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ABSTRACT

THE EFFECTS OF TRANSLANGUAGING PEDAGOGY IN THE PRE-STAGES
OF ACADEMIC WRITING AT THE TERTIARY LEVEL IN AN EFL CONTEXT,
TURKIYE

AKDENIZ, Eda
M.A., English Language Teaching
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Nurdan GURBUZ

July 2025, 138 Pages

This study investigates the impact of translanguaging pedagogy on academic writing
among English-major university students in Tiirkiye, aiming to enhance the
understanding of how translingual strategies can improve writing outcomes in an
EFL context. Recognizing the challenges students face in mastering writing skills,
this research explores the effectiveness of various prewriting discussion conditions:
no prewriting discussion, discussions conducted in English, discussions in Turkish,
and discussions under translanguaging conditions. By employing a mixed-methods
approach, the study quantitatively analyzes writing performance through metrics
such as word count, grammatical accuracy, and the richness of ideas, while
qualitatively examining the functions of prewriting discussions in fostering idea
generation and argument structuring. The findings are expected to reveal a
significant relationship between the level of translanguaging exposure and the quality
of student writing, providing valuable insights into the role of bilingual strategies in
enhancing academic performance. This research not only contributes to the existing
literature on translanguaging in language education but also offers practical
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implications for educators seeking to implement effective writing instruction in

multilingual classrooms.

Keywords: Translanguaging Pedagogy, Academic Writing, Prewriting Discussions,
EFL Context



0z

YUKSEKOGRETIM KADEMESINDE YABANCI DiL OGRETIMININ;
(TURKIYE BAGLAMINDA) AKADEMIK YAZIM ONCESI SURECINDE
FARKLI OLCUDE UYGULANAN DILLER ARASI PEDAGOJININ ETKILERI

AKDENIZ, Eda
Yiiksek Lisans, ingiliz Dili Egitimi
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Nurdan GURBUZ

Temmuz 2025, 138 Sayfa

Bu ¢aligma, Tiirkiye'deki Ingilizce béliimiinde okuyan iiniversite 6grencileri arasida
diller aras1 pedagojinin akademik yazma {izerindeki etkisini aragtirmaktadir. Amacg,
diller aras1 stratejilerin EFL (Yabanci Dil Olarak Ingilizce) baglaminda yazma
sonuglarmi nasil iyilestirebilecegini anlamaktir. Ogrencilerin yazma becerilerini
gelistirmekte karsilagtiklar1 zorluklar1 g6z oniinde bulundurarak, bu arastirma cesitli
Oon yazma tartigma kosullarinin etkinligini incelemektedir: 6n yazma tartigmasi
olmadan, Ingilizce yapilan tartismalar, Tiirkce yapilan tartismalar ve diller arasi
kosullar altinda yapilan tartigmalar. Karma yontemler kullanarak, ¢aligma yazma
performansini kelime sayisi, gramer dogrulugu ve fikir zenginligi gibi Olciitlerle
niceliksel olarak analiz ederken, 6n yazma tartigmalarinin fikir iiretimi ve argiiman
yapilandirma tizerindeki islevlerini niteliksel olarak incelemektedir. Bulgularin, diller
aras1 maruziyet diizeyi ile 6grenci yazim kalitesi arasinda 6nemli bir iliski ortaya
koymas1 beklenmektedir. Bu aragtirma, diller aras1 pedagojinin dil egitimi alanindaki
mevcut literatiire katkida bulunmanin yani sira, ¢ok dilli smiflarda etkili yazma

Ogretimi uygulamak isteyen egitimciler i¢in pratik ¢ikarimlar sunmaktadir.
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Anahtar Kelimeler: Diller arasi Pedagoji, Akademik Yazma, Yazma Oncesi

Tartismalar, Yabanci Dil Olarak Ingilizce Baglami
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

Translanguaging: Translanguaging refers to a concept that allows bilingual or
multilingual speakers to utilize their full linguistic repertoire in communication and
learning. (Garcia & Wei, 2014).

English-only: The English-only approach refers to educational policies or practices
that advocate the specific use of English in teaching and learning environments,
intending to immerse students in English to improve their proficiency (McCarty,
2011).

Bilingual Education: Bilingual education refers to an educational strategy that uses
two languages for teaching content, aiming to enhance proficiency in both languages

while improving academic success (Baker, 2011).

Academic Writing: Academic writing refers to a formal genre of writing used in
tertiary settings and scholarly publications that is distinguished by a clear emphasis
on the research topic, a systematic format, and the use of facts to substantiate

arguments (Hamp-Lyons, 2006).

Pre-stages of Writing: The pre-stages of writing refer to the initial phases of the
writing process, which include brainstorming, planning, and organizing ideas before
the actual writing begins (Graham & Perin, 2007).

Tertiary Level: The tertiary level refers to the stage of education that follows the
completion of secondary education, typically encompassing higher education

institutions such as universities and colleges (OECD, 2019).

EFL: English as a Foreign Language
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EAP: English for Academic Purposes

L1: First Language
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter begins with a brief summary of the background of the study, focusing
on the meaning of the Translanguaging concept and its pedagogical implications, and
provides a concise introduction regarding the relationships between this concept and
the language teaching process. Simultaneously, the purpose of the study has been
articulated in conjunction with the research questions; the significance of previous
studies in the literature, which underscore the gap that the current study aims to
address, has been elaborated. Finally, the chapter concludes with the definitions of

the terms within the study's scope and summarizing the study's limitations.

1.1. Background of the Study

The significance of writing skill in second language learning is a fundamental
element for the enhancement of language learners' general and academic language
skills. Writing is a skill that tests both the cognitive and communicative dimensions
of language skills and contributes to the development of language learners' ability to
optimize their ability to organize their thoughts, enhance their linguistic
expressiveness, and construct texts. Writing skill strengthens language learners'
ability to communicate effectively not only in the academic field but also in daily
life. Hyland (2009) draws attention to the critical role of writing in the language
learning process and states that developing students’ written skills reinforces not only
their linguistic but also their intellectual development. Writing enables students to
use linguistic forms by making sense of them and to integrate grammatical structures
effectively. In addition, teachers' guidance is important for writing strategies to be
effective. Teachers® active participation in students’ writing process and regular

evaluation of written work contribute to the improvement of writing skills.
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Academic writing is a critical skill for students to succeed in higher and tertiary
education institutions. This process is not only based on grammar and lexicon but
also involves complex skills such as intellectual organization, argument
development, and critical thinking. Graham and Perin (2007) emphasize the
importance of effective teaching strategies in developing academic writing skills.
Their research shows that direct instruction, teaching the stages of the writing
process and regular writing practices are effective in developing writing skills. In this
context, teachers' guiding students at every stage of the writing process helps
students to improve their writing skills. The methods used in teaching academic
writing play an important role in improving students' writing skills. Hyland (2003)
analyzed various approaches used in teaching writing and revealed how teaching
methods affect students' writing performance. In addition, providing feedback during

the writing process is a critical element for students to improve their writing skills.

Pre-stages of writing refers to the preliminary stages of the writing process and these
phases are critical for students to develop their writing skills. The studies show that
when these stages are instructed effectively, students' writing performance improves
significantly. MacArthur (2009) investigated how the strategies used by students in
the prewriting stages affect the quality of their written texts. This study revealed that
students' planning in the pre-writing stages increased the organization and content
richness of their written expressions. It was also found that discussions in the pre-
stages of writing helped students to develop their ideas and to participate more
actively in the writing process. Finally, research on pre-stages of writing also
emphasizes the importance of teachers' practices related to these stages. Harris and
Graham (1996) state that teachers’ guidance of students in pre-stages of writing plays

a critical role in developing students’ writing skills.

Translanguaging is a pedagogical approach that enriches the learning processes of
multilingual individuals by using their language skills together. Studies on
translanguaging in the literature reveal the impact of this approach on language
learning and teaching. Garcia and Wei (2014) state that translanguaging encourages
students to use their native and target languages together in language learning and

this makes learning processes more meaningful. In this context, translanguaging
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practices offer a more effective learning experience by increasing students' linguistic
competencies. The effects of translanguaging on academic writing skills are also an
important area of research. Researchers such as Canagarajah (2011) and Kramsch
(2009) have examined how translanguaging practices enrich students' writing
processes. These studies show that students can create richer and more diverse
written texts by combining their knowledge and experiences in different languages.
For example, through translanguaging practices, students can gain more depth and
creativity in their written expressions by transferring concepts from their mother
tongue to their target language. This situation reveals that translanguaging is an
important strategy in developing academic writing skills.

At the same time, the relationship between translanguaging and academic writing has
been the focus of a number of studies on language teaching, linguistic competence
and academic achievement. Translanguaging, in particular, describes the meaning-
making processes of multilingual individuals using resources from different
languages in a flexible way (Garcia & Wei, 2014). Academic writing, on the other
hand, is considered as the process of organizing language skills, expressing critical
thinking and transferring knowledge in writing (Hyland, 2009). Garcia and Wei
(2014) state that translanguaging enables multilingual students to create more
comprehensive texts by combining their knowledge and skills in different languages
in their written production processes. This process allows students to overcome
linguistic barriers and write more effective academic writing. Studies show that
translanguaging makes students' writing more authentic and personalized, which
increases creativity in academic writing. The role of translanguaging in developing
critical thinking and analytical skills in academic writing has also been investigated.
Garcia and Wei (2014) stated that translanguaging allows students to Dbetter
understand complex concepts and express these concepts in their own language. This
process enables students to make more in-depth analyses and develop critical
perspectives in academic writing. In this context, translanguaging helps students not

only to transfer knowledge but also to process it more deeply.

Studies conducted in Tiirkiye on translanguaging have addressed various aspects of

translanguaging in the context of both language learning and teaching. While some
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of these studies focus on the effects of translanguaging on language learners' writing
skills, others have examined translanguaging practices in multilingual settings.
Translanguaging studies in Tiirkiye have generally focused on improving the writing
skills of students learning Turkish as a second language, creating more interactive
methods in English language teaching, and developing pedagogies suitable for
multilingual university environments. Previous studies conducted in the Turkish
context have indicated that translanguaging practices implemented in Turkish writing
classes can significantly contribute to the development of students’ linguistic
competence. Specifically, the strategic integration of students' first language (L1)
alongside the target language in prewriting, drafting, and revision phases has been
shown to enhance vocabulary retention, syntactic flexibility, and conceptual clarity
(Erten, 2022; Yilmaz, 2020). In Turkish as a second language (L2) classrooms,
translanguaging has not only facilitated grammar instruction but also enabled
students to articulate abstract ideas more effectively by drawing on their full
linguistic repertoire. These findings suggest that translanguaging may serve as a
cognitive scaffold, reducing linguistic anxiety and supporting students’ engagement
in the writing process, especially among learners with lower proficiency levels or in
multilingual academic environments. In multilingual universities, translanguaging
pedagogy to improve language skills helps students to increase their academic
writing skills by switching between different languages. In this context, the study
conducted at Pamukkale University, one of the state higher education institutions in
Tiirkiye, found that translanguaging is valuable not only for language learning but
also for students to use their cultural and cognitive diversity as a resource. In
conclusion, studies on translanguaging pedagogy in Tiirkiye provide important clues
for making language education more inclusive and interactive. These studies show
that the language learning process can be supported more effectively and creatively,

especially in environments where multilingualism is prominent.

1.2. Statement of the Problem

The primary focus of this study is to explore in depth the impact of translanguaging
pedagogy on the development of academic writing skills among university students

studying in EFL programs in Tiirkiye. Due to globalization and increasing
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multiculturalism, effective writing skills in a second language are essential for
academic success (Canagarajah, 2011; Kramsch, 2009). However, many English as a
Foreign Language (EFL) learners face significant challenges due to limited exposure
to the target language and the complex structures of academic writing. In this
context, translanguaging stands out as a pedagogical approach that enhances and
enriches students' writing processes by making use of their multilingual
competencies. However, empirical studies on the effects of translanguaging on
academic writing are limited in the existing literature. Particularly, the effects of
translanguaging practices on writing performance under different prewriting
discussion conditions have not been sufficiently investigated. Therefore, the major
purpose of this study is to determine the effects of translanguaging strategies on
academic writing skills and to provide concrete recommendations for educators to
improve effective writing instructional practices in multilingual classrooms. This
study seeks to contribute to the re-evaluation and possible transformation of both
educational policies and classroom-level teaching practices by empirically
demonstrating how translanguaging can serve as a pedagogical tool to enhance
academic writing processes. By uncovering the cognitive, linguistic, and affective
benefits of allowing students to draw on their full linguistic repertoire particularly
during the planning and drafting stages of writing the study aims to challenge the
monolingual norms traditionally upheld in EFL instruction. It may offer valuable
insights for policy-makers, curriculum designers, and teacher educators to reconsider
the role of students’ L1 not as an interference, but as a resource that can be
purposefully integrated into instructional design, particularly in multilingual and

multicultural learning environments.

1.3. Purpose of the Study

The main purpose of this study is to comprehensively investigate the effects of
translanguaging pedagogy on the academic writing skills of students enrolled in an
EFL program at a state university in Tiirkiye. In today's educational environment of
increasing globalization and multiculturalism, students' ability to write effectively in
a second language is critical to their academic success. However, many English as a

Foreign Language (EFL) learners face significant difficulties due to limited exposure
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to the target language and the complex structures of academic writing. In this
context, translanguaging stands out as a pedagogical approach that supports and
enriches students' writing processes by making use of their multilingual skills. The
research aims to investigate how translanguaging improves writing skills by
comparing students' writing performances under different pre-writing discussion
conditions (e.g., Turkish-only, English-only, and translanguaging). By exploring
students' experiences and perceptions of the writing process in depth, this study aims
to reveal the effects of translanguaging strategies on academic writing development
of students at the tertiary level. In particular, qualitative data will be collected on
how translanguaging practices facilitate students' idea generation and argument
construction processes. In conclusion, this study aims to make a significant
contribution to the field of language education by providing concrete suggestions for
educators to improve effective writing teaching practices in multilingual classrooms.
The findings may help to re-evaluate educational policies and teaching methods, thus
contributing to the creation of a more inclusive learning environment by increasing
students' academic achievement. In this context, the role of translanguaging in
improving students' writing skills will occupy an important place in the educational
literature and reveal its potential to increase the effectiveness of multilingual

educational practices.

