ohich  enrols 4he vistons> on a Lilm 'n the c‘qfc,lfb*f way . Camera

s not the. only equipment ased for cloema of course.Trzre are mo
vthers ke Prcg—ec;—h‘or) maching ,otmpi‘qan‘cc:dor‘i Hlumtnation +4ools ete "o,
sisioNs thot are enroleal in diffferent places and on  different +Himes
bj Q'H%eereﬁ-\' people acrive our TVS [ wnite cartaln by wsing +ese
sartous  equipments and  we donlt ecen see them {n {Z-‘Qns,w He mang
bools are asead 0 cinema  +heatre ceesn't need 4hese various ecui‘pmff\}{s
e:speda“\j Cc.mgras.gec_au&—; treatre plays are performea by 4he perfor-
mers  {n front of the CNQ"-\@”CC-?@CP(& watch 4 play  witheud a
screen  between The Stage  aAna dhemselved |n contrast o cinema
Which has o chance 6 arrenge the {aults before +he audience
see 4he. fitm ,dhectre cdlecesn't have o chance ke +his TThe. audiene
See. whatever happens at +he s-tmac and +the performers hace +o
d‘c A,L:Zkﬁr&bes—i— q:— $o+;«ﬁe¥ ‘ . el 4 \ .

~ sl dav. poraare 1an aoie seAlonce U condrolling de . N , ]
:,,_,AJ;,\&_‘&O_, }\Ci&-\i «(;Fi!& ‘e ey c:tjtw f.—:-v\(mJ.-sO::(' cc;r\msz\ 'ng Li;Ag:n(iL.\ﬁwiAu;AF‘fM:\:k‘g -L/’"

Arcire— difference  between cinema and
we call the plagers @\0, cingma  ad acter ana  etiress (e an” e o
lot of ?iqdcf‘:s N a film except +re top acior or actHrezs Bt in o
theatce play +he numbes of the performers s Jimited and in contrast
Yo dnemg “we wan 't see so maﬂ; people e plagers Al even
there are some  dheatre p(uds +ha

+heatre i3 players.

are pe_r-f-ormed b\? cnld cne pefl.

Ca . S . L . .
_Fcrrhe_r-.\/\_)hl\l& wcﬁch(nﬁ Q cinema | 4 is tceo duciilc for us 4o see

peceple woexlkdn around ©N a street or we AN observe SOME ant _
\ - Lt . . - . — R )
MALS | vi VENICIES -’°~“l°"”8> e, The, reason s 4hat 4re £l s
. N N { PR i . - -
{aken in .’Y\Oﬁ( G v outS P\OK’_@ S whereas +he thectre P(CL\j &s
ol P(’f_‘f'f}‘c-’me.d at a S'fﬂﬂﬁ . ¢
. ( Vo N i . !
N 2nd C\A_\(L\*«frv%’c‘&‘ 'Onfijf {0‘1\ , whise 1S on i."\:)‘\tcx“. (30\/\\- - You olrded Yo fuf‘*\‘)"‘(’/\

cribvg el e plygr of el end Shadee bk in W madll of b mregeh

: ' N
:)3_, C\r\“/\%(c\_ (A ‘SJSDj"Q'C"\' and 5%—@»3}{3 do GKFEO:/\ vlooe"f \U\I‘E_\QBKA ';QP‘C ( +ha (Dl"“'u °+

cinoma iad  Hhead) T Yoo shedld deal with only et patnt i o peragrefn.
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J:o »\o.\b‘v-" NF\‘k a bpi&. S-CJ\).—(/\LQ ;a/‘ Q\t(/:) Pc\f‘ojr‘ct&‘h .

"ﬂ"TLmisn'-ka -}:o(ﬂc, _{,u\‘md;. Q:r Yhis fcﬂ@rafh. f’\&:)a.f 'L{\"ﬁﬁ aL—_.u*} < J.gf/m&af J,w’mb_

One of +rc advantages of cinema plagers Ly Fhat ’rhed dentt
ve +o memocize all of the scapt werd By woral of ‘Hv?.d don't hawa

reqd i+ in & day or in teo-hodrs Pecanse drere 1S alwar s
oo who reads  1he  Scoipd —for' ke Olqr‘}na ke daking- o—(- '()ll(t'\/'\.

L taking cf Llxns can take FY\,C,U’\«S das” But dthere Tien cu‘d::ne
e 7 U . .
ho ceads 4he scolpt fLor e theatre performers So -Had haioe 4o
emorize W'\C’“d Alse ey doo i have  a_ chance Yo rest olyin

W)Jr oné  or two intecuals  In centrast, cinema
laders can take a rest  whenever they want | becou. trece. sn'd
" Crowd \_uu-i—c'h‘.na +hem dur%r\d o Hakin of ‘P“m‘
B i Yk ho(2rd de h)

3 abouk The senYows in Yhis permgep r M
] 4—&[«,) a \ LA-\-L—L A CAE, Nis qEQ\A— Coort CN‘Q\Q\L{)}\* i each o\'Lﬂf becave orc. sealenca RS
OQ :j %ft\ F \jf ~sbout P\aaﬁ’j/ the obbher s absut resha ond ke olher
>iaaefs- \'\s olhavt Fhe Hime og- +““‘“‘:S . Q\MA&\, hawe ds dod wivlh

The. works el clnema and -treotre whicn  we watch Qolm.‘m‘nﬁlj
ire. prepaced affe PC(&:.‘nS moany cdifferent ways ,KThed are. 4re_
oo (_ir\(lﬂa({d WCLJS of at to reach +re people . Althowgh ‘fhed are
e part of tre wae same —H—\?nj' F“ﬁ,‘:j ciffer from each other _in

oy wads anal reach te fie. hearts of people from diffecent
J J
AOCALE S

¢
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aad She miner  dedails absut 1%
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APPENDIX N30 t61
CINEMA  AND THEATRE

Art s one of fnhe +hings +hat has an indispensabie place
P?-Ople‘s h‘{)e BPeoih soclal and CLtHuro‘l,H embeilishes +4he
Aman life and creates sutable oppcriunities for people +o
wus thelr emotions or dhelr dnoughts tha+ coulda 4 be xaid
‘_@ore .monj pr:‘ua-t(i emotions I MAny hidden thouahts o OL‘H—OP

e oecret places by wad c.p art . But we can't MHhing art
oy ohl one uvlew. Therd are man Uirews 4o reach the art.
,  tllustrade  we can talk about ¢inéma and theatre . Today ,
FataYe Peo{:)l(f PFQFL’I’ co:r\ +0 e (;}nc’.-ng ,f'o.’ the wocekerd (;(C,fi-,\)t‘+b
o also cin to a HFheatre plag wes them another OPPOF‘him“f:j
make Joe of . Allhough +hej are both the most eﬂ—'ec-‘h‘ue
anches ol art, "Hwe\j diffes {rom each other from mar\d
ZLOS  SUCkh as the ecl\,dp--nc—:n-l— useal |, the performance of +he pia.
s the preparation aand the places wsed .