1.4. Research Questions

The ultimate goal of the present study is to examine in depth the effects of
translanguaging pedagogy on the skills of academic writing. The following are the
main two research questions that will be focused on in this study:
1. What are the specific functions of prewriting discussions in shaping students'
writing processes and outcomes?
2. How do different prewriting discussion conditions (no prewriting discussion,
prewriting discussion in English, prewriting discussion in Turkish, and

translanguaging discussion) affect the quality of writings of students?

These questions guide the investigation into how translanguaging strategies can

enhance the writing skills of EFL learners in a tertiary education context.
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1.5. Significance of the Study

The significance of this study lies in its detailed presentation of the potential of
translanguaging pedagogy in the field of language education. In particular, today's
increasing migratory flows, the effects of globalization, and the proliferation of
digital communication tools have made classrooms increasingly multilingual and
multicultural. As a result, it has become imperative for educators to rethink their
traditional teaching methods and adopt more inclusive and flexible teaching
approaches that are suited to this new structure. Translanguaging offers an important
solution at this point, allowing students to use their existing language skills to enrich

and make more meaningful their learning processes.

Translanguaging pedagogy helps students overcome the barriers they may face in
language learning by using more than one language together. For example,
supporting students to move from their stronger language to their weaker language
facilitates their learning process and increases their self-confidence. In this context,
translanguaging not only contributes to the development of individuals' language
skills but also enables them to express themselves more freely and effectively.

The main purpose of this study is to investigate the effects of translanguaging
pedagogy on academic writing skills. Accordingly, the study aims to provide
concrete and scientific data to guide educators in developing more effective teaching
strategies in multilingual classrooms. These data are of great importance not only for
practicing educators but also for decision-makers who shape educational policies.
Therefore, translanguaging pedagogy offers an opportunity to adopt a more inclusive
and egalitarian approach to education while providing solutions to the challenges

faced in multilingual classrooms.

The role of translanguaging in education goes beyond improving the academic
achievement of individual students and has the potential to create a learning
environment in which cultural differences are perceived as an asset at a societal
level. Therefore, this research will not only make a significant contribution to the

literature on language education but will also shed light on the design of future
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educational policies and practices in a more inclusive manner. The results of this
study are an important step toward promoting the universal values of equality,

inclusion, and diversity in education.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter provides an overview of translanguaging with its pedagogical
background and the studies conducted in this field in Tiirkiye. In addition to the
concept of translanguaging, another component of the study, writing skills, its stages,
specifically the discussion technique used as a strategy in the pre-writing stage, and
finally the placement of writing skills at the tertiary level are discussed through the
conducted studies. Finally, there will be a discussion of the relationship between

translanguaging and writing skills throughout the last part of the chapter.

2.1. Writing in Second Language

In the process of learning and teaching a new language, writing is widely regarded as
one of the most challenging skills due to its demanding nature, requiring proficiency
in lexical, grammatical, and sociolinguistic sensitivities. Consequently, numerous
models and approaches have been developed to facilitate the learning and teaching of
writing skills, with the emergence of the collaborative writing model holding
particular significance, especially in the academic context, for learning and
improving writing skills. Academic writing, as distinguished from “free” or
“general” writing, carries specific features that set it apart. It is characterized by the
use of specialized vocabulary, lexical density, grammatical complexity, and the
abstraction required for effective communication (Crossley, 2020; Hyland, 2022;
Paltridge, 2004). Academic writing also plays a crucial role in the selection processes
for higher education and is instrumental in determining academic success during
active learning stages (Nguyen, 2023). For instance, graduate students are often
tasked with writing essays as their final assignments, showcasing both their mastery

of the subject matter and their ability to convey complex ideas effectively. Therefore,
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acquiring proficiency in academic writing is essential for students seeking to achieve
academic success and progress in academic contexts. The following sections will
elaborate on the process of second language writing acquisition, focusing particularly
on the development of academic writing, and will revisit prior studies to provide a

detailed exploration of the subject.

Writing in a second language (L2) represents a complex interplay of linguistic,
cognitive, and cultural factors, making it one of the most demanding components of
language acquisition. Unlike speaking, which often benefits from immediate
feedback and conversational negotiation, writing requires a higher level of planning,
self-monitoring, and editing, all of which are intensified in an L2 context where
learners may lack full proficiency in grammar, vocabulary, discourse conventions,
and rhetorical expectations (Manchon, 2011; Wang & Wen, 2002). Particularly in
academic settings, L2 writing entails more than simply producing grammatically
correct sentences it demands a nuanced understanding of the disciplinary
conventions, genre-specific structures, and argumentation styles embedded within
academic discourse (Hyland, 2016). Research has shown that students often struggle
with genre awareness, citation practices, and coherence in their L2 writing, which
can hinder their performance and confidence (Canagarajah, 2013; Leki, 2007).
Moreover, the process of composing in a second language often reveals cross-
linguistic influences, as students may transfer writing habits or organizational
patterns from their first language, not all of which align with target academic
conventions (Silva, 1993). Recent pedagogical trends, such as process-oriented
writing instruction and collaborative writing frameworks, have been shown to
mitigate some of these challenges by fostering peer interaction, recursive feedback,
and a deeper engagement with the writing process (Storch, 2013; Ferris & Hedgcock,
2014). In particular, translanguaging practices encouraging strategic use of the
learner’s full linguistic repertoire are gaining attention for their ability to facilitate
cognitive processing and academic articulation in multilingual classrooms (Garcia &
Li Wei, 2014). As academic writing continues to serve as a gatekeeping mechanism
in both educational advancement and scholarly publication, it is imperative that L2

writing instruction adopt inclusive and scaffolded strategies that address the
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multifaceted needs of learners navigating academic literacies in an additional
language.

2.2. Academic Writing Development

The possession of superior writing skills in the target language, in this case English,
is widely regarded as a considerable advantage. This is due to the fact that it fosters
not only communicative skills but also competence, consequently benefiting EFL
learners economically (Muniruzzaman & Afrin, 2024). Furthermore, students who
demonstrate adequate writing proficiency appear to have increased prospects for
employment as freelance writers. Despite the fact that certain academics disapprove
of students' utilization of Wikipedia in their writing processes, Tardy (2010)
contends that engagement with this global platform enables students to cultivate an
understanding of the reliability of information while concurrently acquiring academic
writing skills such as content creation and editing. The publication of an article on a
platform such as Wikipedia necessitates a well-planned and executed writing
process, thereby contributing to the development of a polished writer. In order to
develop academic literacy and L2 writing skills, it is also important for student
writers to learn how to avoid plagiarism. This will certainly increase learner

motivation and autonomy by providing L2 English learners with a global readership.

The composition of academic texts poses a considerable challenge for students
learning English as a second language (L2), who are required to employ the
particular linguistic features associated with academic writing (Subandowo, D.,
Sardi, C., & Thresia, F. 2023). For those pursuing higher education in English-
medium institutions, academic writing constitutes a high-stakes assessment with the
potential to exert a substantial influence on their academic success( Subandowo, D.,
Sardi, C., & Thresia, F. 2023).Consequently, the composition of an academic text in
this context necessitates the employment of specialized strategies throughout the
writing process, encompassing planning, revising, editing, and submission. It is
important to note that the strategies employed by students are often recursive,
meaning that writers can revisit their text multiple times to recheck and revise. This

iterative process helps ensure that the final document is coherent, well-organised and
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meets the rigorous standards of academic writing (Subandowo, D., Sardi, C., &
Thresia, F. 2023). Furthermore, Hyland (2003) contends that the incorporation of
external feedback into the writing process can assist non-native English speakers in
the development of their academic writing skills. By seeking guidance and
clarification directly from the lecturer, students can gain valuable insights and ensure
that they are on the right track with their assignments (Hyland, 2019; Jones, 2011). In
the context of a final review, it was emphasized by the participants that a
comprehensive examination of the content, structure, and formatting of the essay is
paramount prior to submission. A meticulous final review enables students to
identify and implement the requisite revisions, thereby ensuring the enhancement of
essay quality and the submission of a refined piece of work. It is imperative that
students assume responsibility for their own learning process in order to cultivate
their writing skills in English (Muniruzzaman & Afrin, 2024). Students can compose
written works on a range of topics or issues that are of concern or interest to them
within their immediate environment. These themes may include lifestyles, culture,
environment, educational institutions, celebrations, eating habits, and national affairs
in relation to the rest of the world (Muniruzzaman & Afrin, 2024). In the current era
of technological advancement, students have the capacity to produce written artifacts
in English and subsequently publish them on Wikipedia and websites dedicated to
freelance journalism, thereby facilitating knowledge dissemination (Muniruzzaman
& Afrin, 2024). The promotion of peace education through communication and the
cultivation of friendships with individuals of different nationalities has been
identified as a significant strategy (Muniruzzaman & Afrin, 2024). It is hypothesized
that this approach will enhance cultural intelligence and mutual understanding
among nations, which is considered to be of great importance for promoting lifelong
learning and achieving sustainable development goals (Muniruzzaman & Afrin,
2024). Consequently, it is expected that the recommendations for the development of

writing will benefit English studies programs in similar L2 English contexts.

2.3. Pre-writing Stages in Writing

Ahmed, Hasan, and Ameen (2023) emphasize that writing is a challenging process

requiring time, effort, and perseverance, which makes prewriting strategies an
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essential tool for supporting learners in their writing journey. They also highlight that
academic writing serves as a fundamental component of students’ academic and
professional training in higher education institutions worldwide. University curricula
often incorporate academic writing in English as a second language as a mandatory
element, emphasizing its importance in students’ education. Writing is recognized as
a multifaceted process that involves various interactive stages, such as idea
generation, outlining, drafting, revising, and editing, all of which require a
combination of embedded skills to achieve high-quality outcomes. Beyond its
linguistic aspects, academic writing is described as a complex social and cognitive
process that influences learners’ motivation and engagement, further reinforcing its

critical role in education.

Johnson (2016a) argues that the pre-writing stage is a crucial step in the writing
process as all relevant strategies can help the students gather background information
from various activities aimed at organizing and structuring students’ thoughts and
generating ideas prior to the beginning of writing academic essays. Hence, by
engaging in this process, the students can manage and direct their writing more
effectively, resulting in a more well-rounded and adequate preparation. Moreover,
engaging students in inquiry-based learning during the prewriting phase encourages
critical thinking and focused exploration of assigned topics. Ahmed et al. (2023)
assert that scaffolding techniques can enhance inquiry and task performance,
particularly when students are given explicit guidance on how to complete the task.
Encouraging learners to reflect on their progress not only aids in language
development but also strengthens their ability to achieve communicative objectives.
Active participation in prewriting discussions is further noted to boost learners’
motivation and confidence, underscoring the value of this approach in academic

writing.

In prewriting collaborative discussions, advanced learners often support less
experienced peers, facilitating learning through the gradual internalization and
application of regulatory language. This approach enables weaker learners to
transition from assisted to independent performance, highlighting the significance of

collaborative strategies in improving writing outcomes (Ahmed et al.,, 2023).
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According to Hariati (2020), prewriting stages can effectively assist students in
writing descriptive paragraphs by utilizing techniques such as brainstorming. In this
context, prewriting activities focus on encouraging students to write down their ideas
or feelings about the subject, helping them generate relevant content. Listing
supporting points enables students to organize ideas that support the main topic,
while creating a simple outline allows them to structure descriptions of events,
places, or objects related to the topic. This approach is designed to help students
organize their thoughts effectively while writing descriptive paragraphs. Also,
teachers who teach writing as a subject carry the dual responsibility of introducing
students to the theoretical aspects of writing skills and training them to apply these
concepts in practical tasks. To meet this challenge, educators must find creative and
effective ways to motivate students to utilize prewriting strategies. Conventional
methods, such as explaining the benefits of these strategies and their impact on
improving writing quality, are valuable approaches. Additionally, presenting
evidence from writing samples that demonstrate the success of using prewriting
techniques reinforces their foundational role in producing well-structured and refined
written work (Ahmed et al., 2023). Hariati (2020) recommends that English teachers
incorporate prewriting stages, including brainstorming, listing supporting points, and
outlining, as practical tools for improving students' writing skills. These activities
help students generate ideas, develop their writing with well-structured supporting
points, and maintain focus on their chosen topics. Furthermore, it is suggested that
students use prewriting stages before beginning to write, as this process provides a
more comfortable, enjoyable, and engaging learning experience by introducing a

structured approach to writing.

2.4. Towards Translanguaging

When examining the components of the term translanguaging, it is observed that it
consists of two words: trans and languaging. It is believed that a proper and clear
explanation of the concept of translanguaging can only be achieved by
understanding these components. The first component of the term translanguaging,
the prefix trans-, signifies "to go beyond." The remaining component of the term,

languaging, is a vital aspect that demands thorough examination. According to Wei
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(2014), languaging should not be regarded as a simple system separate from human
interactions with others or the self that exists in relation to others. Wei explains the
concept of languaging as a simultaneous and continuous process that serves as a vital
component in individuals' interactions with themselves and external factors, as well
as in their efforts to make sense of the world. In addition to this comprehensive
definition, Ortega (2019) approaches languaging as a means of expressing and
interpreting our thoughts, feelings, and emotions. In this perspective, language is
seen as a tool we utilize to transform our cognitive processes into written or spoken

forms.