The most aotrikin difference wetween the cinema and
~eatre s probably the equipment  seol for —I—akn‘nﬁ of {ilms
A J@or’ per(orm.‘nﬁ a theatre play.The corks o{L cinemaq ,p,‘[mg,_
@ P(C‘vdu\céd with dhe cameras which  enrcils +he  uistons ©on A
vy v e quicEedT  way  (amera is not the onl equipment used
w— cinema  of coursC.There are many others ik projection mac.
N ’Q(\(\P\:-‘?fcq—to(— JAMumination  tools ete , The visions that are
yrolled b:) cameras arrive our TUYsS or whi+¢ cartain b ;,\5?:’18
€s€  various  equipment  esp. cameras and we don't even see
R _()-.‘lms.\/k)h-‘\e.. l’\\cx(\:) dtools are wsed N CCHEMOI-H\EQ“H‘Q
sesnt+ need dhese  various equipnwent. Because dhectre piays
e Per{?ormed by +the p@r'{”ormerb e fron+ of the auckence People
ot the  play” without a screen between the stage and them -
tues . Because Ay ceason  dheatre performens  dontt howe o
once Yo orrect thelr mistakes pefore 1he audience realize Hhen
. comtrast ; thanks te the various equipment  wsed tn cl‘ne,ﬂo(l
e cnemo plagers have @ chonce to do Hhis, Another fmno ot
{ fecrence  [rom the point of equipment s e effccts. Thanks 4o
e Computers cnal  seme  ether Machines  4re £l marers can
cduce  ‘acreallble  sounds  in Ahis wt%t)‘ ,TheEe views 'n dhe. £ilms
e made wore attractive anad +he  addience  can feel 4hemnsPlaes
side of e film ‘CO"”‘PC“;"‘@ e the claema ia theadtre  less effad

useal  bethh becawse of  dhe e chonee of be}n\j able 4o use

Py

Whines  ond o Wee performance.,
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The performonce_ of +he cinema players and of the theatre
formers differ from each other fco. we call the pladers o{’—
Aemao OS5 actors anal actréesses wuhereas we con't rve T swCh
ames +fo theoatre pe(_formers AR piais poiﬂ'f L n éﬁd +~at it
. horder for dreodre performers Yo dake place in @ theotie

ay cind Per-forn”\ M TThelr Per{ormonces have +o be so that
e mMmustn '+ make ang mistakes i .(lron-f of the audience Recause
e don't have @ chance 4o coffect M. Bt in cinema | M isn so

atd for the actors lactresses . Becauxe 4ne film @n bz taken
sy 4tmes  when thelr performances  aren't so . Also, theatre
gr{lor'me:‘s Mmust be so apable that +hed have +o make 4he.
ualience.  feel +the plaj oy oy of their 8esiuares aml mimics.,
hey have Teo lo“*j\’\ lodelly o shout or lry ot that minwde,
G dsaty ne.‘;.essor:j for the actors [adheesses. (L dhelr volee
. 4oo low *to lau&h or shout , 4 can be incréased o (f e
ove.  to Lr:') i can be made ar‘+§{2:cl‘al\d belore the +O'l\’—“f\3~0-f—
e il

The preparation for a film or for a theatre PIY s 4he
>sther  probable difference we can Hhink about . There are cer.
a:mlj many 'H'\'\f\as that +he \0(—*0(5 [ actresses
erformers” have” ¥ do durin Hhe
he have +o me—mO“h? SCEiRTS - Albhou h they both have-o
o dhis i+ 1s probabiy harder {o- Memorize -'fhe.dsgrfp'i“ '|Qor—-H"ve
1+rc§— F_)i_r-Fz, r:-‘elS-Bt.(-o‘Luse they have +to re peat  all of +he script
aogren JF‘ e q““ﬂ'f’—ﬂ“i- Without+ any help or without lookin
4 e, Scaipt. in contrasd , HE isa't ot hard for the cinemd
pladers ."Thed don't hove 4o memoriae all

and theatre
preparaiion. For examplie

of +he script as
(are‘\aull' as the theatre Per'eo"'ﬁers/bﬁiauée there s alwags

3 the 4aklng c(-_-Hy_
4 times L 4Rey have
script Bedause. there
crowd vum-lch?r\j +he clu&r*-‘r\g the -icxk?nﬁ cf Hhe Pilen,

Q person reading +the script for dhem  giria
J[)Hm. Anal they tan take +he  Lilm ,fc_,— Mnon

any oY% s wott repeating 4he
nJ problems  with P | fj isn'“4 ¢

Ancther uview That clnema

anal theadre differ from eacn of-
he(‘ ‘l‘S dhe P[ac("ﬁ, wse | THC

' theatre PlQ(_C thoi+ we caldl as
it ir=h ) (OrMDOE o g 2 . - '
il Theatre B nﬁ S > ~£ ot enl 3 puf"i’ﬁ : Q&1d3+Ofoutm,

auditoriam (s for +ne
audience ,we an See dhe Iimidedl Fllace Useze| bd +hhe P(_:;_{Qor__
Mers more  Sastily . They decorate the sta according o their
Plagqs aond use coulisse -For Cchan .‘mﬁ 4
PO" mak Qns up . Ne+ 4

s-fo)e_ and  coullsse . lfz we think dhat

Casfumes and

is COr‘hpl€+etJ- d”..Mere.Tt— for the cinema,
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4 s oo luck\ij {or us To e c’\‘a-egereﬁ‘r

wle watohin o .efln’] ,
we an observe SO

on Q\tg{leren-k streets of
etc. The reason 15 Thot the {0
‘' (ontrast to theatre . And e

OP‘& woaltkrn
tnals | vemicles , louildin
Len it manyg  Yarious places
chomaab\e accorall ng o the topic o@ ez LM,

can ke a jungle, a circds ,a moudndain or the eacik.
35 a -Q\‘\m

we can e

e place ’
e example ) 4ne —@Hr‘\’\ nameca “"Bcok o.\’l +he Jungie
ik all ol 4he ocenes are the  part of +he junalc ,4S topic
“{za o\C a chlld ot has been brougnt up ba ine animals

all 4he events +ake pla@ A the junaie,.&)oa

e
ihe J\,\ma i ,SC

| Shoril sCL i

s} \‘j J ‘

+\at Euc?."j'\,\)h@fﬁ That the haman and a camerg
0
be o place {or a film.

2! SC can

Cinema  and Aheadre are the 1wWwo leonﬂed wags o réach
ne.  people . AHhough 4hey are dhe branches of +he “some -H-u‘nﬁ
art — theq  oiffer Lrom Teach other in man vQCL'K‘\js‘Tha equip—
ents P\qders‘ Pe-"-eo-” Mmance s ;.Prcpc\rcﬁfom and +he places are
m:) the  some of the  offerent points T could write akoui .
e ace PrePare,d woitn dt{@.@cren-i— cquipments bJ d\t—-{»»(ler‘en'}*
>(\_ka\i~(1‘-€cl. performers afder different preparations in o&?{i{'—ﬁr@ﬂ'

places ancd reach our  heac-+s from Qifferent WOYS
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“THE DRUG TRAP-

What comes 4o your mind whea it is said ' bad habits? ol
course +he +hings which take dhe people under its Q,H-‘QQ“',MG\LQ +heic li&Q
very distastegul. ond drog their relatives 4o 4he same negcrﬁvenesses with
them. These are cigorette exd aleohol. People (especially young peopl@)
get 4hese bod habits ot some ports of their lige by eagerly by the woy
Qf desire 1o use these things they know little about them by insistences
Q) +heir friends or only loy force. \When people first be gin o 4dke them,
they go o do use these bad hings wihether they are aware of that
these things appro)qufe 1o the dealh step by step of not. Clgc\re'H‘e
and dleohol are only the +wo examples of these bad habits . What dbogt
e drugs? 4 4hink the usage of drug i Much more donperous then the
Usage of alwhol ond dgarette. Because he drug usage exploits the
people (Parﬁcularlj the youg ones) slowly ond galls them into the,
cluthes of the death. step by step. Sometimes, we read from newspapers
od watth i Tvs with fear ond bewilderment. Some people are found
near the wall ; some are found in the streets ad euen some are gound dt
+heir hormes as still as a corpse with Yhe drugs ond the tools to vie them.
Insteacl of hkirg these eleaths as d warning . the studies show thert
fhe number of people who died from dhe drug usage is ihcreosing&ﬁl
& day. To illuyirate s while this number is 1O people in the year of (3]0,
it has increased 3% people HIl 13%% ond nowr, in the yeor of 2007, the
number has teen lept ower 4o 103 people. But why? What are the
recsons thot wmcke people (ESPQC‘IGH\’ —l-e.eno\?ers) use +his poison? |5 H
only curiosiy (incurability « desire? or |s i1 all of +hem? In gact,
the pBychological conditiens that yowng people are in od numersous
outstnding envirennenial facters  push yowng people do Hnis bad
drap that 1s o soy to the drug trop.