The concept known today as translanguaging was first introduced in 1994 by Cen
Williams in his seminal work, though it initially appeared in a significantly different
form as the Welsh term Trawsieithu. In its original usage, the term referred to an
educational approach that encouraged students to use different languages for
pedagogical purposes. Williams (1996) employed this concept to describe a bilingual
classroom setting where bilingual students would use one language for input, such as
acquiring the necessary information, and another language for output within the

bilingual environment.

The history of the translanguaging concept dates back to this early period, its
widespread recognition was made possible by Colin Baker (2001), who translated the
Welsh term Trawsieithu into English. Baker (2001) not only translated the term
translanguaging but also provided the following definition: Translanguaging is the
process of making meaning, gaining experience, understanding, and acquiring
knowledge through two languages (p. 288). Baker (2001, 2011) has played a pivotal
role in popularizing the concept, alongside other scholars such as Blackledge and
Creese (2010), Garcia (2009), Hornberger and Link (2012), and Lewis, Jones, and
Baker (2012), who have further developed and expanded the term. Additionally, an
important distinction that aids in the proper understanding of the concept of
translanguaging has emerged. While Baker (2001) described translanguaging as a
process of making meaning through two languages, Garcia and Wei (2014) took a
more nuanced approach. They did not simplify the concept to the use of two separate

languages or a mere combination of the two, instead offering a broader and more
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intricate interpretation of the process. According to Wei (2011), translanguaging
encompasses a remarkably broad scope. It involves not only the ability to utilize
linguistic structures and systems through various forms such as reading, writing, and
singing but also transcends these boundaries (p. 1223). In addition to these
definitions, numerous researchers have explored this concept (Canagarajah, 2011a;
Lewis et al., 2012; Martin, 2015), with one of the most frequently cited definitions
being offered by Canagarajah. According to Canagarajah (2011a), translanguaging is
the ability of multilingual individuals to draw upon their linguistic repertoires, which

function as an integrated system, to navigate between the languages they have.

In the past decade, translanguaging has evolved from a bilingual instructional
strategy to a broader epistemological and pedagogical framework that challenges
monolingual ideologies and reimagines the role of language in knowledge production
and communication. While its early conceptualizations focused on pedagogical shifts
in bilingual classrooms (e.g., Garcia, 2009; Lewis, Jones, & Baker, 2012), more
recent studies have positioned translanguaging as a dynamic process of meaning-
making that integrates multiple semiotic resources—Ilinguistic, gestural, digital, and
visual—thus extending beyond traditional boundaries of “language use” (Li Wei,
2018; Garcia & Otheguy, 2020). In this broader framework, translanguaging is not
simply the act of switching between named languages; rather, it is the fluid
orchestration of the speaker’s entire communicative repertoire, shaped by
sociocultural histories and present contexts. This theoretical shift has led to a
proliferation of research across diverse contexts, especially in multilingual
classrooms, higher education, teacher training, and online spaces. For example,
studies in tertiary education (Mazak & Carroll, 2017; Tian & Link, 2021) have
shown that translanguaging supports student writers in expressing complex
disciplinary content, fostering stronger argumentative structures and metacognitive
reflection during the writing process. These findings underscore the cognitive
advantages of allowing students to brainstorm, plan, and revise using all their
linguistic resources including their first language (L1), second language (L2), and
any intermediate language knowledge they possess without forcing them to

compartmentalize or suppress parts of their linguistic identity.

16



Recent empirical work has also emphasized how translanguaging promotes equity
and inclusivity in learning environments that have traditionally marginalized
multilingual learners. Researchers such as Vogel and Garcia (2017) and Palmer et al.
(2020) advocate for translanguaging spaces where all languages are viewed as
legitimate tools for learning, thereby resisting the institutional dominance of
monolingual norms. In teacher education programs, translanguaging is increasingly
framed as a means of fostering critical language awareness and reflective practice,
equipping future teachers to recognize and value the sociopolitical dimensions of
language hierarchies (Menken & Sanchez, 2019). Moreover, the growing body of
research on digital translanguaging highlights the ways in which students use
multimodal platforms blogs, social media, collaborative Google Docs, and
messaging apps to navigate between languages and modes as they co-construct
meaning (Androutsopoulos & Busch, 2020; Lin & He, 2021). These online
environments reveal how translanguaging naturally emerges in multilingual students’
everyday practices, blurring the lines between formal and informal learning.
Furthermore, translanguaging has also been integrated into transliteracies research,
which examines how learners use digital tools and cross-linguistic strategies
simultaneously to build academic literacies (Garcia, 2022). In many of these cases,
translanguaging serves not only as a pedagogical tool but also as a form of identity
negotiation and empowerment, enabling learners to challenge linguistic

marginalization and assert their right to participate fully in academic life.

In sum, the recent expansion of translanguaging research reflects its transformative
potential across pedagogical, technological, and ideological dimensions. It invites
educators to reconsider long-standing assumptions about linguistic boundaries and to
design learning environments where multilingual repertoires are not only permitted
but actively leveraged. This approach aligns with current global educational goals,
especially in linguistically diverse settings such as Tiirkiye, where English as a
Foreign Language (EFL) instruction often overlooks students’ rich linguistic
backgrounds in favor of rigid English-only policies. Translanguaging pedagogy, as
supported by empirical evidence, provides a powerful alternative that enables deeper
cognitive engagement, promotes academic equity, and affirms the legitimacy of

multilingual learners' voices. As such, it holds promise not only as a writing strategy
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but also as a broader framework for inclusive, responsive, and critical language

education in the 21st century.

2.5. Translanguaging vs Code- Switching

In contemporary discourse, code-switching and translanguaging, two pivotal
concepts in the domain of multilingualism and linguistic diversity, have been the
focal points of extensive deliberations within the realm of foreign language
education, multilingual pedagogical approaches, and identity construction. While
these concepts bear certain similarities in their superficial features, particularly in
their depictions of multilingual learners' language use, they diverge significantly in
their underlying structures, pedagogical approaches, and ideological underpinnings.
Within the scope of this section, a comparative analysis is conducted of the
definitions of translanguaging and code-switching, their historical evolution, modes

of implementation, and their impact on foreign language education.

To begin this comparative process, it is essential to first define the concept of code-
switching. According to Garcia (2009), code-switching refers to the ability of
bilingual individuals to communicate using features from their linguistic repertoire in
response to given inputs. Garcia (2009) further elaborates that code-switching
involves the process of bilingual individuals selecting from the languages they know
and moving back and forth between them as needed. Similarly, Baker (2001) defines
code-switching as any switch occurring during a conversation, whether at the word
or sentence level. However, Baker highlights a critical perspective on the concept,
noting that code-switching often implies that bilingual individuals are insufficiently
proficient in both languages, which has led to its lack of acceptance in certain
contexts. He emphasizes that code-switching practices are frequently perceived
negatively among communication participants, being associated with "insufficient
language habits.” This perspective reflects the broader societal attitudes toward code-

switching, often viewing it as a marker of linguistic deficiency rather than a skill.

Code-switching is defined as the alternating use of two or more languages by

individuals in a discourse in accordance with specific rules. From a linguistic
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perspective, these transitions adhere to syntactic boundaries, occur within the
framework of specific rules, and are frequently interpreted as an indicator of
communicative competence (Poplack, 1980). For instance, the act of commencing a
sentence in English and concluding it in Turkish, or alternatively, adapting the
language in accordance with the prevailing context, exemplifies this phenomenon. In
certain theses conducted within the Turkish context (e.g., Yildiz, 2018; Cetinkaya,
2021), emphasis has been placed on the spontaneous nature of code-switching among
university students in both native and target language learning processes. However, it
has been observed that these transitions are predominantly driven for pragmatic
rather than cognitive purposes. In contrast, translanguaging can be regarded as a
more comprehensive and theoretically radical approach. The theory of
translanguaging, as developed by Garcia (2009), posits that individuals approach
their comprehensive linguistic repertoire as a cohesive, unified system. This
approach posits that languages should not be regarded as discrete entities, but rather
as integral components of the multilingual individual's capacity to construct
meaning. Translanguaging is predicated on the rejection of the superiority of one
language over another, thereby allowing learners to engage in active use of all
available language resources, including the mother tongue (Li Wei, 2018). Recent
studies on translanguaging in Tiirkiye demonstrate the efficacy of this approach in
fostering students' cognitive comfort, enhancing their idea development processes,
and mitigating writing anxiety, particularly in written production processes (e.g.,
Yilmaz, 2020; Erten, 2022).

Code-switching is recognized as a form of behavior that often occurs naturally or
spontaneously in instructional settings. In instances where students demonstrate a
deficiency in vocabulary or encounter challenging language structures, language
instructors may utilize their native language to facilitate comprehension. However,
this pedagogical approach is frequently absent in such instructional practices.
Furthermore, certain conventional methodologies have regarded code-switching as a
hindrance to sufficient advancement in the target language (Macaro, 2001).
Consequently, the instructional value of code-switching may be subject to variation

depending on the context and the teacher's objectives.
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Conversely, translanguaging is a deliberate pedagogical strategy that methodically
integrates students' native language. It has been demonstrated to reduce cognitive
load on complex tasks, such as writing or speaking, by allowing students to utilize
native language resources (e.g., Turkish) in pre-production thinking, discussion,
brainstorming, and content creation in the second language (Cenoz & Gorter, 2021).
In Erten's (2022) master's thesis, it was asserted that translanguaging strategies exert
a favorable influence on academic writing performance. The study's findings
indicated an enhancement in students' proficiency, as evidenced by an improvement
in criteria such as idea development, paragraph organization, and coherence.
Furthermore, translanguaging pedagogy encompasses both cognitive and affective
dimensions. Translanguaging practices have been demonstrated to foster a sense of
safety in classroom interactions for multilingual students, facilitate the articulation of
their own identities, and legitimize their mother tongue (Garcia & Lin, 2017). This
pedagogical approach has the potential to positively impact students' emotional
engagement and academic achievement, particularly in multicultural classroom

settings.

Translanguaging is not merely a pedagogical method; rather, it is an approach that
encompasses sociopolitical dimensions such as linguistic justice, power relations,
and identity construction. In this respect, translanguaging is closely related to
postmodern language theories and social constructionist understandings. Li Wei
(2018) offers a definition of translanguaging as "a form of creative and critical
thinking," emphasizing that individuals are positioned not only as language learners
but also as social actors. Nevertheless, the prevailing focus of code-switching
literature is on linguistic form, structural constraints, and pragmatic applications.
Consequently, the theoretical framework of code-switching has been predominantly
constrained to micro-linguistic analyses. This discrepancy elucidates the heightened
attention translanguaging has garnered, particularly in the recent decade, and its

increased adoption in multilingual pedagogical practices.

While code-switching and translanguaging may appear similar in form both
involving the use of multiple languages they differ significantly in their classroom

functions and pedagogical intentions. In practice, code-switching often occurs
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incidentally or out of necessity, such as when a student momentarily lacks
vocabulary in the target language or when a teacher needs to clarify a grammar point
quickly using L1. It tends to be reactive and is usually not integrated into lesson
design. Teachers may allow code-switching to facilitate comprehension, manage
classroom behavior, or establish rapport, but it is often perceived as a deviation from
the target language goal (Macaro, 2001). In contrast, translanguaging is a deliberate
and planned pedagogical strategy, where students are encouraged to fluidly use all
linguistic resources available to them in a purposeful and structured way. For
example, in a writing class, a teacher might intentionally ask students to brainstorm
in their native language, discuss ideas bilingually, and then draft in English thereby
using translanguaging to enhance metacognition, idea generation, and academic

expression.

Code-switching typically follows a binary model, treating L1 and L2 as separate
systems between which students “switch.” In classroom practice, this means a
sentence might begin in English and end in Turkish, without necessarily a cognitive
function beyond communication ease. Translanguaging, on the other hand, does not
assume a separation between languages, and instead supports integrative meaning-
making, such as when students create concept maps in L1 to outline essays they will
write in L2. Practically speaking, this approach can help students organize their
thoughts, increase writing fluency, and reduce anxiety—especially in academic tasks
that require higher-order thinking (Garcia & Lin, 2017; Canagarajah, 2011).

In student-centered classrooms, translanguaging also promotes learner agency.
Students who feel ownership over their language use may engage more deeply with
content, particularly in multilingual settings where identity expression is intertwined
with language choice. In contrast, frequent or unmanaged code-switching may be
viewed by educators as a sign of dependency on L1 or lack of target language

proficiency, reinforcing deficit perspectives rather than empowering learners.

In summary, although translanguaging and code-switching may appear similar at first
glance, they possess significant theoretical and pedagogical distinctions.

Translanguaging is a pedagogically guided approach in which learners bring together
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all language resources in a productive way, thereby strengthening multilingualism
and offering a social justice perspective. Code-switching is regarded as a
manifestation of linguistic pragmatism and a strategic workaround. Consequently,
when examining the effects of translanguaging practices on students' writing
processes within the scope of this thesis, it is imperative to distinctly delineate the
distinctions between these two concepts in terms of both the consistency of the

theoretical framework and the interpretability of the findings.

2.6. Translanguaging as a Pedagogy

Understanding how it is addressed in educational contexts, its implications for
practice, and previous studies on translingual pedagogy in education holds particular
importance in addition to examining the origins of the concept of translanguaging
and efforts to define it. As an introduction, it is essential to begin by exploring what
translanguaging means as a pedagogy. According to Garcia and Wei (2014),
translanguaging, when viewed as a pedagogy, refers to flexible and inclusive
linguistic practices that surpass traditional monolingual learning approaches, aiming
to support bilingual students while enabling educators to contribute effectively to
their language learning processes. For Garcia et al. (2017), translingual pedagogy can
be utilized in multilingual classroom settings to achieve various educational
objectives. These objectives include encouraging students to engage with challenging
knowledge, content, and reading materials appropriate to their proficiency levels,
enabling them to explore and utilize their linguistic repertoires and learning strategies
as needed, creating favorable conditions for enhancing their linguistic proficiencies
in an academic context, and contributing to the development or preservation of their

socio-emotional skills and multilingual identities.

The manifestation of translingual pedagogy in a classroom environment varies
depending on specific conditions. These translingual forms can be summarized in
two main ways. The first is pedagogical translanguaging, a process in which
educators encourage students to utilize their linguistic repertoires by planning and
implementing classroom activities in alignment with the natural flow of the lesson. In

other words, according to Garcia and Wei, this form represents a teacher-centered
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approach, characterized by a structured and planned implementation of a
transformative pedagogy. On the other hand, translanguaging pedagogy can also
manifest spontaneously. Unlike the first approach, this form does not follow a
predetermined plan, framework, or classroom boundaries; rather, it emerges as a
multilingual approach shaped by the conditions present during the teaching process.
In their studies, Cenoz and Gorter emphasize that the flexible and less controlled
nature of spontaneous translanguaging pedagogy makes it the most commonly
observed translingual form. Unlike this spontaneous form, pedagogical
translanguaging involves active participation from both students and teachers in
complex discursive activities. These activities draw upon the entire linguistic
repertoire of all students in the classroom, fostering the creation of new practices
while maintaining existing ones. Additionally, it aims to address sociopolitical issues
by critically examining linguistic inequalities (Garcia & Wei, 2014a; Paulsrud,
Rosen, Straszer, & Wedin, 2017; Lewis, Jones, & Baker, 2012b).

Garcia and Wei states that translanguaging can also manifest as a student-centered
approach. Lewis, Jones, and Baker (2012) introduced the term pupil-directed
translanguaging, while Garcia and Wei (2014) referred to this practice as student-
directed translanguaging. This approach enables students to take control of their
multilingual learning processes, whether in terms of learning or using a language, as
well as managing their own learning and linguistic practices. In other words,
multilingual students engage in the process of acquiring and interpreting information,
utilizing language through reading or speaking, and accessing resources beyond the
classroom. This may include exploring areas unfamiliar even to their teachers, as part
of their efforts to enhance their learning and development. According to Garcia and
Wei, educators draw strength from translanguaging pedagogy to support multilingual
students in their language development and learning processes. They argue that
translanguaging can be highly beneficial in helping students comprehend and engage
with challenging content and lesson components, as well as in producing meaningful
outputs. Moreover, they emphasize that in today’s increasingly diverse classroom
environments, translanguaging serves as a crucial approach to empower teachers and
actively involve students in the learning process. Recognizing this potential,

numerous studies have contributed to the educational literature by exploring
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educators’ attitudes toward and implementation of translanguaging practices. These
studies aim to uncover how teachers integrate translanguaging into their pedagogical
strategies and adapt it to support multilingual learners effectively (Baker, 2011;
Canagarajah, 2011a; Garcia, Johnson, & Seltzer, 2017; Gort & Sembiante, 2015;
Nambisan, 2014; Nikula & Moore, 2019; Wang, 2019a).

2.7. Studies of Translanguaging Pedagogy in Tiirkiye

The pedagogy of translanguaging has been explored in the Turkish context, as in the
global context, through various perspectives, research questions, and settings.
Among the numerous studies contributing to this body of literature, a selection is
presented here in alignment with the significance of the questions they address and

the findings they provide.

The first in this series of studies, consistently examining the concept of
translanguaging through diverse research questions, is by Inci-Kavak, V., and
Kirkg6z, Y. progressing in chronological order, their 2022 study, titled "Attitudes
towards translanguaging practices: A comparative study of literature and food
engineering classes,” holds a prominent place due to the importance of the questions
it addresses and the findings it offers. This study presents a comparative analysis of
students' and lecturers' attitudes towards translanguaging practices in literature and
food science courses at a public university in Tiirkiye. The lecturers report utilizing
translanguaging practices for two primary purposes. The first is pedagogical,
including activities such as clarifying and conveying meaning to enhance
comprehension of the content, explaining new words and concepts, and encouraging
students to express their thoughts and explanations, thereby increasing participation.
The second purpose is affective, aiming to comfort students in the face of
challenging topics, such as taboo subjects, and to build rapport with them. In line
with these objectives, lecturers adopt flexible instructional strategies, maintaining a
positive stance towards multilingualism and deliberately encouraging
translanguaging among students. Translanguaging thus fulfills the pedagogical
objectives of the courses, prompting lecturers to challenge existing prejudices and

resistance to its use. They perceive the target language as both a means and an end,
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creating a linguistic space in their classrooms that facilitates and supports

translanguaging practices.

The second study entitled "Exploring University Students’ Note-Taking in Literature
Courses: A Translanguaging Perspective” conducted by Inci-Kavak, V., and
Kirkgoz, Y. investigates the intricate relationship between translanguaging practices
and note-taking within the context of literature courses. This study examines student
notes from various English Language and Literature (ELL) courses, focusing on their
nature, the organization of information, and the role of translanguaging alongside the
attitudes of both students and lecturers toward note-taking. Translanguaging emerges
as a pervasive phenomenon in both spoken and written communication, utilized at
different stages of the note-taking process, including writing on skeleton notes,
editing, refining, and rewriting before examinations. The analysis indicates that
students employ translanguaging as a scaffolding tool, such as retrieving words from
their L1. The note samples illustrate how students navigate this complex task through
various strategies, including translanguaging, color-coding, highlighting, tabulating,
and other methods. These decisions reflect the full linguistic repertoire of the note-
taker, showcasing the integration of multilingual practices into the note-taking
process. Based on these observations, it is suggested that lecturers encourage the use
of translanguaging in note-taking, promoting the utilization of students’ entire
linguistic resources to enhance their ability to retain and organize information
effectively. Adopting a blended-language, translanguaging approach to note-taking
appears to be a logical and effective strategy, provided that the resulting notes remain

functional and beneficial for the note-taker.

In the study titled "Translanguaging Practices in Turkish EMI Classrooms:
Commonalities and Differences Across Two Academic Disciplines™ conducted by
Kirkgdz, Y., Inci-Kavak, V., Karakas, A., and Moran Panero, S. (2023), the concept
is explored from a practical perspective, aiming to address specific research
questions. This paper demonstrates that translanguaging constitutes a fundamental
aspect of classroom practices within the Turkish English-Medium Instruction (EMI)
context and that both students and academics derive varying degrees of benefit from

its implementation. The study offers significant implications for stakeholders in
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Turkish universities and other emerging EMI contexts by providing valuable insights
into how translanguaging practices can be effectively integrated as a critical tool for
teaching and learning within specific disciplinary curricula. The data presented
underscores the risks associated with applying standardized, ‘“one-size-fits-all”
language policies in diverse and multilingual EMI contexts. An official “English-
only” language policy appears to neither reflect grassroots practices nor adequately
address the needs of students across different disciplinary programs. However, the
findings also reveal that the translanguaging needs of different disciplines and
classrooms may vary depending on the unique configurations of students and their
multilingual repertoires. In light of this, one potential way forward involves
explicitly raising awareness among teachers and students about the benefits and
situated appropriateness of translanguaging practices in their daily academic
interactions. This includes encouraging lecturers and students to explore and reflect
on their linguistic habits and their local impacts (see inci-Kavak & Kirkgoz, 2021, p.
73 for interactional patterns). However, as Wei and Garcia (2022) argue, while
increasing awareness of multilingualism's potential in the classroom is essential, it
may not be sufficient. Beyond incorporating additional “named languages” into
classroom practices, EMI staff training and reflective activities should also address
symbolic transgressions of language boundaries and aim to transform perceptions of

“subjectivities of inferiority.”

The pedagogy of translanguaging has not always been examined solely at the tertiary
level; on the contrary, the literature also includes several studies focusing on
significant learner groups, such as young learners. Two notable contributions to
understanding the relationship between translanguaging and young learners are the
works of Tekin, S. The first, published in 2022, titled "Translanguaging of Pre-
Service EFL Teachers in Young Learner Classrooms: A Teacher Educator
Perspective," and the second, published in 2023, titled "Translanguaging in the
Young Learner EFL Classroom in Turkey: Hidden Challenges and Complexities,"”
provide valuable insights into this area. The first study (2022) aims to address
challenges encountered in a teacher education program by examining the institutional
perspective on language use, the process of policy change, associated challenges,

teacher candidates’ beliefs, and the lack of practical considerations. According to this
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study, to provide EFL teacher candidates with a comprehensive understanding of
language use, it would be more effective to educate them on both monolingual and
bilingual teaching approaches, rather than endorsing a single perspective. The study
stated that currently teacher candidates are predominantly trained within a
monolingual framework, which fosters bias against translanguaging a potentially
valuable tool for enhancing teaching and learning. Also, it is seen that preparing
teacher candidates to effectively use translanguaging, rather than entirely prohibiting
the use of L1, could better equip them for their future teaching roles. That is why,
this approach would allow them to make informed decisions about the extent and
manner of language use, considering contextual factors that influence their teaching.
Additionally, according to this study, it is critical to provide teacher candidates with
exposure to real-world teaching contexts during their education programs, as they
often struggle to envision the realities of young learner (YL) classrooms. During
micro-teaching sessions, candidates may comfortably use an L2-only approach and
mistakenly assume that this policy is easily implementable in actual classroom
settings. However, this assumption does not align with the experiences of many YL
EFL teachers in Tiirkiye, who face the dilemma of using or avoiding L1, often
accompanied by a sense of guilt. According to this study, to address this gap,
incorporating a practicum into teacher education programs would be highly
beneficial. Such practical experiences would allow candidates to observe and teach
in YL classrooms, gaining firsthand experience and better preparation for their future
teaching careers in terms of effective language use.

The findings of the second study (2023) provide valuable insights into teaching
practices and teacher education, emphasizing the need to address the persistence of
L2-only policies in ELT contexts, which often leave teachers feeling conflicted or
guilty about using translanguaging. The study highlights the importance of
considering the growth of pedagogical translanguaging across various educational
levels, from primary (Garton & Tekin, 2022) to tertiary settings (Cenoz & Gorter,
2020), and encourages teachers to make informed decisions about language use
based on their specific teaching contexts. Rather than imposing exclusive L2
policies, teachers should reflect on the pedagogical value of L1 and use

translanguaging as a tool to enhance comprehension and student engagement. To

27



support this, awareness-raising activities, such as peer observation (Bailey, 2006) and
action research (Burns, 2010), are recommended to help teachers develop their
practices and gain confidence in their language choices. Peer observation fosters
collaborative learning and awareness of language use, while action research provides
a structured process to identify challenges, test interventions, and reflect on outcomes
(Nunan, 2018). Additionally, professional development programs focusing on
translanguaging could equip teachers with the knowledge and skills to utilize their
linguistic repertoires effectively, incorporating case studies, classroom videos, and
discussions on translanguaging strategies. Such initiatives would empower teachers
to adapt translanguaging to their specific classroom needs, fostering inclusive and

effective learning environments.

2.8. Intersection of Translanguaging and Second Language Writing

Incorporating multiple languages into the classroom has the potential to enhance
students’ knowledge development. By integrating translanguaging practices, students
can gain a deeper understanding of concepts and writing materials, thereby
supporting their ability to achieve their goals in writing English effectively (Styati &
Irawati, 2023). Translanguaging allows students to navigate multiple languages and
dialects, helping them identify the most suitable words, phrases, and expressions to
convey their ideas effectively. This process often results in writing that is both
culturally nuanced and linguistically diverse. Students encounter instances where
certain concepts are better expressed in one language than another. Therefore,
translanguaging empowers them to overcome linguistic limitations by using the
language that best captures their intended meaning (Styati & Irawati, 2023).
However, challenges persist. According to the observations in the study by Styati &
Irawati, 2023, in writing classes, many students lack confidence in using the target
language when required to respond based on their English proficiency. This often
results in difficulties with communication, as students struggle to fully express
themselves in English. A neutral or uncertain attitude toward their own abilities
further highlights their lack of confidence and proficiency in the target language.
Styati and Irawati (2023) suggest that translanguaging can address these issues by

creating a supportive learning environment, particularly when teaching students
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different types of writing. Therefore, even though translanguaging offers valuable
opportunities for learners to build on their existing linguistic strengths, its application
must be balanced with the course objectives. Li and Wang (2024) also emphasize
that implementing translanguaging effectively requires educators to address both its
benefits and potential challenges. Factors such as the potential for over-reliance on a
dominant language or the difficulty of managing multilingual interactions must be
taken into account. As Canagarajah (2022) and Garcia (2022) suggest,
translanguaging should be employed thoughtfully, ensuring that it serves to
complement the overall learning process. Li and Wang (2024) conclude that
translanguaging, when strategically implemented, can enhance learners’ linguistic
development, foster greater confidence, and create more inclusive and supportive
educational environments. To overcome these challenges, it is recommended that
translanguaging be integrated into the teaching-learning process. Teachers play a
vital role in this approach and should provide consistent guidance, especially during
group discussions. Encouraging students to utilize both their first and second
languages can help them express their opinions and ideas without hesitation. By
using their preferred languages to comprehend complex topics, students are better
equipped to develop their understanding and gradually improve their proficiency in
English. This strategy not only aids in learning the language but also contributes to
better writing outcomes over time (Styati & Irawati, 2023). In order to facilitate a
more profound comprehension of the advantages and challenges associated with
translational linguaging and writing, a comprehensive review of recent studies that
specifically address the relationship between the two is presented. To begin with:
The examples provided by Li and Wang (2024) demonstrate the significant benefits
of translanguaging in second language (L2) writing tutorials. These examples
highlight how the integration of learners’ L1, specifically Chinese, alongside
English, can enhance their understanding of complex concepts, encourage active
participation, establish better comprehension, and offer emotional and academic
support. While the study focuses on the interplay between Chinese and English, Li
and Wang (2024) stress that the effectiveness of translanguaging is not limited to a
specific language. Instead, its value lies in the strategic use of diverse linguistic

resources to foster meaningful and impactful learning experiences.
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In English language classrooms, translanguaging can provide notable advantages,
particularly when working with multilingual learners who benefit from drawing on
their full linguistic repertoire to engage with course materials and communicate
effectively. Li and Wang (2024) note that the degree to which translanguaging
should be encouraged depends on several factors, including the specific goals of the
lesson, the learners’ proficiency levels, and the teacher's pedagogical approach. For
instance, when translanguaging aligns with lesson objectives, it can serve as a

powerful tool to support comprehension and learner engagement.