Curiosity is one ag the obvious reasons thot influences young
people. Ao use drups N 4his complcoted ond ir\compreher\sible mental
condition . Because | frequently young people begin {0 use clruas owing
do dhe J;ee\'mg of auriosity. The only thought they hawve ts Y There is



165

no'\hing'io wory about, T wiill only use once ad then T il gi\le UP-H'-H
Howiever, 4he woung person is not owoire af +hat +hese exPerimen+.s

willl gorce him/her 1o a path 4hat does not have an exit. lg the curiosity
Hhat +he young {eels against drups combines with desire and ignoronce,
B} is not very digficult por him[her to join such o bad enviroament el
to all into such a Hecrible trap. Because he goung knows nothing
abaut 4he danger helshe is in. The yaung does not hawe aon ided what
will happen agter helshe tries once: The only thought dhot hefshe has

15 10 supply his [her curiosity ond desire. The Jyoung dhinks about his [her
curiosity ond desire so nuch that the 4owng comes 4o condifion in
wihith he(she can not understond however bad results i+ will produce.
For example; 0 young person whose griends use drups is in-a curiosity
about what 4he drup (ookg like ; how it tastes; what kind of egpects

it has; wheot kind of delight it @“\uen‘o the users. -. eter HelShe wondlers
abou olll of these questions. At the end | 4he younp person admit +o uge
Arug only one time in order to get rid of his|her cur'losi-k{. Besioles
curiosity i his/her griends ae also egfective in this part. While using

the drug the bomg giues h'lm.sel.( (her.sel{. consolation about that

he [she will only use it once but helshe does nod notice of that he[
she has pallen into a darkness that will [ead end of his[her lige. In
conclusion ; we meet a person whois q vichia of hisJher curiosity  desire
ol ignoronce.- It we went do protect ourselues from such terrgying draps,
we have to s+0\1 ouay from such surmdings where desirable behavivurs
aceur apaingt drug. We must Male yong people conscious about the

donger of 4he olrus wsaee od remoue hetr curiosiby: Thus  we
soue Ahem from dhe pawt of. darkness. '

Another distinguished cause 4hat leads young people tothe
o\mg 4rap is 4he mental condition that yong people whe are in the.
adolescence. are in. Adolescence is a period o4 Hme In whidh some
c\«o\@os accur in 4erms o4 +hink'(ng, enetiondl ondl physical.Yowng
pecple. bepin to bse drug for some causes like  loneness the dligicolly
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Hhat is lived wihile Making o friendship; the entotion of not belng adnitted
by other people; some troubles ljluz lessons, the desire gor quccHnS
attention ad the need for love... etc, So in this period, because
of +hese couses, alt of the adolegents have the risk of using dNS'
Because in such o sensitive period  the younols personality ond wiill
has not developed couple'%e[\‘. In 4his manner, the excuses like the
wedkness In the Ineividualidy and in 4he will bring alboout the N
Yo use drug. As Hhe Uounf' s personality has not deueloPeol get r helshe
conbe deceived easily by the people who hauve some%in&» no @oocl
N mind. For exanple; think dbout o yong person who is IY-14 vears
old. Do you think that it is very digficutt 4o convince him lher? @ 4hink
it 1s nof. In condrast Ao 4his, it 1s very easy. In other uods;, it is very
easy to fall a 4o who is 1y~ 15 yeoars nto the drug Jrrap. In addition
4o these ( in this pariod, the yong feels him selg [ hersely very lonely
ondl desperoide. Again in thig period, the yong meet wiith so many
problems 4hot he[she geels dasif helshe could nat be able to sclwe
his [her problems. The young thinks -bBs i the whole world were apainst
do him/her. The yang looks for some answer to his {her problems
nd when he(she believes 4haot he[she will not be ableto £ind a
solution , he [she heads “owards Arugs . For instance, lets think abourt
a young person wiho s bored  with his [her {roubles . [s not pledsont-
wiith the C\'\O'\\?Qs Fhat hO.PPQn in his [her Ph»lsicdl ond wmentdl
condition  has o bad relationship with other peogle. g +his young
has griends who use drugs ; they imnediately povy attention 4o this
yohg and say to him [ her 1 Leok,; enly try once , 11 will take away
all of your roubles. .. " By this way, +¥xe:3 con agfect the youre
persen ond con fum jate this Yo into o persoa who s addicted
Ao drug. And in condusion | once more ot yong person who has losh
his Jlher dreams. To preveat 4his ; he [she must be taught the way how
heshe, will behawe wihen helshe {aces 1o tace with o problem like
this.
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The negorfive efgects of envirenment are the most superior
pretexts dhat compel 4he yong people 1o use drug. In contrast 4o
what people think , the first comtoct with the drug happens net
by weans of the seller wiho is unknown but by means of griendship.
The young people are affected from their pamilies; schools ond with
Hme grom theic friends. Not enduring the insistences o hislher
friends ond 4he desire for entering inte the proup are the reasons
Trort have younp people use drug. The people, who waonts to pall 4he
innocent people into dheir frap look doun on these people ond rn
dowin 4hem by saying U do not be dose with hilher. Recause he [she
is iy [her motherls cl.qrh‘ng ..-Y"etc. The aim is 4o make them dependent
on dm&s.l; the fear of teing LOne\:j ond being diggerent grom other
Members of +he group that dhe Yong liue combliney with the motive of
proving himselp [ herselg, it becomes inevitable for thott YONP perion
1o talke a step {o the drug trop. tor instonce, ig press is carried
out 4o the young person Oy his [ her griends who vse olrug ool i
Hhey dontd telke him fher sedoucly in oJrhe; words, ig they poy no
mind 40 him/her , the gong people, normctllj, wiill admit o uae c\rug
so as 4o not being olone. By this way +thatls 4he pressure onol +he
fnsistences that ore made 40 tun the yong info m addicted c{rug
user, the people who hawve bad —H—\oughh about \Oomg ?eoplQ ,o&{;(ed
Millions of them ond they wanage to fall Hheye people inte +heic™
terrible trap . TO prevent these ( he vpnp people have to protect thei™
rghts ond give the onswer Y MO wihen s necessoiry.

As o conclusion , there are many ouﬂ‘tmd'mg reoisons +hart
posh people Lasg:edolld the HoR mes\ Todrug usage. Curiosity) incurability,
loneness; adolescence. - - - ond e ost inportont one L ERiEmS ...
Todoy (willions of yong people 4all inte the traps thet hove been
prepered for Ahem ond darken their liges- Qur duty is to warn od
A ‘m{_orm these YR people agdins-\- the anger_s o4 +the drug usage-

Wle must not let this polsen destroy our dreams. And we must not
forget that using drug b?s'ms with desire ond delipht but end with loss...|ll