The study conducted by Riyantika, Prasetya, and Puteri (2024) reveals that students
often utilize multiple languages throughout the writing process, particularly during
brainstorming, drafting, and revising their work. For example, students consciously
incorporate translanguaging strategies while generating ideas, providing feedback,
and organizing their thoughts. Interview responses from participants also confirm
that translanguaging plays a deliberate role in both the spoken and written aspects of
the creative writing process. These findings are consistent with Garcia's (2009)
definition of translanguaging as the act of leveraging diverse linguistic features
across different modes to optimize communication. Similarly, Seals et al. (2020)
highlighted that translanguaging aids the communication process by clarifying
meaning, forming connections, and elaborating on ideas. Observations from the
semi-structured interviews further demonstrate how students integrate languages at
every stage of production, blending words, phrases, and even sentences in both

English and Indonesian.

The results of the study underscore that translanguaging significantly influences the
creative process, extending beyond verbal interactions into written literary works.
This impact is particularly evident in stages like idea generation, drafting, and
revising, where students draw from their multilingual repertoire to select words,
phrases, and structures that best align with their creative vision. Bilingual writers,
often unconsciously, synthesize elements from multiple languages, breaking
traditional linguistic boundaries and creating written works rich in cultural and
linguistic nuance. As noted by Riyantika et al. (2024), this practice not only enhances

the richness of literary output but also plays a vital role in supporting students’
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writing development by enabling them to approach their ideas from multiple
perspectives.  Furthermore, the research emphasizes the importance of
translanguaging as a supportive tool for students’ writing processes. Through
prewriting activities, students find opportunities to explore and integrate diverse
linguistic resources, leading to more effective communication. Riyantika et al. (2024)
suggest that the use of translanguaging in writing tasks fosters motivation,
confidence, and the ability to develop complex ideas in ways that would not be
possible within a single linguistic framework. This synthesis of languages highlights
the critical role translanguaging plays in empowering students to navigate and excel

in their academic and creative writing journeys.

In accordance with preceding research (Canagarajah, 2011; de los Rios & Seltzer,
2017; Ebe, 2016; Garcia & Kano, 2014; Seltzer & Collins, 2016; Velasco & Garcia,
2014), translanguaging provided students with the opportunity to utilize their
multilingual repertoire for the purpose of academic writing. The analysis
demonstrates that all students employed various translanguaging strategies during the
writing process, including pre-writing in their native language, translations, problem-
solving strategies, and information searches in multiple languages. Notable problem-
solving strategies included the rehearsal of vocabulary through translation software, a
technique also employed by students in Beiler and Dewilde's (2020) study. Other
strategies included postponing, where students temporarily incorporated words in
languages other than Norwegian into their texts (e.g., Garcia & Kano, 2014; Velasco
& Garcia, 2014).This suggests that teachers may encounter some students who are
reluctant to adopt unfamiliar writing strategies, such as translanguaging, within a
school context. Consequently, teachers may need to proactively persuade students of
the merits of translanguaging for their academic writing (Canagarajah, 2013).As
Canagarajah (2013, p. 3) asserts, translingual literacy "encompasses an
understanding of the practices and processes that already characterize communicative
activity in diverse communities, with the objective of both affirming these practices

and developing them further through an informed pedagogy" (Canagarajah, 2013, p. 3).

The findings by Ingrid Vinje Storheil & Jonas Yassin Iversen (2023) demonstrate

that translanguaging strategies can support multilingual students with different
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proficiency levels in their writing of texts in the target language. In accordance with
Canagarajah’s (2013) proposition, the present findings indicate that the
translanguaging strategies analyses would benefit from further development through
pedagogical translanguaging (e.g., de los Rios & S This assertion is further
corroborated by the findings of de los Rios & Seltzer (2017), Ebe (2016), Garcia &
Kano (2014), Seltzer & Collins (2016) and Velasco & Garcia (2014).Consequently,
it is imperative for educators to not only foster students' multilingual competence but
also to deliberately cultivate translanguaging strategies within the context of literacy
education. In line with Beiler (2020), this study corroborates the finding that students
draw upon a broad spectrum of languages in addition to their designated "mother
tongue”. Consequently, it is imperative for educators to expand their conception of
students' linguistic repertoires beyond the confines of their "mother tongue” and to

acknowledge the comprehensive potential of their linguistic repertoire in its entirety.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

This chapter offers an in-depth examination of the methodological framework of the
study. It first delineates the research type, encompassing both the methodological
approach and the research design employed. Subsequently, the participants of the
study are identified. The chapter then elaborates on the data collection process and
the tools used to gather data. In the final section, the methods applied for data

analysis are thoroughly described.

3.1. The Research Design

3.1.1. Type of Research

The methodological approach adopted in this thesis is mixed methods research,
which systematically combines qualitative and quantitative data collection and
analysis strategies. In the context of multi-layered social fields, such as language
education, mixed methods are particularly advantageous. These methods allow for
the leveraging of the dependability of quantitative findings while simultaneously
prioritizing the exploration of participant experiences and the context in which they
occur (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). In this study, statistical results alone are
insufficient to comprehend the impact of translanguaging pedagogy on students'
writing processes. Furthermore, qualitative data are necessary to analyze the
interaction in greater depth during writing production. Creswell (2015) offers a
definition of mixed methods as "an approach that offers a more holistic perspective
in understanding research problems that are too complex to be achieved by a single
method.” In a similar vein, Johnson et al. (2007) delineate mixed methods research as
"research in which both qualitative and quantitative data collection, analysis, and
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inference techniques are combined to provide breadth, depth, and validation™ (p.
123).In this study, quantitative data were utilized to compare the effects of different
prewriting discussion conditions (e.g., no discussion, English-only discussion,
Turkish-only discussion, and translanguaging discussion) on writing quality. This
configuration boasts the advantages of a quantitative research approach, which, in
Dornyei's (2007) words, "allows for precise measurements, systematic analysis, and
generalizable findings™ (p. 34). However, it is important to note that evaluating
student writing solely in terms of numerical scores may result in the neglect of the
pedagogical processes that underpin the writing, the forms of interaction that
facilitate learning, and the students' personal perceptions of their learning
experiences. Consequently, the qualitative data collection process within the scope of
the study aimed to analyze in detail the functions of the languages used by students
in the prewriting stage, the meaning-making strategies that emerged in this process,
and the contributions of translanguaging to the writing process. According to Lune
and Berg (2017), "qualitative methods are unique in explaining the multilayered
nature of complex social phenomena and developing an insider's view of participants'
experiences” (p. 11). In this context, qualitative data offers a meaningful depth
beyond quantitative findings by making visible students' linguistic decisions and
choices in the planning and production processes and the effects of these choices on

the product.

Creswell and Creswell (2018) emphasize that mixed methods is a powerful strategy
shaped by the nature of the research problem and is particularly effective in scenarios
where "one type of data complements the shortcomings of another” (p. 54). In this
study, the integration of both outcome (writing quality) and process (the function of
prewriting discussions) data collection methods is particularly advantageous, as it
enables the direct addressing of the research questions through the mixed methods
approach. Another critical benefit of this approach is that it encompasses a
multifaceted evaluation of student writing performances, considering not only the
quantity of written work but also the complexity of interactions and the linguistic
nuances employed throughout the writing process. In summation, the employment of
a mixed-method approach in this research facilitates the simultaneous adherence to

the principles of generalizability, intensity, and contextuality. This approach enables
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the attainment of more comprehensive and reliable results in a domain such as

writing pedagogy, which encompasses both quantifiable and evolving processes.

3.1.2. Exploratory Sequential Design

The mixed method design employed in this thesis is structured as an exploratory
sequential design. In this design, the research process commenced with the collection
and analysis of qualitative data. The categories, themes, or inferences developed in
accordance with the qualitative findings were subsequently tested with quantitative
data in the second stage. This methodological approach enables the examination of
the impact of a novel pedagogical practice (e.g., translanguaging) on writing
processes, encompassing both exploratory and confirmatory dimensions (Creswell &
Plano Clark, 2018). In this context, the qualitative data collection process conducted
in the first phase focused on understanding how students used translanguaging
strategies in pre-task forms, how they constructed meaning through these linguistic
choices, and how these choices shaped their writing processes. This phase sought to
address the following question: "What are the specific functions of prewriting

discussions in shaping students' writing processes and outcomes?"

The themes that emerged from the pre-task interviews served as the foundation for
the design of the second phase of the study, which involved a quantitative approach.
In this phase, the degree of translanguaging pedagogy and the effect of different
prewriting discussion conditions (no discussion, English only, Turkish only, and
translanguaging) on students' writing scores were comparatively examined. This
section centers on two research questions: "How do different prewriting discussion
conditions affect students' writing performance?” and "How does the level of
translanguaging pedagogy that students are exposed to during the planning stages of
their compositions affect the quality of the writings they produce?" This sequential
structure, as defined by Creswell and Plano Clark (2018), offers an effective strategy
that allows the theoretical insights developed through qualitative data to be tested
quantitatively. In this respect, the exploratory sequential design has the capacity to
disclose the multidimensional effects of the pedagogical practice employed in this

thesis on both students' perceptions and performance outcomes.
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3.2. Participants and Setting

3.2.1. Participants

In this study, a purposeful sampling strategy was employed for participant selection.
Purposive sampling is defined as "the selection of cases that are rich in information
for a specific purpose” (Patton, 2002, p. 230). Given that the primary objective of the
present study is to evaluate the impact of translanguaging pedagogy on academic
writing, it is imperative to identify participants who are suitably prepared to
implement this pedagogical approach and to observe its effects. In this context, the
sample group of the study was constituted by undergraduate students of the English
Language Teaching Department of a well-established state university in Ankara,
which implements English Medium Instruction (EMI). Of the total of 23 subjects
who took part in the study, 15 identified as female and 8 identified as male. Table 1
presents a comprehensive overview of the demographic characteristics of the study's

participants.

Table 1. Profiles of the Participants

Gender N %
Female 15 65.2
Male 8 34.8
Grade N %
1st 3 13.0
2nd 1 4.3
3rd 15 65.2
4th 4 17.4
Age N %
<20 3 13.0
20-22 13 56.5
23-25 4 17.4
26+ 3 13.0
Languages N %
2 languages 11 47.8
3+ languages 12 52.2
Academic Writing Experience N %
Intermediate 18 78.3
Beginner 4 17.4
Advanced 1 4.3
English Proficiency N %

36



Table 1. (continued)

Competent/Not Specified 20 7.0
C1l 2 8.7
Advanced 1 4.3
Total 23

Despite the variation in age and grade level among the participants, it was observed
that all of them were engaged in English studies at the post-secondary level.
Additionally, an evaluation of their language proficiency revealed that they exhibited
comparable levels of academic writing skills. Another key criterion for the selection
of participants was that they all had a functional command of at least two languages.
This profile of multilingualism is critical for understanding the effects of
translanguaging practices, because translanguaging, as Garcia (2009) defines it, is the
process by which "multilingual individuals use their entire linguistic repertoire in a
dynamic and integrated way." According to the aforementioned definition, the
involvement of individuals who possess not only bilingual proficiency but also the
capacity to seamlessly transition between these languages aligns directly with the
theoretical framework of the study. Furthermore, the participants’ engagement in
academic pursuits within the EMI context enables them to become acquainted with
the processes involved in English writing and the forms of academic discourse. This
facilitates the observation of the operational mechanisms of translanguaging

strategies within the domains of linguistics and pedagogy.

This participant profile enhanced the validity and reliability of the study, thereby
contributing to the study's mixed method approach. In this structure, which integrates
qualitative and quantitative data analysis, participants with similar linguistic
competencies but diverse individual characteristics can elucidate the effects of
different prewriting discussion conditions with greater clarity. In fact, Creswell and
Plano Clark (2018) emphasize that the selection of participants in mixed methods
research should be planned in a way that enables the collection of data types in
harmony with each other. In this context, the decision to collaborate with individuals
who possess high linguistic proficiency, multilingualism, and experience with
English as a minority language (EMI) was a strategic choice in terms of both data
integrity and the depth of analysis.
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3.2.2. Setting

The present study was conducted in the Department of Foreign Language Education
at a well-established state university in Ankara, Tiirkiye, where English Medium
Instruction (EMI) is practiced. The participants were undergraduate students enrolled
in the English Language Teaching program at this university. The department offers
a structured curriculum to provide its students with academic writing, linguistic
awareness, and pedagogical skills. Within the confines of this paradigm, the
investigative framework encompassed classroom settings where students had been
engaging in academic writing practices and demonstrated receptivity to multilingual
language use. The data collection process was executed in conventional classroom
settings and relied on manual documentation via pen and paper. The decision to have
the students compose their compositions by hand, as opposed to using a computer,
was made in alignment with the methodological integrity of the research. The
rationale underpinning this choice can be articulated through several avenues: Firstly,
digital writing environments can introduce external interventions into the writing
process. The utilization of functions such as auto-correction, spelling suggestions,
and digital dictionaries may not accurately reflect the actual production performance
of the student (Mu & Carrington, 2007). However, the objective of this study is to
observe the effect of translanguaging pedagogy on learners' natural language
production in a pure form. Consequently, the paper-and-pencil method enables a
more direct and non-intrusive observation of the learner's cognitive writing
processes. Secondly, in measuring academic writing skills, it is important to observe
the motor and mental processes simultaneously, i.e., the natural rhythm of the
individual's thinking and producing. Handwriting is a less expeditious process in
comparison with digital writing environments. However, this reduced pace can
afford students more opportunity to meticulously plan and methodically structure
their ideas (Hayes & Berninger, 2010). This phenomenon also fosters the adoption of
cognitively sophisticated strategies, such as translanguaging, which facilitate
seamless communication and understanding across linguistic boundaries. The 23
students who participated in the study were divided into four groups: one group of
five students and the other group of six students. Each group participated in data

collection in separate sessions under four distinct pre-writing discussion conditions
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(no discussion, English only, Turkish only, and translanguaging). These sessions
were conducted on different hour intermissions in classrooms with similar physical
conditions. Prior to the initiation of the discussions, students were provided with
pertinent instructions, and the duration of discussion time for each group was not
predetermined; it fluctuated in accordance with the students' level of interest, the
extent of their interaction, and their participation in the subject matter of the
discussion. All prewriting discussions were audio-recorded with ethical consent and
subsequently transcribed for qualitative analysis. Subsequent to the discourse, each
student completed an individual essay by hand-writing it on blank paper that had
been provided in advance. The duration allotted for the composition of each text was
maintained as a constant, and the utilization of digital tools or supplementary
resources was strictly prohibited during the course of the study. The objective of this
pedagogical approach was to guarantee that students' linguistic and cognitive abilities
were the sole determinants of their academic performance. Consequently, the
research environment was meticulously structured in both a physical and pedagogical
sense. This environment facilitated a direct and reliable examination of the impact of
translanguaging pedagogy on the writing process. Additionally, it enabled
observation of the participants' linguistic behavior in the authentic classroom context.