RN
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~THE DRUG TRAP-

What comes 4o your mind when # is said ' bad hobits? Og
course the things which dake 4he people under its effect make their lige
very distastegul . ond drag their relatives 4o the same ne gortivenesses with
them. These are cigorette end  alcohol --People (especially young pecple)
get 4hese boid habils ot some ports of their lige by eggerly, by the woy
Q} desire 1o use these +h'|ngs they bnow little aboudt them by insistences
g +their friends or only boy force.-\When people first begin o take them,
they go o "o use dhese bad hings whether they are awarz af that
these things cpproximqfe\ to the death step by step or not - Cigarette
and alcohel are only the two exanples of these bod habits . What abegt
the drugs? T-Hhnink the usage of drug is Much nore donperous then the
Wage of dlwhol end dgarette. Because the drug usage exploits the
people (pcrﬁculortj the you ones) slowly ond falls them into the,
cluthes of the death. step by step. Sametimes, we read from newspapers
ond watth ol Tvs with fear ond bewilderment. Some people are found
near +he wall ; some are found in the streets o euen some ore gound ot
their homes as still as a corpse with the drugs ond the fools o vie them,
instead of 'Ioking these oleaths as d waming . the studies show that
the number of people who died fromn the drue usage is ihcrecsingebl
by olay. o illustrate while this number is 10 people in the \eor of 3]0
it has increased 3% people HIl 138X ond nowt, in +he yeor of 20012, the
number has teen lept over 4o 103 people. But why? Wwhai are the
reasons theudt role people (especially teena Sers) use 4his poison? s i
only curiosily (incurability « desire? or s it all of +hem? |n gact,
the psqcho(og‘lcdl conditions that yong people are in ond pumersus
outstonding envirennenial facters push \JO\,ng peopla 1o -l+us qu

drap.that s 4o soy ¢t the dryg trap ST St SR
iy et to .,'e:'«:;""?rc*‘{"f't. i<, (j,i‘ L «»‘T b Tl R “’7"“7’**!7*-” =
a s oy h X okicy it oo / G e hewd ey H porls
Y ,";:‘}'\ :’;»!‘_",;. "‘f:- [ ,\ (\r 1 .{ '.»L"‘ PO R I 2l Tyt ::.""':;..h'.) ?.x._,
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Curiosity 1s one of the obvious reasons that ingluences Noung
people. Ao use drups in this complicoted od  incomprehensible mertal
condition. Because « frequently; young people begin to use dugs owing
todhe fpeeling of curiosity. The only thoupht they hawe is *There is
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Ahat is tived while uaklng a {riendship, the enustion of not beln'g adnifted
by other people; some troubles like lessons, the desire gor Ot'HchHng
attention ad +he need for love... etc, So in this period, because
of these causes, all of the adolesents have the risk of using drug.
Because,in such o sensitive period ; the youngls personality ond wiill
has not developed conpledely. In dhis Manner, the excuses like the
wedkness In the Inelividualiby and in 4he willc'(é\rihg albout the ISO’DS

4o use drug. AS +he Uoung's personality has not developed yet helshe
conbe deceived easily by+he people who have something no Sooel
In mind. For example; thint obout o younpe person who is I4-15 years
old. Bo ou think that it isver3 diggicult o conuinee him (her? @ 4hink
i+ 1s not. In contrast 4o 4his, i 1s very eaisy. ln other words, itis very
easy fo 4all a yone Wh(:\s s 14~ 15 years into the drug +rap. in addition
do Hhese  in this tod [ the eels himielg | hersely very lonel
onol d.QSP\rZ:%Q‘keCT Abggﬁw ia a\dsdg::oi;ﬂhe Uun?uee-&- wiith ;3 uon\)Y
problems thot he[she geels asif helshe could nat be able to solve
his [her Problems. The youne thinks -Bs ig the whole world were ugains’r
do Wim/her. The yang loeks for some answer to his lher problems
a when he(she believes that he[she will not be ableto £ind «a
solution  he [she heads towards drugs. for instoce, lets think about
o voung person wiho is bored  wibh his [her troubles . Is not pleasont-
wiith the chenpes that happea in his fher physical ond wmental
condttion , has a bod relationship with other people. L 4his young
has friends who use drugs; 4hey innedictely pov attention 4o this
yowng and say to him [ her ! Look enly try once , 1t will take oway
all of gour troubles.- .. “ ’&SM {;w\zg\i , _—H\e:j con agfect the gourng
person ond ean turn fate this Yong into o perton wheo is addicted
Ao drug. Andl) in Lonclusion | once more o Yong person who has last
his |her dreams. To preveat 4his | he [she st be faughth the way how

he[she, will behave wihen he(she facesto fae with o problem like
this.

S eoin add Some mavie] cnpd s APt O d-lesasiyce | Tor evomple
L rpg)'s st r"I i scbiele o :s-r’:ﬁw’—{(/'g el _éf;'r.v(é;fc:!f? holst © o
f.,f ;45’; Chox coler Qiff"l‘bf deve ;m e i i ’E‘f‘c“)s .'{‘m';') Sueh //1:,{7;“ On e
Olge ke \\j;r’ por 23‘3;\;; &,,I/g'é,‘,f;‘;_‘f Crprd s U&(L/ R fw’,
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nothing fo warry about, T will only use once and then I will Qi\Je op H. U
However, 4he young person s not awore of +hat these experiments

wlll force him/her o > a Egdh 4hat does not hqgg»ﬂgl_g)gi}: l¢ the cunosih{
that the young feels against dryps combines with desire ond ignoronce,
H, is not very diggicult por himfher 4o goin such a bad environment odl
1o {all into suth a Herrible trap. Because Hhe young knows nothing
about +he danger helshe isin. The yaung does nol have an ided wthat
will happen agter helshe tries once” The only thought dhot helshe has

\s 40 supply his [her curiosity ond desire. The yowng Ahinks obout hisher
curiosity end desire so nuch thot the Jowng comes 4o a condition in
whith he[she can not understond however bad results i+ wiill produce.
For example; O young person whose frieads use drugs is in a curiesity
about what the drup ook like ; how it tastes; what kind of egpects

it has, whot kind of delight it glvesto the users- .. ete: HelSshe wonclers
aboud olll of these questions. At +he end ( the goung person edmit +o uge

" Amg only e ime in order to get rid of hisfher curiosi-k,.‘E)_esioLes

curtosity  his/her griends o= also egfective in this part. While using
the drug the g gives himselg [herse[;mconmlaﬁon about that

he [she will only use it once but he(she does not notice of that he[
she has gallen into a darkness that will lead end of his|her life. In
condusion ( we meet a person who is a uiche of. his fher curosity desire
el igrorence- 1§ e wentto protect ourselues from such terrpying draps,

we. have to stoy away from such surrbmdings where desirable behaviours

accur aedingt drug. We nust Melke goung people  conscious about the
donger of the drup usage od remeoue Hheir curlosiby: Thus, e (o,

which (o1 be ewded with c\nad*ﬁ.
save Aem grom e pawt of darltness. o ket ki af cockrese, f —
4 , - ‘_
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Another dis’t‘\nguished cause that leads young people tothe
érug 4rap is 4he wmental condition that young people who are in the.
adolescence are in. Adolescence is a period of fime In which some
(_kongas accur in terms o4 +hink'(n3, emetliondl ond ph\,;ical.‘éoms
pocple. bepin 4o use drug for some causes like  loneness (the dligticuldy
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\
The negative eqects of eri‘l‘lr%\rﬁmen'*- are the mot superior |
pretexts Hhat compel the yong people o use drug. In contrast 4o
whatt people think , 4he first contoct with the drug hoppens not
by weans of the seller who is unknown but by weans of griendship.
The young people are q{,eﬁfff‘ from theic pfamilies , schools ond with
Hime. grom their —@r\ends Mot Qndurmg 4he insistences of hislher
griends ond the desire por en;—l-ermg rrte dhe group are the reasons
thot have _eunp fpeoplebase drug- The people, who wants ’l‘\o{‘.d”’”‘\q
innocent people into 4heir trap look doun on these people ond an
dowin them by soying U do not be dose with himlher. Recause helshe
lS iy [her amother!s daring - - - "etc. The aim is 4o male them dependent
ure 40 dve (acd 4k=% L

en drugs. If the fear of teing lonely and being digferent grom other
Members of +he group that the Jons liue combines with the metive of
proving himselp [ herselg, it becomes inevitable for thott YRNP pein
1o 4ale a step tothe drug 4rap. For instonce, i press is carried
out 4o the young person by his [ her priends who vse olrug onal ¥
"H’\Q\j dontd tellke him fhet seriously in other words, if -H—\ej poy no
mind 4o him/{her , the g people normalls, willl admit to uae clrug 4
so ais 4o not being dlone. By this way +hatls the pressure onol the
Insistences that ore vade 40 +umn the Jong o o addicted clrug
user, the people who hawve bad -H'xou@\nﬂ about Yeng fpeople ,c{:{ed
Millions o them ond -Hne:j manage to 4all theye people inte theic™
tercible trap . TO prevent Ihese [ dhe upng people have to protect thei
rights and give the onswer U NOY wihen i 1s necesioiry.

There. ore. sove OIRee oyl Dr“»‘f‘r*,“-f'r}f c“» feis ‘/rrs," Lvirrgle i

RO RS Q’j\” D ON O( iy xr‘*«{}) Ois R \! S i,n F "7\ /(‘7!
Opm/vc) the reltions kel ascen s premies’ Fee e f‘mndjw‘y i U il
ey i [‘“Of@mm“e/ 0CCOff‘/f7f:> f‘Oi"”Q .,~-'—qoued ot rrost of e ' ridhieden

W Ple lve AR ekduﬂor) there are many outstnding reeisons thart |
push people LesPeuoﬂl*l;:khiiﬂaoig o«es\ "rodrug usage . Curiosity) incurability, [
loneness; adolescence. - - - ondd 4he uost inporfot one Wepienmsh. ...
Todoy (uillions of yone people pall ints the 4raps thet hove been ‘
prepered for Ahem ond darken their l\‘lfQS- Qur dul"i is o warn ad |
A> inporm +these gowng pecple aguins-\- the dongers o4 +the drug usage- ;
We must rot let this polsen destroy eur dreams. And we must not :

foreet that  using drug begms with desie ond Dggh'} but end wﬁk loss... Il
dbdr COF)C[_QHCI_Q’ N (L)Qf@jfﬁf" h L$ u@\"y Kg . ( Mnawm ‘tj'




o APPENDIX N33
—~ THE DRUG TRAP-

What comes 4o your mind when it is said ! BADHABITS" 70p course
the things which {ake people under its epfect make their life very distastepu],
and drag their relatives ‘o the same negativenesses with them. These con
be cigarette avd alcohol. When pecple first begln o take them (they goon
fo use 4hese bad 4hings Whether they ore awore of that these bod
habils approximate them to the death step by step or not. O Qorette
and alcohdl are only the two examples o4 these bad habits. What abat
the drugs? T 4hink 4he usage of drug is nuch wore danperouss thon dhe
usage of cigarette and alcohol. Because 4he drug usage exploits the people
(parficularly the \Joung mes) slowly slowly end {alls them into +he cluthes
of the death. step by step. Sometimes (we read from newspapers ond
watch at TVUs with fear od bewilderment. Some people are gound neor the
wall c Some are found in +he streets and even some ae pound ot their homes
as still as a corpse beause of excessive drug usage. Instead of +taking
thesedeaths ds a warning (the studies show 4hdt the number of people.
who died grom the drug usage is increasing day by day . To ilustrate
in Turkey, while this number is 10 people in the \ear of 13%0, H has
increased 3% people Hll 138% ond nowl (in the year of 2002, the number
has been legt ouer 4o 103 people . But why? What are the reasons that
Mate people lespecially teenagers) nie 4his polsan? s i+ only evriosity
incur ability . desire? or Is it dll of 4hem? In pact ovtstandin q psychological
conditions 4hat young people arein ond seme enuvirenmentdl gactors such
as the structure of the pamily (wihether they are diverced or not) end the
Qrenp ©f friends that 4he persen 1sin push people 4o ity bad drap +hatls
fo say o the drug trap.

| Curiosity s one of the obuious reasens thoit influences young
people to use. drug in this complicated and incomprehensible mental
condlition. Because; frequendly; young people begin 1o use drugs owiing Yo
the feeling of curiosity. The only thought they have is " There 's nothing
{0 worry about. T will only use onee. and +hen 2 Ul elve up i+..." Howewer,
the young person is net oware of. that these experiments witll poree him }
her to a path 4ot does not howe en exit. \fdhe curiosity dhat the yous
feels against o\russ combines with inclination ond ignoronce ( it ts not very
diggicolt for him [her 4o i such @ bod envirenment ond 4o fall into suchd

tercible 4rop < -since . the young knows nothing ebout the donger helshe isin.
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The young does not have o ided whdt will happen agter helshe dries
once. Helshe does not tnow 4hat +these experiments con be resulted
with death. The only thought that helshe has ts 4o supply hislher
curiosily ond desire. Asthe youag Hhinks dbout his|her curiosity ond
destre so much ; the yong comes to a condition in which helshe can
not undlerstend no matter how bad results i+ will produce, for exomple;
Q young persoa whote friends use drug is In @ curiosity dbout what the
drug looks like , how i tastes, what Wnd of egfects it has whot kind of
deligwr it gives to the users-.. ete. He [she wonders all of thee quesHms.
As a result of 4his, the young person admit 4o vse drug enly oxe. in
order Yo get rdef ks (her curiosity. While wsing the drug; the young gives
himselg [herselg consolertion about that ke [she will only use i one but
helshe doesmot notice of that he/she has felllen into o darkness
thert wilt lead il 4he end of his [her life. In concluston, we meet with
a person who is a vichm o4 hislher curiosity, desire ond tgnoroce. We.
con sea- an example of this in our dnema word. The sen of Ediz Hon who
is one of the. wost famous actors of Turkey has tallen into such o bod
trap becawse of his cuciosity- His father explained that his sonls being
oddicted o the drug is enly resulted grom his lpnorence od his curiosihy. Sor it
wie wot o protect ourselues from such tercfying traps, we should stay
avway {rom such swoundings  whare deswable behaviouns ocsr ogo'lné‘&‘
drug. We should ake young people  consciens about 4he dO‘\SQr of the.
diug usage. oW renove dhelr curiostty albout drups. Thus we o save them
Jrom the pawt of darkness which can be eadled widh deatdh.

Ancther distinquished cause dhat leads youg people 1o the.
drug trap 18 the mentdl condihion thatthe young people who oe, n the.
adolescence are in. Adolescence. is o pertod of Hme. in which some,
charges otcur in dems of thinldng, emotional ond physicdl - Young people
begin to use drug duedo fesome couses like loneness, the oligicutly that
is ltued while maling @ priendship [ the emotion of not belng admitted by
other pecple. , some trevbles like lessons  Hhe dasire for atrachng aHenton
ondd Hhe need for love . .. ete. Sodin 4his pertod, because of Hnete causes,dl|
ot the adolecents have the risk of using drug. In sich o seasthive penod)
since e yougls persmdl'\{-j ond will has not deweloped completely (the.
excuses like +he wedbness in the thdiulduo\i-k‘ od In the willl con bring
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dbout the yowng person use drug. Asthe young's persenality has not
developed yet, helshe con be decelued easlly by the people who haw
something no good in mind. For exanple, do you think thot it is very
dighicult 4o convinea. a Yong person who s {4~ (5 years old? fI—\-hink,i-L
tsnet. In contrast 4o this, it 1s very easy. In other words ¢ it ts very easy
1o gall o yong who is 14~45 years dld into the drug trap. In oddition to
these, In this period; as the yong persen feels himselg {herselp verylonely,
ond desperate; helshe con head towords drug usage. Agoln in tnis pased,
since +he youngsmeed with many problems ;. helshe &ebls as 1L helshe
could not be able to solwe his [her problems. The gang +hinks asif the
whole world were against o him [her The yone persen lools for some.
answer to his/her problems ond when she elieves thot he lshe will not
be able togind a solution, he|she heads toueds drugs. For instonce, leds
think deout @ young person who s bored with ks Ther troubles; is not
pleasavt with the thonges theit eccur in hbslher physical and mental
conditon , has & bad re ld'ch.sh‘xP with ethec people. | this yewng, has
friends who use drugs, they immediately pay alenfion to this young
onel say 4o him [her " Loold Only 4ry oacel i will Yoke away all of your
trovblesl... "t As a result, they monage 4o apfect young person o the
con Aurn s o into a person whe 1s addicted to drug. And(in cndusioy
ez more, @ yong person who has lost hislher dreams. To prevent 4his,
helshe shovld be fought the woy how hefshe will behave whea he/
she feoces 1o tae, with o problem ke +his.
The structure. of the family is oncther dear reason that erent