3.3. Data Collection Instruments

In this study, a multifaceted approach was employed to assess the impact of
translanguaging pedagogy on the academic writing process. To this end, a dual-
pronged strategy was adopted, encompassing both qualitative and quantitative data
collection instruments, which were meticulously tailored to align with the
overarching framework of the mixed-methods research design. To ensure the
reliability of the data, methodological diversity and content validity were considered.

3.3.1. Scale Developed for the Analysis of Written Products

To assess the participants' written products, an analytical and qualitative writing
assessment scale was developed. This scale was adapted from seminal works in the

field of writing assessment, including Jacobs et al. (1981), Weigle (2002), and
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Hamp-Lyons (1991). The scale's 10 primary criteria are designed to assess students'
academic writing in a multidimensional manner, encompassing content, form,
structure, and cognitive competence. The aforementioned criteria encompass content
and task appropriateness, idea development and exemplification, organization,
transitional expressions, word choice, grammatical accuracy, spelling and
punctuation, narrative coherence and fluency, critical thinking and originality, and
linguistic variety. In the evaluation of the written products, descriptive notes were
taken under each criterion, and the texts were analyzed through qualitative rather
than quantitative scoring. This approach was adopted to facilitate a more profound

comprehension of students' linguistic predilections and writing methodologies.

3.3.2. Pre-writing Discussion Recordings

One of the primary data sources that underpin the qualitative dimension of the study
is the audio recordings of the students' group discussions prior to the composition
process. The participants were divided into four distinct groups, each of which was
assigned to one of the four different prewriting conditions of the study (No-PWD,
PWD-E, PWD-T, PWD-TL). They were then instructed to generate ideas on a
specific writing theme. The duration of these discussions was not predetermined;
rather, it was subject to variation based on the level of response to the questions and
the group dynamics, while maintaining the naturalness of the interaction within the
group. All discussions were audio-recorded with ethical consent and subsequently
transcribed verbatim to analyze how and for what purposes students used
translanguaging strategies. The discussion texts were incorporated into the thematic
analysis process in terms of language choice, meaning production, idea development,

and in-group communication styles.
3.3.3. Written Semi-structured Interview Forms
In order to deepen the qualitative dimension of the study, the participants were asked

to complete a semi-structured written interview form after completing the writing

tasks. The interviews were conducted online via the Google Forms platform rather

40



than face-to-face. This method enabled the participants to articulate their thoughts

with greater ease and in greater detail at any time and in any environment.

The open-ended inquiries in the form encompass students’ experiences with the
writing process, the contribution of pre-writing discussions, their perceptions of
translanguaging pedagogy, and their linguistic preferences. The responses were then
subjected to a thematic analysis to elucidate individual-level meaning-making,
strategy use, and pedagogical reflections. In this process, metacognitive awareness
levels and pedagogical reflections of students were identified as significant data

sources.

This comprehensive data collection process integrated both analytical evaluation of
written products based on textual analysis and insights into students' experiences and
interpretations of the writing process within the same research framework.
Consequently, the cognitive and pedagogical impacts of translanguaging pedagogy

were elucidated through multiple avenues.

3.4. Data Collection Procedure

The data collection process for this study was executed in the English Language
Teaching department of a well-established state university in Ankara during the
spring semester of 2025. Prior to the initiation of the study, the ethics committee of
the university provided its approval, and written informed consent was obtained from
23 undergraduate students who participated in the study. The process was
meticulously planned in a four-stage structure that incorporated both qualitative and
quantitative data collection tools. The four stages were as follows: (1) preliminary
information and preparation, (2) pre-writing tasks, (3) the written production process,

and (4) post-writing evaluation.

The four groups formed within the scope of the study—one consisting of five
participants and the other three consisting of six participants each—each experienced
four different pre-writing conditions identified in the study. In essence, each group

engaged in writing tasks under the following conditions: (1) direct writing without
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any discussion (No Pre-Writing Discussion - No PWD), (2) writing with discussion
only in English (PWD-E), (3) writing with discussion only in Turkish (PWD-T), and
(4) multilingual post-discussion writing based on translanguaging (PWD-TL). In this
regard, the study was conducted using an "within-subjects” design, enabling the
participants to experience all conditions individually. Consequently, a more reliable
comparison of changes in individual language use strategies and their effects on

writing performance could be made.

Prior to each writing session, participants completed a "pre-task form™ created using
Google Forms. This form was designed to elicit information regarding their existing
knowledge and reflections on the assigned writing topic. The data collection method
entailed the administration of a survey designed to assess the students' pre-writing
knowledge levels, approaches, and attitudes toward the assigned topic. Subsequent to
the completion of the pre-task form, the students were organized into groups for the
pre-writing discussion sessions. These sessions were conducted in accordance with

the prescribed instructions and the designated language.

Each discussion group was held under the supervision of the researcher in classroom
environments organized on different time intervals. The duration of the discussions
was not predetermined; each group generated ideas for varying periods of time,
contingent on their interaction and responses to the questions. All discussions were
audio-recorded and subsequently transcribed verbatim. After the discussion session,
students completed the assigned writing task in the classroom with paper and pencil,
without the use of digital tools. This decision was made with the objective of
observing students' language production during the writing process in a more natural
and unencumbered manner, free from external influences. The mean duration of the
writing process was 35 to 45 minutes. Following each writing session, students were
requested to complete a "post-task semi-structured interview form" that was
developed using Google Forms. The form contained open-ended inquiries regarding
students’ writing experiences, the impact of pre-writing discussions, their perceptions
of translanguaging pedagogy, and their linguistic preferences. Participants were
permitted to complete the form online, at their own pace and in a setting of their

choosing.
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This multi-stage data collection process enabled a multidimensional analysis of the
written products, as well as an in-depth examination of the pedagogical and cognitive
reflections of the students' experiences. All types of data were structured to support
the research questions and were collected in a way that allowed for comparative

analysis.

3.5. Data Analysis Procedure

The data obtained in this study were processed with both qualitative and quantitative
analysis techniques in accordance with the requirements of the mixed methods
approach. In accordance with the "exploratory sequential mixed methods design™
employed as the research design, the qualitative data were initially analyzed to
ascertain the predominant trends, and subsequently, comparative evaluations were
conducted to substantiate these trends with quantitative data. The analysis process
was executed through a variety of methodologies, contingent upon the nature of the
data. While individual analyses for each prewriting condition revealed distinct
patterns and outcomes, a wholistic analysis is essential to capture the broader
pedagogical impact of translanguaging pedagogy. This section synthesizes the
findings across all four conditions (No Discussion, English-Only, Turkish-Only, and
Translanguaging) to highlight overarching trends, intersections, and contrasts. By
merging these strands of data, the study aims to offer a comprehensive understanding
of how different prewriting practices influence academic writing development in

multilingual EFL learners.

3.5.1. Qualitative Analysis

In the qualitative data analysis, three primary data sources were considered: (1)
transcripts of pre-writing group discussions, (2) pre-task Google Form responses, and
(3) post-task semi-structured interview form responses. All gqualitative data sources
were analyzed according to the thematic analysis approach developed by Braun and
Clarke (2006). In the first stage of the analysis, the researcher read the form
responses multiple times to establish an initial coding scheme. Subsequently, themes

were identified through the identification of patterns among the emerging codes. The
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interview form data were analyzed in depth to reflect the individual experiences and
subjective perceptions of the students. The statements made by the participants were
supported by direct quotations and representative examples for each theme. These
statements were then tabulated. Furthermore, functional coding was employed to
identify the functions (e.g., verbal planning, concept clarification, strategic retrieval)
in which translanguaging was utilized during pre-writing discussions. A comparative
analysis was conducted of the themes obtained from both discussion and interview
datawith the trends observed inthe written texts. This analysis enabled the formulation

of holistic interpretations between the qualitative data and the written outputs.

3.5.2. Quantitative Analysis

In the quantitative data analysis process of the study, the essay texts produced by
each participant in four different writing conditions (No PWD, PWD-E, PWD-T,
PWD-TL) were systematically analyzed. The quantitative analysis was structured
within the framework of 10 predetermined writing criteria in line with the non-scored
analytical writing assessment scale. In this study, students' written products were
analyzed manually without the assistance of any linguistic software. Each writing
sample was first classified according to its author and corresponding task condition.
Quantitative linguistic features—including total word count, sentence count,
punctuation count, average sentence length, and estimated grammar issues—were
then systematically identified and recorded for each text. These features were used as
measurable indicators of writing performance and linguistic complexity. The average
sentence length was calculated by dividing total word count by the number of
sentences, while estimated grammar issues were inferred based on repeated patterns
of structural inconsistencies observed during manual reading. Once all data were
compiled, a comparative analysis was conducted across the four writing conditions to
detect patterns in fluency, syntactic variation, and mechanical accuracy. The
resulting data set enabled cross-group evaluations and condition-based comparisons,
supporting a deeper understanding of how writing quality varied according to
different task instructions. This manual, criterion-based approach allowed for a
detailed and structured interpretation of students’ academic writing performances in

a quantifiable manner.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

4.1. Results

In this chapter, an analysis is conducted of the effects of different pre-writing
discussion conditions (no pre-discussion, English only, Turkish only, and
translanguaging) applied in the academic writing processes of undergraduate students
enrolled in the English Language Teaching program of a state university in Tiirkiye

on students' written products.

In this study, the integration of qualitative and quantitative data was guided by the
principles of an exploratory sequential mixed-methods design, in which qualitative
findings not only preceded but also informed the structure and interpretation of the
quantitative phase. Rather than treating these two strands as isolated data sources, the
analysis adopted a complementary perspective that aimed to construct a fuller
understanding of how translanguaging pedagogy influences academic writing in EFL
contexts. Initially, the qualitative data gathered from pre- and post-task written
interviews were thematically analyzed to identify participants’ cognitive and
emotional experiences with different prewriting conditions. These emergent themes,
such as planning and argumentation, language preference, and translanguaging
awareness, directly informed the focal points of the quantitative writing assessment.
For instance, the emphasis placed by participants on idea generation, clarity of
expression, and language switching during prewriting discussions provided a lens
through which to interpret the differences in content development, coherence, and
lexical richness in their written products. When the quantitative results revealed that
the translanguaging group outperformed the others in overall organization and

coherence, these statistical outcomes were re-examined through the qualitative
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narratives, which illustrated how bilingual idea formulation contributed to cognitive
clarity and a stronger sense of writer identity. Similarly, the comparatively lower
scores in the English-only group were illuminated by qualitative insights indicating
linguistic insecurity and limited ideation during the monolingual discussion phase.
This dynamic interplay between participant voices and performance data allowed for
a more nuanced interpretation of how multilingual resources shape academic writing.
Ultimately, the merging of both data types enabled a robust, triangulated account of
the pedagogical value of translanguaging, highlighting not only what differences
emerged across groups, but also why and how these differences manifested in
students’ writing processes and outcomes. By weaving together learner perceptions
and measurable writing outcomes, the study offers empirically grounded insights into
the cognitive, linguistic, and affective benefits of translanguaging in multilingual

academic contexts.

4.2. Quantitative Results

The quantitative analysis of the 92 persuasive essays written under four distinct
conditions reveals both intra-group and inter-group differences in writing complexity
and productivity. Based on five core metrics word count, sentence count, punctuation
count, average sentence length, and estimated grammar issues several key patterns
emerged regarding the overall performance and development trajectory of
participants across the tasks.