Yong people towardsdrgs- The structue o 4ne pomily, thatls to soy,
whether the family members are divorced grom one onother ornot (s
very rpartont espedially in terms of. the youngls becoming a drug
addith. Tne recent studies show thet , dne divoced gamilyts children
Ore more surfable. for drug wege thon normdl mmilqls hildren. Since,
the development of Alvorced fomily's child ¢ not be as healihlyas
a nemdl familyls child , it ts easier gor himlher 4o tecame o drug addid.
Because, ofter the pamily members are diverced grom cach other (they
cont showt enouph relevonc to thelr children. As they = no \onger dependent
upC Aheir family (In other wonds; 8 they have their eun lije ; they
semefimes porget Hat they have a dild. In 4his StHuation (the childs
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2Qins o look for some other {hings thart con give him [her this inderest
hith his [her pother ond gather do not @\VQ o him[her And as a r‘e.xu”y
el she Inclines touods drups od - bewomes wnaveidable por this child to
s tn oddlitted drug user: So as 4o block dhese, the pamilies (even dhe
vorced ones) should be very relewont with their thildren end they should
elp them when they o In 01 afford of soluing their problems. By this
SIOF they do not (et their ehildren head touards bad habiks such as
ug -

The negative eggects of friendship are the most superior
retext that compels the young people. to wse drug. In contrast Yo whhat-
eople think, (dhe first contact with 4he drug happens net by meons of
@ seller who s Lnknown but by Meens of friendship. The yong prople
re -ogpacted from their families, schools ond with Hme. {rom their
rnends. Owlng o not endluring the indistences o4 his [her griends ond
e deslre. for entering into the group . young people begin to v drug.
he peoplz who wot to fdll the Innownt pecple into their {rap look.
oun on thewe People_ ad nn doun them b\\j ,sqying L Do aot be dose.
sith himm/her. Becaux helshe i s his [her wodther!s o\c\rling...“ ete. Asa
2sult, dhey monage 1o agfect these tnnowat pecple ond reach -their alm:
o male them depenclents on SINTIE Due 1o 4he fact that the fearof
eing \one\:) ond being digferent from other members of the group that
he \C)omgsl‘wa combines with the motive of. proving himsels [ herselg i+
zcomes inevitable for that gyong person e talke a step fo the drug
rap. For instonce) ip press ts corried out 4o the Jewng persen by th/
e griends who use drug ond 14 they do net 4ate hlmlh@PJQﬂOUS\j,
n other words, i they poy no mind 4o him Jher, at+he end; the PR
serson nofmally will admit fo wie dnte 30 as fo aot being aloe. By
s way, Hhatls the pressure. ond the Insistences hat+ ore made.
o turn the ypng person into o addicted drup userthe people who
have bad thoughts obout e people | affact dilllons of them ond
hey monafe 4o 4all these pesple Into thei™ terrible +rop. Inorder to
obstruct these; dhe ppung pecple hod better protect +heir rights ond
e e onsuger UNOY when itis NRe S50,
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As a condlusion , Hhere are many outstoding reasons 4hat push
ople (espeddllythe soung ones ) 4s drug usage. Curloslhy Incurability
neness, adolescence. ( the structure of poimily . -. ond the mest
nportovt one U FRIENDS!. ... ‘tbolod, wmillions of o people. fall
o 4he traps +hat have been prepored foc them ond darken ther
fes. OUr duty is 4o wom ond 4o ingorm these yong pecple againit
w2 doger of drug usape.- We must not let this poisan dos’rmﬁ our
reoms. And we MU+ not (,orga—F thod u.slng drug bepins with dasire
d delight but end with Loss... 1!



177

'APPENDIX N34
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_APPENDIX N35 Ve :‘\S%:*\Sﬁc\...

_ REASONS  OF  USING DRUES _ ;S* s 5
Hois a fack thad in our world about, (30 willion posple
are us'mS 91111@360?@, qm("‘\,';\;t_\":";}q“j 'occw\:‘kalolfz;a and [q;aa{/
oz are not. Bach  jadividual  wlio usy o ?.Uc_hoac;l—wcn sulostor
ce nclucle olrugs Sleas o for- «a unique et of esons. Onc
) '?“’“‘?""“ uusra of - a e\rus ey =3 cul{-urcn“\g determinad. Anothar pwcnfs

(uso')L" of Hie df‘uj may b C.OMFulchr_ andd  hed o ?Lbul‘dﬂ o
'?Rj:s‘\co\od?m\ oddiction o Yo loth. For sHll  onothe~ porson, sovao
factors  pay ntaract  the result i gt onother  unigue dlg use
T atlern. Qescarchers  who ore -thNg +o wide~stond wly :?cw?h us
&uﬁs kst li-l—d.‘ra\lj dosens of mohvations fo use, ljke sociad
ard  cultural, ?kdaic_o\c@fca\ ond :?sdc,\,\olokjrca( easons. '
Intreduction phoragraph tells almost akout 4he same +h'n‘fps.&>me

Q%ﬁn-&@oce& thereé are repetations and ('jou hod e clar about ’
— the acceptable dru&S.H is Not clear 4hat how a dru& can & acepioble,

e conbawed v of o devas  has e lu;mqi o PL\\'.j_
5?::\/\9\0@60& -Qo,dors ir\c\\kdX/\j &mct-\—'\c_& ; rebicf Lom ?a?r’\ﬂ; ?kdo\‘cqi
_ oddicton.Rsearchers  hove Prasanted  aidanee  Ahoh quaakics ?lczjs
o role 3 W‘Aj sona :Faoﬁh bacomz  depandant on o«\c:c«‘/\o(.?ba:’
comporaed -flomib vamlars of alealolies  andd -Com;\\uj orann loars 0@
nonolcoholic f?o.\-‘rm&-s ond  dtaerined Hhat -Qow\\lj ?@Ajﬁrﬂ,@ obu |
k indeed 3radict alcoholism. Ve oHA«( ?V\aﬁc\/\é@atw\ —Cac+of s :
:m@iéf ket from pan B Jellnak  who fiesk  deserilossl the discose
sweztcws@@*\’o@ Q\co\«\o‘\‘sm, has “\écuﬂri@'\a,o\ one +\ij¢, of  alesholie
“raves whe  sullers from '?\r\\ujaic\Ao\OG;co.\ sain , who gosns raled  [from
i::CGSSOjM ?of\r\ e use of alecohol ond  Ahran  lazcomes CJG?GA&M'(" on
uH:‘nS. alcohol  Por  rahaf. otha~ QI,MSA suclh. @S norcoties, have

stmilar offects  ond sony ?cﬁn\r/\\-s wdar teaotment Lo TN
hove laecove  addictaed to aQ A/\xS bacause of nziy.od-&d od -
i atea bions, Then ?lAdb*agl adddiction. MO’\j Amas with :?V\\\jb\‘comﬁ%
effacts con couse ?k@stcho\oatcd addiction £ usad -pm,o\ua/\‘(—&j
a/\ouﬁl/\.l—p We  person dakes a eln@ oflan ccr\ou.@h, o leiochamicdl
arnd (\a.urﬁi!oetw\‘ Qéa‘?’ror\-\‘of\ occurs so Yot tha %d/‘&on rust
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continue  using  He drug or  axperonce  withdrawal Ymphoms .
Wese s\\im?hm ore om@ul-(' '|’('<L\4j ot cahaved  whea Ha ‘J’“\‘j
s readasnaistoed. "hu& Foe qlr is oA lMM&cL'Q'l"a reinforac,
Narcotics, éa.?ru.sm-&-s cnel a.lc,oho( con o Ha lhed of Qeleft‘ciij

cl,-uas but cocaine am ot consiclred acldtetg
First cev, PHO(Q rqf)h s defailed encuglh +o explcun 1he reasens

JOU we . But thece~are &3«\@. sientific +edms ke “biochem ical and
reall qclo tation 7. Tne reader may not understand what +he

: ne lc
( S z;:‘)aand how —!he dra can couse thes¥ 2 You hod better @\06 some
@?AA Tions about the

WPrEsSNE  aason of  using drugs  is social and culuxl
Condi \—mtrg SWs offacts e behovioor of humans  in Moty wWays
ord dug s o dromatic  arample of lahoviou~ Hat con loc
shoged lg_«j social  ond  cultural -qu-a-.s.'bms m~ai'\:0r3 amdl—l
—W\ro\ﬁ\/\ou-(- WM world. Scatal and  culbural  conclittons mc.ludc
culturol  draditions, rc.\\‘@iou.s use. Culfu~al  droditions /u_( c:sP
gloout the - fomily sathing. lAOA\j " halosks, /;/\C(Mdl/ﬁ Jrua we, lad@«\
' the @owu\\lj &DH"\g V‘H’W\ <H/w, -parw i$ ?W'(* of « Ldf‘a&f 5roaf
tHhe ﬁ’ouf’~3 culbumal ' porens  are s‘ﬂm qdop*hwl ’fj g“*“-@qm(\cj
mewlears. For  axonmple  the s of - wine lod Frenclh  and Hq\to/\
’pOM"“ is ?O\r"\‘ of Hhe cultuadl tradibons, for HAG.M (MNL ?rac:\-xm.,s
rarmon e sone fo- Manj dwfi . And m\:aioué ~EOSON .« :K)a:o?\i Y(orafny
God in m\taious. groves  use ?snc,hoqc{-wq suloshoncas o ?o((--[-
o@ v\'\mﬁr wors\/\tp, g\&\,\ouj\/\ U\s\xc\\\:& '\c\NL su\os-\-ov\ca ~m uaacf
SOMLOObCQ\B' Yor nsYonca Cotho be  ond £?rxo?af Cldur‘c.bia.s use
wine gos o SONAOQ\ of :)csu.s ond  distribouke wi:\cr ot cormmilaica
ke 4o \NL\P Lind 4w Co,vw\:n(kj &oam-\'wtf ond Yo ramind  tham

-~

of M aserce of Jasus.
Nour evomples aqre reall

(f /@XQQ\P\eS orc O"‘U about alc@{\o\.‘{c\,\ should
77 ond ecomples aBdur  the ofher drugs,

iateresting 0 this phoroﬁraph.&q-\- Y
é‘(oﬁ soMme. explanations

c}‘\lj a)%;u+$ Kten ':?abr\* Yo ke SMQFP correlokions  lLatwaen
A,—uj albuse and carton '?S_\:\C—\/\o\tbj\‘w‘ stares as g WQ:' to
oxplan e couses  of QLNS wse. Lack of Qu’rof\om\j s ™ +lacs
:‘>o.!‘+.A parson whs  \acks éujrﬁAOM\sj has e sl daaction od
ooy cosly  nfluencad ey W or har gaar group or ?g,m'\a\
valus  ond  messqges.For cxomple T-F drug it & raopired
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behoviour n order 4o bea o\,cczbe'l'a.c( lo\‘j o

who lacks autonom

ar'ouP Ve e ?ar&y\
may  go owrlooard in using He Q]rug .
%ord:dsf\f\ s also A Al ?o\r-\~ So,vw_ '}s\jc_h‘o&ri&'ks ba liave
+ha ¢ Mm\\j Amartcons  suffe- Lo o chroate sense of

borodom  dhat  sops  streagih and vitally ond  leads
4o ckep cleprassion. We  con show ¢V¢Qjc>|0\j e as an

¢.XQM€\¢ of depression  work, rcladion ofe. MO"J ?:Lo?\tz. discover
ot eLf-ues saem do aase Ha PAN  or un)(?d_"'\y of lboradom.
’bmﬁs seemn Fo ealm de stomacdh gaddl \oosen Ho lowaor

lack. and other  muscles. e)mh""h e

This Phordjrqph is aglio welldeveloped &yt %\bu N ch Some.
feal examplés.

[n shord , the elru\cj chavrour  ¥s revfocod in MO WML
os T wrhcte Alam  leefors. A :Fcrsonis lochawiour may I
shagad  so that drug -‘-Qb‘/lﬁ kzcomas o pouting =‘\>Of+ ot
\ifo Co habit). T

Nour concluston shacagroph s not as developed as the other
0y phoragraphs. Mou'd Letter (mprfove it. You on ﬁ\oe a short
\So\mmorcj ald  SomL . LOlutions o drua dsoge .

—\‘__,,u"“/\“’ /“\‘_’_//\ /\\ / ’—\ . //'\ TN

\‘.//

_ ln aemerql Gour‘ C&OJ is eru_de,oeloged and Hells qpout 4he
reasons  of dm\a sade elpectvel (j &»&chvhuﬁ

— Thesis  statement tepic  senteénces  ore NG N 2 (Vo
,shorﬂj well - dene |

AN
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__REASONS  OF USING DRUES__

H is a f’acl' thod ;n our world about {130 million ?qo/a
arc  using &1@5 ome  are  cultually accaptable  and lcﬁa{ , Jomie
are  not. Faclh inddvicdua! who waes o ?,\syc_hoac-lrm sabsdance 4.
clude c/f‘o{?\? dbes o for a urigue oct  of reasons. One Peaons wie
of o &u& My be oul-lura/y oederminad. Anothar ?cr.rdon:s qaaﬁq of
the 4”{9 may be compulsive ondd  Hed o ?L\y.s-‘cal or ?_Uc_ho(ﬁ‘ca{
reosons, adloliction or 4o both. For skll ancther parson, swecal — factons
may inderact Hhe casult d«:v‘ onother unique Qh{? use Po:HQm_
Rescarchars  who  are 'l"i‘/"”ﬁ to  unolersdand whd ;I;q,oPlcc usa &uﬁs
list lrkra”j chsans of potivations for use, ke social onel e (g,
f,)hys«‘cho[%?ica/ ond ;xxdc&olc@ica( reasons.

The continuad use of cardain e!m\c]\s has bean  linked 4o P@uicbolo_
ol 4()9,040‘.5 I\(\C(ueu(l? 3¢n¢+«‘c5,mb‘¢{’ ﬂ-om ?QM,?lAdofCOl{ aoldiction .
exarchers  have prosendad  avidence  that 8¢n¢-l-:‘c$ ?lcys o role in
why some  paople become sepandent on alcokol. They compa,/‘tzd fa-
m«'b rem bers o\C OtlcoL‘lola‘cS .sxnc/ famfly mqmlav‘d 910‘ Aono:[c,ohoh‘c Pa-
tients and  dedermined  thot faumily 'Pmd{?pm Jdoes tndead I RN
aleoholism. The  other ?b\&siwlcﬁrcal fodkor is ralief from po. Zm.
Jelinet  who  ficst chscribed Ha dicase conmpt of aloholim, hos
idlentified  one type of alesholte who suffars from P‘/\dat‘cb\oloafca{
pain, who Grins rebef from 4he pain the use of aleohol ond  then
beconas OhrPLf\QLLf\'{' on aoleshol for raliaf. Other Jﬁu@é such as
rarcotics , have similar effacts ond  mony gatients uncks Aractment
{o- TAA have lacome ocldicted 4o a e\rug because of ra
administeations. Than ?\Ads\‘ca\ addiction. Many akugs with ?h\yd;wac4:\tz
effects can cawse ?k\jb?cl/\o\oa‘\cn‘ acldi ction f  used —(}-q,q\m,r\—i*l\y
MOLS‘/\JQ +he parson takes a elrus ofken anoua‘/\ ; Q biochenical
whielh s albout q‘muas ond nq_umloS:C_QI albout a?artsm’& ngr vous
Sdsh,m adaptation eccurs  so thot 4 pamen must  contiaua
using Hae o(f‘uj or  exparicnce withdrowal| 5JMF+Oms.’Tkas¢ SGMP”DMJ
are  painful; they are  cebiavad when e drug s readminstared .
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Thus  the eruﬁ s an immediate  rainforcen AOfCDhCS, efu'.Prtz,SSonH

and gleohol can be e st of qddic:-“n\? dru{?s but ocqaina
are. no+ considered aeldic.-h‘rﬁ.