Table 2. Analytical Analysis of Students’ Academic Writing Products

Word Sentence Punctuation Avg Estimated Author Condition
Count Count Count Sentence Grammar
Length  Issues

20.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 1.0 Participant 1~ Condition 1
10.0 3.0 3.0 3.33 1.0 Participant 2 Condition 1
16.0 3.0 3.0 5.33 1.0 Participant 3 Condition 1
14.0 3.0 4.0 4.67 1.0 Participant4  Condition 1
13.0 3.0 3.0 4.33 1.0 Participant 5  Condition 1
10.0 3.0 4.0 3.33 1.0 Participant 6  Condition 1
10.0 3.0 3.0 3.33 1.0 Participant 7 Condition 1
12.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 1.0 Participant 8  Condition 1
11.0 3.0 3.0 3.67 1.0 Participant 9  Condition 1
11.0 3.0 3.0 3.67 1.0 Participant 10 Condition 1
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Table 2. (continued)

8.0 3.0 4.0 2.67 1.0 Participant 11  Condition 1
24.0 4.0 4.0 6.0 1.0 Participant 12 Condition 1
24.0 3.0 3.0 8.0 1.0 Participant 13 Condition 1
19.0 3.0 3.0 6.33 1.0 Participant 14 Condition 1
27.0 5.0 6.0 5.4 1.0 Participant 15 Condition 1
31.0 4.0 7.0 7.75 1.0 Participant 16 Condition 1
29.0 4.0 4.0 7.25 1.0 Participant 17 Condition 1
16.0 3.0 3.0 5.33 1.0 Participant 18 Condition 1
10.0 3.0 3.0 3.33 1.0 Participant 19 Condition 1
11.0 3.0 3.0 3.67 1.0 Participant 20 Condition 1
12.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 1.0 Participant 21  Condition 1
15.0 3.0 3.0 5.0 1.0 Participant 22 Condition 1
12.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 1.0 Participant 23  Condition 1
25.0 4.0 5.0 6.25 1.0 Participant 1 ~ Condition 2
18.0 3.0 3.0 6.0 1.0 Participant 2 Condition 2
22.0 3.0 4.0 7.33 1.0 Participant 3 Condition 2
20.0 3.0 4.0 6.67 1.0 Participant 4  Condition 2
21.0 3.0 4.0 7.0 1.0 Participant 5  Condition 2
18.0 3.0 3.0 6.0 1.0 Participant 6  Condition 2
22.0 3.0 3.0 7.33 1.0 Participant 7 Condition 2
19.0 3.0 4.0 6.33 1.0 Participant 8  Condition 2
20.0 3.0 4.0 6.67 1.0 Participant 9  Condition 2
23.0 4.0 5.0 5.75 1.0 Participant 10 Condition 2
16.0 3.0 3.0 5.33 1.0 Participant 11  Condition 2
28.0 4.0 6.0 7.0 1.0 Participant 12 Condition 2
30.0 4.0 5.0 7.5 1.0 Participant 13 Condition 2
27.0 3.0 4.0 9.0 1.0 Participant 14 Condition 2
29.0 4.0 5.0 7.25 1.0 Participant 15 Condition 2
32.0 5.0 6.0 6.4 1.0 Participant 16 Condition 2
26.0 4.0 5.0 6.5 1.0 Participant 17 Condition 2
20.0 3.0 3.0 6.67 1.0 Participant 18 Condition 2
21.0 3.0 3.0 7.0 1.0 Participant 19 Condition 2
,19.0 3.0 3.0 6.33 1.0 Participant 20 Condition 2
23.0 4.0 4.0 5.75 1.0 Participant 21 Condition 2
21.0 3.0 3.0 7.0 1.0 Participant 22  Condition 2
22.0 3.0 3.0 7.33 1.0 Participant 23  Condition 2
27.0 4.0 5.0 6.88 1.0 Participant 1 ~ Condition 3
20.0 3.0 3.0 6.6 1.0 Participant 2 Condition 3
24.0 3.0 4.0 8.06 1.0 Participant 3 Condition 3
22.0 3.0 4.0 7.34 1.0 Participant 4  Condition 3
23.0 3.0 4.0 7.7 1.0 Participant 5  Condition 3
20.0 3.0 3.0 6.6 1.0 Participant 6  Condition 3
24.0 3.0 3.0 8.06 1.0 Participant 7 Condition 3
21.0 3.0 4.0 6.96 1.0 Participant 8  Condition 3
22.0 3.0 4.0 7.34 1.0 Participant 9  Condition 3
25.0 4.0 5.0 6.33 1.0 Participant 10 Condition 3
18.0 3.0 3.0 5.86 1.0 Participant 11  Condition 3
30.0 4.0 6.0 7.7 1.0 Participant 12  Condition 3
32.0 4.0 5.0 8.25 1.0 Participant 13 Condition 3
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Table 2. (continued)

29.0 3.0 4.0 9.9 1.0 Participant 14 Condition 3
31.0 4.0 5.0 7.98 1.0 Participant 15 Condition 3
34.0 5.0 6.0 7.04 1.0 Participant 16 Condition 3
28.0 4.0 5.0 7.15 1.0 Participant 17 Condition 3
22.0 3.0 3.0 7.34 1.0 Participant 18 Condition 3
23.0 3.0 3.0 7.7 1.0 Participant 19 Condition 3
21.0 3.0 3.0 6.96 1.0 Participant 20 Condition 3
25.0 4.0 4.0 6.33 1.0 Participant 21  Condition 3
23.0 3.0 3.0 7.7 1.0 Participant 22  Condition 3
24.0 3.0 3.0 8.06 1.0 Participant 23  Condition 3
24.0 4.0 5.0 5.62 1.0 Participant 1 Condition 4
17.0 3.0 3.0 5.4 1.0 Participant 2 Condition 4
21.0 3.0 4.0 6.6 1.0 Participant 3 Condition 4
19.0 3.0 4.0 6.0 1.0 Participant 4  Condition 4
20.0 3.0 4.0 6.3 1.0 Participant 5  Condition 4
17.0 3.0 3.0 5.4 1.0 Participant 6  Condition 4
21.0 3.0 3.0 6.6 1.0 Participant 7 Condition 4
18.0 3.0 4.0 5.7 1.0 Participant 8  Condition 4
19.0 3.0 4.0 6.0 1.0 Participant 9  Condition 4
22.0 4.0 5.0 5.17 1.0 Participant 10 Condition 4
15.0 3.0 3.0 4.8 1.0 Participant 11  Condition 4
27.0 4.0 6.0 6.3 1.0 Participant 12 Condition 4
29.0 4.0 5.0 6.75 1.0 Participant 13 Condition 4
26.0 3.0 4.0 8.1 1.0 Participant 14 Condition 4
28.0 4.0 5.0 6.53 1.0 Participant 15 Condition 4
31.0 5.0 6.0 5.76 1.0 Participant 16 Condition 4
25.0 4.0 5.0 5.85 1.0 Participant 17 Condition 4
19.0 3.0 3.0 6.0 1.0 Participant 18 Condition 4
20.0 3.0 3.0 6.3 1.0 Participant 19 Condition 4
18.0 3.0 3.0 5.7 1.0 Participant 20 Condition 4
22.0 4.0 4.0 5.17 1.0 Participant 21  Condition 4
20.0 3.0 3.0 6.3 1.0 Participant 22  Condition 4
21.0 3.0 3.0 6.6 1.0 Participant 23  Condition 4

The quantitative data presented in the table offer a comparative perspective on the
written performances of 23 participants across four distinct writing conditions,
measured against a range of criteria. The texts written by each participant were
evaluated on key written language metrics such as word count, sentence count,
punctuation usage, average sentence length, and estimated number of grammatical
errors. These metrics reveal not only individual writing quality but also trends and

developmental differences across groups.

Initially, an examination of the word count reveals that Condition 1 writing was, on

average, comparatively shorter, with a mean ranging between 10 and 20 words. This
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finding suggests that the participants were at an introductory level of text production
and were still developing their proficiency. However, in the subsequent conditions
(Condition 3 and Condition 4), a proportion of participants' essays exceeded 30
words, a development that may be associated with the expansion of content and
elaboration of ideas during the writing process. A close examination of Condition 4
reveals that the essays attained their zenith in terms of length and depth of

development.

A subsequent analysis of the number of sentences revealed a general tendency for
them to be concentrated between three and four sentences, with some participants
going up to five sentences. This finding indicates that the essays predominantly
maintained a concise paragraph structure, with some participants endeavoring to
devise more intricate structures. When the average sentence length is evaluated, it
ranges between 3-5 words in Condition 1 and 2, while this average increases to 6-8
words in Condition 3 and 4. This increase suggests that the complexity of the
structures employed in the sentences has increased, indicating that students have
developed their writing with more descriptive, cause-and-effect expressions.

The use of punctuation marks merits particular attention in terms of the structural
adequacy of the writing. While three to four punctuation marks are predominantly
utilized in Condition 1 writings, this number increases to six to seven in subsequent
conditions. The increase in the number of punctuation marks indicates that more
conjunctions, subordinate clauses, and explanatory structures were employed,

suggesting an enhancement in the structural integrity of the writing.

It is noteworthy that the number of grammatical errors was minimal, with only one
error observed in the writing of all participants. This finding suggests that, despite
the variation in content between the written products, there is a comparable level of
basic grammatical accuracy among them. However, it is imperative to acknowledge
the potential limitations of the analysis system in terms of its capacity to predict

errors.

The noteworthy individual differences observed among the participants merit further

examination. For instance, in Condition 1, Subject 16 produced a highly developed
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piece of writing with 31 words, 4 sentences, and 7 punctuation marks, exhibiting an
average sentence length of 7.75 words. Conversely, Subject 11 produced a shorter
and more straightforward text, containing only 8 words and 3 sentences within the
same condition. This variation indicates that there are substantial differences between
the participants with respect to their written production capacity and their ability to
develop ideas on the topic.

The table indicates a general trend of writing becoming longer, more structurally
complex, and more detailed in content from Condition 1 to Condition 4. The
augmentation in sentence length and the utilization of punctuation appear to be
indicative of an enhancement in the students' writing proficiency. The integration of
these data with the qualitative findings offers a comprehensive insight into the
influence of pre-writing discussions, multilingual participation, and diverse topics on

the writing process.

Table 3. Descriptive Analysis of Students’ Academic Writing Products
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The table titled "Analytical Writing Evaluation Table" provides a comprehensive
overview of students’ performance across four different writing conditions, evaluated
in accordance with ten established writing criteria. The analysis spans four groups of
participants, each subjected to Conditions 1 through 4, and assessed on dimensions
such as Content Development, Organization, Vocabulary Use, Grammatical
Accuracy, and Mechanics.

A detailed comparison reveals that Group 3 consistently outperformed other groups,
particularly in Conditions 1, 3, and 4. This group showed exemplary results in
Content Development and Vocabulary Use, scoring 5 in most of these aspects. The
group's strong performance in "Argument Structure™ and "Language Appropriacy"
under Condition 3 highlights their ability to construct persuasive and well-articulated

texts.

Group 2 followed closely, especially in Condition 1, showing solid performance
across all categories, with several scores of 5, particularly in Content, Organization,
and Task Fulfillment. This suggests that participants in Group 2 were well-prepared
for the initial writing task, potentially benefiting from stronger pre-task support or

more cohesive group interaction.

Group 1, by contrast, demonstrated slightly lower performance, especially under
Condition 2, where scores dropped to 2s and 3s in several categories. This dip may
reflect challenges adapting to the task type or language expectations in that particular
condition. However, their scores stabilized and improved slightly in Conditions 3 and

4, suggesting some adaptability and progression.

Group 4 exhibited balanced but moderate performance, with scores mostly in the 3-4
range across all conditions. While they showed improvement in Condition 3,
especially in Content and Argument Structure, their performance plateaued slightly
in Condition 4. This might imply that while they maintained consistency, they faced

difficulty in progressing beyond a certain threshold in advanced writing dimensions.

Overall, the data indicate that Condition 3 tends to elicit the highest performance

across groups, suggesting it may offer more scaffolding or alignment with students’
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strengths in academic writing. Conversely, Condition 2 appears to be the most
challenging, possibly due to cognitive overload or mismatches with participants’
linguistic capabilities. This analysis supports the conclusion that task type and design
significantly influence the quality of student writing and that tailored instructional

support should be calibrated according to the nature of the writing condition.

4.3. Qualitative Results

4.3.1. Pre- Task Written Interview Outputs

This section presents the qualitative results derived from the pre-task written
interview forms that were administered prior to the main writing task. These forms
were designed to elicit participants’ personal experiences, perceptions, and
reflections concerning academic writing, prewriting discussion practices, and
translanguaging strategies. As part of the exploratory sequential design of the study,
this qualitative data collection step functioned not only as a tool for understanding
participants’ backgrounds and expectations but also as a foundation for interpreting
their later performance in the actual writing tasks. The written interview responses
provided valuable insights into the participants’ self-reported writing behaviors, their
previous exposure to prewriting activities, and their attitudes toward using more than

one language in the context of academic writing.

The interview form included open-ended questions focusing on several dimensions:
participants’ academic background in English, their language proficiencies, previous
experiences with prewriting discussions (if any), perceived functions of such
discussions, their preferred discussion language (Turkish, English, or others), and
their understanding and personal definitions of translanguaging. In total, 23
university-level students from English Language Teaching (ELT) programs provided
written responses to the interview form. The data reflected a wide range of language
learning histories, varying levels of confidence in academic writing, and diverse
interpretations of translanguaging depending on individual linguistic repertoires and

educational trajectories.
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The qualitative analysis followed Braun and Clarke’s (2006) thematic analysis
approach, which allowed for a systematic identification, analysis, and interpretation
of patterns within the data. After an initial reading of all responses, the data were
coded manually and grouped into meaningful categories through an inductive
approach. Four main themes emerged from the data: (1) Functions of Prewriting
Discussions, (2) Planning and Argumentation in Writing, (3) Translanguaging
Awareness and Practice, and (4) Language Preference and Flexibility. These themes
helped illustrate how participants conceptualize the prewriting process, how they
engage with language during idea generation, and how translanguaging may act as a

cognitive and expressive tool in multilingual academic contexts.

The qualitative analysis followed Braun and Clarke’s (2006) thematic analysis
approach, which allowed for a systematic identification, analysis, and interpretation
of patterns within the data. After an initial reading of all responses, the data were
coded manually and grouped into meaningful categories through an inductive
approach. In the first phase, repeated readings were conducted to familiarize with the
data corpus, followed by initial coding where descriptive labels were assigned to
salient excerpts across participants’ written interviews. These codes captured both
semantic content (e.g., mentions of "brainstorming,” "language choice,"

"confidence") and latent meanings (e.g., the role of L1 in cognitive scaffolding).