Another mpressive  rzoson  of um‘nﬁ eru\?a is. social ond  cultural
coneli—l-lonina-'“/ﬁs affacts the behoviour of humans Ia many WOy
and drug is @ dramatic axample of behoviour that con be du-
’F“d bj social  and  culturg) —PQCbrs.(bruﬁ ua@@a vary @maﬂj
'H«rousl'\o‘** +he world. Sccial and  cultural conditions jactuda cul
tural +ra=\i+‘°f\5,m\:8:ou; use, Culturgl 4roditions are u)zxzuql\d about
He -PQMIB d«:!—-hr\ﬁ. Mand habits ‘.r\c.\ud.‘/la dm:? use ,brtﬁm n the
-Pamﬂj ¢¢+4«V\3. When +lhe -Pam{!j s ?o\rJ- of o lomgaer arOuP +he (?ro\ffs
cultural norms ae  oPicn ac’o?‘hd b\\j all -fom% mamlers. For ex.
the use of wiac lO\y Tranch  oad  Halian fam? les is Porvl— of tha
culdural  Arochitiens, for  Ham. T practices  ramarn the same for
Many - ygars. And rc-\?arouts rEQSOA. ?@P\G_ Norslr\?,o God W m\rarous
9rovps  u '?s&dAoo;c-%?«m substonces as ?of—}- of thatm womkt‘f’/
g\'HAOuSL\' uauq\\j He substonces are  used Qjmbo\?ca\ld.:r‘cr insdonce.
SQ“"J\O\?C ond EPTSCD?Q‘ churchary  wsa w?n:z__as Q ‘Eijol of
Josuy ond  cdhistabute wine ot communion mles o hq,l)o biad e
Cmmintty  dogether ond 4o ramind tham of the prstnce of Jasus.

D “j axpar s often Pont 4o He c\Aor'P correlodions  lozdween
éms abuse ond wrlain ?sdc_\/\o\o\a(‘c.q‘ states as o way +o
axplain AWz couses  of drug use. Jack of uu*onofvy is on thes Pom-}.
A persen  who locks uu-}onom\y has  VHHe self  direction and ey
casily influcnced by Ws o her e group  or ?qnm-%al values
ond  messqges, For crample  if deug iy o mquiﬂco' lechastour  {n
order 4o be accepidad by @ grovp , Ahe TN who lacks auto—
nomy  wRyY  go ovarboord using the o)ru\cj,?pmdom is also in
is -qu-k. Soma ?b\\jc\/\\\l"r\‘s*b babave Ahot  mony  Amcricans suflar
from a  chronic stse of  lerecdom  thot Sops §+fQI8+‘A and \/H-al?ﬂ
ond  laads e deap chm,sbiof\. We  con  show q\m{jdgj ife as on
cromple of  depression werk  relahion e Ma/\:) peple  Shiscowr thod
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- 3
drugs  scem to  waw He pain or qnxfa;‘rd of l<J°f‘1<-‘*[°f‘f‘-Bruas >

Yo calm the stomach ond loosen  the  lower back ond  other

pmuscles.

In shert, the elruﬂ behoviour is  rainforcad in mony  worygs
like soual and cg\-‘ruro.\, 'Pkdaichelo&i‘cg( and ?sacuoloatcal cTason.
We con uncdrstond +hat Pcmflm who am uneduca tad qre casily
oddict 4o Q[ruaa The most a@&c’:—?\m way +o ’Pm\cm-l- 'PczoFla_'s adop-
tation to the drugs s cducate the young or teach Hia homs
of He druas.’\\km mos+ npoctont 40:%1 is Par«n‘}(\..%a shou d
give  affaction to 4hem ond  when "'(’78 el e clilden ore
ushj a’ruas 'H«L:{ should  axamine and 8?—4 Hem ‘et (N/nd can
undenstand  whether +Hhey use dn\c’s loy \ODUQ? Hheir 'thsi cal

QPFq.qrancc or ldhaviour lecause  Q ?tLhS&nlé lechontiowr mﬂg e
S\AO.Fa_o‘ so +that drug Jtob‘ns becomes a roukine part of life

(o haleit).
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APPENDIX O

tn My SpiNoN , peer reviews sessions weye very beneficial withh veaard
many espects, First severy participantlearned to eriticize. and receive
ticism properly Put’c.rg fertvard our suggestions Ffanklj without turti,
e writer’s ?ejfa\.‘ was as siqnificant as wking cdre of arctler
rson’s jdeas o our eSSaﬂs_ A[ﬂ/‘oﬂh most fe_OPlE_ sf—ﬂé’fau\‘j react
ainst criticism , we SOJE used te the fact Haat onlj of we pay dttention
peer {Zedbock do vk progress. Secendly, we gained a critical attitude.
wle veading an essay. Webecame auare. of the “real reading” winicha
NS o,\n:tltj.s;nj o passage. with all s er rofs, 3|\“tter2{_19 parts Tearn
W inferrvettion > ViEwpoints on a certein tepic , and enjoying -Hars
tivity in e end, Thirdly, those sessions prepared us for assessing
am papers ef our students in the {&{:ur‘f:, e tried te look APor Hre
s to help our friends improve tlieir essays on e great scale In
dition , uben we enceurtered their errers e teoka lesson and
o vvore careful in order rott te male stimilos mistakes in ouroun e<say

% T Yhaab Yok pees —g‘ULABQC"L i 3o how frepqm;H-’M 4o b2
(=} ‘\TQ,&C/L\‘Z-C I J(“\f\‘\'\\t \'L\QA' S c\.\éo "'Lul moﬁ‘ \l’qluc‘»;bl(’: 'oar‘l" 07C/0?€~"
FLoier  SEo3an] '\,.L‘;\e c\o,\né -)C%;(c\la ack , wil can ié‘.cf‘n Lo l’*ﬂ** ey

d 2 ad (4} +‘: G C/L»(.‘j
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APPENDIX P

L }\;X(».&j benetited ,S/v.om —tha peed Review | -je-jsfonj Decare
}r chQbT(TB ij m&Zﬁ—irS ,h0§ inCReared - Nows , oAQTHi\S Cz)

o nightnale  pput o anjojcnb\e 030&5 2 e . Yeer
Niew z)e%ionj PloVided ™o @ Chance o Aeging M
ni‘)’m\‘fj and ‘)b&owed rve how Ho  corRedt  Hham, T, a0,
Eouﬂd o dhane Dé cmmngirQS Y d/wend‘)' 259995 Wit
nine. L could 6@& N\\.tj el and ‘ied o .zmzyQ .

Mes | i owos beaeficial o rre./:ge&yu::e, I revicwed m C’DDC(\/
anal become aware of hau‘:flg Mol some Mistales , 4 e ne
ihe Sence of CorrecH.'ch thren bofiore presetiny it Fo the “Heaclbe

- Q[ cecese; A DG oy wedol for v T
Think . Axause;  Somedings Hhwe migihl  ecrens) do ficiencies and
dle@i callngss we kol moackz witleut noticing - Yo, be hort o

Chante o CG;’(‘(JC"FW fhect by the help of  cur friexdl  cpiniens.
As  a  cescld, ere can ec;s-\‘ld s?j that Tt pcockie & very
wetthwinie
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