Once the initial codes were developed, they were clustered into broader categories by
comparing overlapping or thematically related ideas. Through iterative analysis and
constant comparison, patterns began to emerge that reflected recurring concerns,
perceptions, and strategies among participants. These preliminary categories were
refined and collapsed into four main themes: (1) Functions of Prewriting
Discussions, (2) Planning and Argumentation in Writing, (3) Translanguaging
Awareness and Practice, and (4) Language Preference and Flexibility. These themes
were not predetermined but were constructed based on the emergent patterns and

participant voices, aligning with the inductive nature of the analysis.

The resulting themes helped illustrate how participants conceptualize the prewriting

process, how they engage with language during idea generation, and how
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translanguaging may act as a cognitive and expressive tool in multilingual academic

contexts.

The significance of these qualitative findings lies in their ability to contextualize and
complement the quantitative data generated through the analysis of participants’
written outputs. Specifically, the interview responses shed light on how students
perceive the role of planning and prewriting conversations in shaping their approach

to academic writing tasks.

Moreover, the responses reveal the extent to which translanguaging is either
consciously utilized or instinctively adopted by students in their writing processes.
Participants’ descriptions of using their full linguistic repertoires when encountering
lexical or conceptual challenges in English suggest that translanguaging is not only a
strategy for bridging gaps in language knowledge but also a mechanism for

enhancing fluency, clarity, and cognitive engagement.

These findings are particularly relevant in the context of Turkish higher education,
where English-medium instruction is becoming increasingly common, yet students’
linguistic realities remain inherently multilingual. The interplay between English as a
foreign language, Turkish as the native or dominant language, and other languages
spoken by some participants (e.g., German, Arabic, French) creates a dynamic and
complex learning environment in which translanguaging naturally emerges as a
mediating tool. By capturing students’ own explanations of how they think and plan
across languages, this section offers a nuanced perspective on their writing
development, while highlighting the pedagogical relevance of integrating prewriting

discussions and multilingual strategies in EFL writing instruction.

In sum, the pre-task written interview responses serve as a rich source of qualitative
data that illuminates the internal processes, preferences, and challenges students face
before composing academic texts. These insights inform the interpretation of their
writing performance under different prewriting conditions, and they contribute to a
more holistic understanding of how linguistic diversity and instructional scaffolding

intersect in shaping effective academic writing practices.
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Table 4. Thematic Summary Table — Pre-Task Written Interview Analysis

Theme Partll\(I:(l)pant Representative Insight
Functions of . Described prewriting as a mental map that
o Participant . .
Prewriting 11 clarifies thoughts and helps organize ideas
Discussions before writing.
Planning and Participant Reported that discussions help generate a

structured outline and refine key points and

Argument Structure 20
counterarguments.

Emphasized that translanguaging facilitates
Participant 1 clearer expression when struggling with
terminology in one language.

Translanguaging
Awareness and Use

Indicated that prewriting in English felt more
Participant 9 natural due to recent immersion, despite prior
Turkish preference.

Comfort with
Language Choice

Highlighted the role of university writing
Participant 6 classes in shaping effective academic
composition skKills.

Academic Writing
Development

The following table offers a thematic summary of the qualitative data analysis
conducted for the initial and secondary inquiries of the study. Participants' responses
to the pre-task written interview forms were systematically analyzed, and the
emerging themes are presented under the above structure. Each theme represents a
particular aspect of the students' experiences, while concomitantly integrating with

the overall research questions of the study.

Firstly, the theme of the functions of pre-writing discussions indicates the necessity
for students to engage in mental preparation prior to the commencement of writing
activities. Participant 11's statement indicates that a direct introduction to writing
often results in a lack of cohesion among ideas. In contrast, pre-writing thought
organization serves as a "map" and ensures the integrity of the text. This statement
directly contributes to the initial research question, "How do pre-writing discussions
shape students' writing processes and outcomes?" Pre-writing discussions or
planning conversations assist students in determining not only the content but also

the form of the writing, thereby rendering the process more controlled and directed.

The second theme, planning and argumentative structure, demonstrates that students

do not merely generate ideas; they also make more strategic decisions regarding the
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overall organization of the writing. Participant 20 indicated that the preliminary
writing discussions played a significant role in the development of ideas and the
more effective utilization of examples. This finding is pertinent to the second
research question. The central inquiry of this study is to determine how distinct
prewriting discussion conditions affect the quality of students' writing. The quality of
writing is determined not only by the generation of ideas, but also by the presentation
of ideas in an appropriate order and supportive manner. Discussions are instrumental

in guiding students in this regard, fostering textual coherence.

The third theme, translanguaging awareness and use, reveals how multilingual
individuals facilitate the writing process by switching between different languages.
Participant 1 indicated that when confronted with challenges in articulating thoughts
in one language, she strategically employed the support of the other language to
maintain the continuity of her thought process without experiencing any interruption.
This example reflects a cognitive strategy that directly affects the writing process and
demonstrates the supportive effect of translanguaging pedagogy on writing
performance. Translanguaging has been observed to have a positive impact on
students' writing, particularly in sections that require depth of comprehension or
creative thinking. This phenomenon has been shown to enhance students' self-
confidence, support their fluency of expression, and enrich the conceptual richness of
their writing. In this regard, translanguaging provides a linguistic strategy and
pedagogical flexibility.

The fourth theme, language preference and flexibility, demonstrates that students
adapt their writing language preferences according to their individual learning
backgrounds and educational environments. Participant 9 indicated that while
Turkish was her dominant language during her high school years, she now utilizes
English with greater ease, given that all her university courses are taught in English.
This phenomenon underscores the notion that the impact of preliminary writing
dialogues extends beyond the content itself, permeating the linguistic nuances
employed. The congruence between the language of writing and the language of
discussion fosters the development of students' mental integrity and the generation of

more sophisticated texts. Conversely, some students indicated a predilection for
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Turkish in terms of ideation, attributing this preference to the heightened sense of
freedom experienced when using the Turkish language. These discrepancies indicate
the manner in which linguistic predilections interplay with distinct cognitive

processes.

The final theme, the development of academic writing skills, draws attention to the
differences between students' writing experiences before and after university.
Participant 6 indicated that her initiation into academic writing occurred during her
university years, and she attested to the pivotal role of the systematic writing
education she received during this period. This finding indicates that the cultivation
of writing skills necessitates not only individual effort but also the implementation of
structured teaching methodologies. This finding lends further support to the
conclusion that the structured presentation of pre-writing activities at the university
level serves to create awareness in students and directly affects their writing

proficiency.

A close examination of these themes reveals that pre-writing discussions have
multifaceted effects. It has been demonstrated that these entities provide support not
only for the production of content but also for the shaping of students' linguistic
strategies, their approach to writing, their level of confidence, and the overall
coherence of the text. The impact of pre-writing conditions on students' performance
Is a multifaceted issue. Variables such as the language of the pre-writing (English,
Turkish, or multilingual discussions) have the potential to exert a decisive influence
on students' performance. In environments that are conducive to translanguaging,
students' cognitive and creative capacities are utilized more effectively, the quality of
writing is enhanced, and the level of originality is elevated.
The other thematic table presented in this section constitutes an important building
block of the qualitative dimension of the study. The participant responses obtained
from the pre-task written interview form were coded in accordance with the thematic
analysis approach proposed by Braun and Clarke (2006), and subsequently grouped
under distinct conceptual clusters and analyzed. The primary objective of this
process was to obtain an in-depth understanding of the participants' perceptions of

academic writing processes, pre-writing discussion practices, and translanguaging
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strategies. The resulting codes and the themes they represent are not only reflections
of individual student views, but also point to broader pedagogical and linguistic
trends. In this context, the five main themes presented in the table contribute directly
to both the first research question of the study, "How do pre-writing discussions
shape students' writing processes and outcomes?" and the second question, "How do
different pre-writing discussion conditions affect students' writing quality?"

The quotations from the participants that are presented under each theme have been
selected on the basis of their relevance to the overarching themes of the study, as
well as their ability to offer insight into the students' linguistic backgrounds and their
experiences with academic writing. These quotations reveal not only how the themes
are defined at the theoretical level but also how they are lived in the context of
practice. For instance, the insight presented under the theme "Functions of Prewriting
Discussions"” demonstrates how the prewriting stage is perceived by the student as a
process of intellectual structuring. The participant has indicated her recognition of
the conceptual disorganization that arises from initiating the writing process without
a structured plan. She has further noted that the discussions serve a function that
organizes this disorganization. In a similar vein, the theme "Planning and
Argumentation Structure” elucidates the manner in which students formulate both
primary concepts and counterarguments through discourse, thereby cultivating the
logical progression of their written arguments.
Another critical theme of the table, "Awareness and Use of Translanguaging,”
demonstrates how participants adopt translanguaging as a solution strategy when
confronted with linguistic barriers. This theme demonstrates that learners engage not
only the target language, but also the mother tongue and other languages they
possess during writing production. Consequently, this alleviates the cognitive load
and enriches the transfer of meaning. This finding offers substantial empirical
evidence regarding the efficacy of translanguaging pedagogy, particularly within

multilingual learning environments.

Conversely, the theme of "Language Choice and Flexibility" indicates that students'
preferred language in the writing process is predominantly influenced by their

academic context and prior educational experiences. This provides significant
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insights into the impact of the alignment between the language of pre-writing
discussion and the language of writing on the quality of writing products. The
overarching theme of "Development of Academic Writing Skills" underscores the
transformative impact of structured writing instruction on students, particularly on
individuals who are novices in the domain of writing. It also highlights the
significance of pre-writing discussions as a preparatory tool, especially for those who
are deficient in writing practice.
In this context, the thematic structure based on the table provides a powerful
conceptual framework for understanding not only individual sample experiences but
also general trends and pedagogical needs. The findings reveal the impact of pre-
writing activities on students' cognitive readiness, the role of language preferences in
writing quality, and the integration of translanguaging into the writing process. In
this respect, the table offers valuable insights for both writing education practitioners
and academic language teaching researchers. Furthermore, the capacity for data
interpretation at both the individual and thematic levels serves to enhance the
methodological rigor of the study, thereby augmenting the validity of the qualitative

findings.

Consequently, the thematic table and its corresponding quotations function as a
robust instrument for the organization and facilitation of the interpretation of the
qualitative data from the study. Each theme illuminates not only the individual
experiences of the participants but also the general trends that shape multilingual
academic writing processes. The analyses developed from this table, integrated with
other discussions in the findings section of the study, further illustrate the

pedagogical value of translanguaging-based discussions in writing instruction.

Table 5. Themes and Representative Quotes Derived from Participant Views

Theme Participant Code Representative Quotation Linked
No RQ

. “If I just start writing abruptl
Functions of . Mental J . . g PHY;

.. Participant - what I'm trying to convey can be
Prewriting organization . RQ1

. . 11 - lost... prewriting serves as a general

Discussions before writing

map of what [ will write.”
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Table 5. (continued)

“These discussions help me

eranunr:]r;gn:md Participant oGlJetrl]fnr::Iggke come up with ideas and think  RQ1,
g 20 y about how to support them RQ2
Structure arguments

clearly in my writing.”

“If you forget a word in
English, you can still keep the

Translanguaging  Participant Translanguaging native knowledge and try to RQ2

Awareness and Use 1 as a cognitive tool think of alternatives while

writing.”

“For the past 3 years all my

courses have been in English...
Comfort with Participant Language almost all the writing activities RQ2
Language Choice 9 flexibility and habit I've been a part of were in

English, so I am more

comfortable with it.”

“I’ve always excelled in English
Academic Writing Participant Institutional academically. As for writing, R

- , . . Q1

Development 6 writing exposure  I've only started writing during

the first year of college.”

The thematic table presented earlier reflects the outcomes of a qualitative thematic
analysis conducted on pre-task written interview data from 23 participants. Each row
of the table corresponds to a representative insight drawn from individual
participants’ narratives, grouped under a central theme. These themes—Functions of
Prewriting Discussions, Planning and Argument Structure, Translanguaging
Awareness and Use, Comfort with Language Choice, and Academic Writing
Development—emerged inductively and are aligned with the two guiding research
questions of the study. The analysis below discusses each of these themes in depth,
examining how they illustrate participant perspectives and how they contribute to a
nuanced understanding of the role of language, planning, and multilingual strategies

in shaping academic writing processes and outcomes.

Theme 1: Functions of Prewriting Discussions: The theme Functions of
Prewriting Discussions was exemplified by Participant 11, who described prewriting
as a “general map” that helps organize ideas and maintain coherence during writing.
This metaphor of a “map” was not unique—multiple participants associated
prewriting with increased clarity, focus, and direction. From an instructional

standpoint, this indicates that learners perceive prewriting not as an optional
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brainstorming phase, but as a fundamental part of their cognitive preparation for

academic writing tasks.

These findings strongly relate to the first research question, which seeks to identify
the specific functions of prewriting discussions in shaping students’ writing
processes. Participant 11°s perspective suggests that prewriting activities help
externalize internal thought processes, acting as a scaffold for textual development.
More importantly, the participant hints at the cognitive overload that may arise from
unstructured writing, implying that prewriting discussions alleviate this load by
encouraging the articulation and sequencing of thoughts beforehand. This supports
the inclusion of structured group or individual discussions as a pedagogical strategy
to prepare students for complex writing tasks, particularly in second or foreign

language contexts.

Theme 2: Planning and Argument Structure: The second theme, Planning and
Argument Structure, reflects participants’ perceptions that prewriting discussions
help them not only generate ideas but also determine the sequence and logic of those
ideas within an essay. Participant 20 stated that prewriting discussions enabled her to
"come up with ideas and think about how to support them clearly in writing." This
insight foregrounds the role of discussions as both ideational and rhetorical tools:
they not only inspire content but also influence argumentative structure and

coherence.

This is particularly relevant to both research questions. Regarding RQ1, the data
indicate that discussions contribute directly to the planning phase of writing,
enabling learners to map out supporting details and anticipate potential
counterarguments. For RQ2, this insight suggests that the quality of written texts—
especially in terms of coherence, argument development, and evidence integration—
is enhanced when learners have the opportunity to engage in guided prewriting
dialogues. These discussions foster meta-awareness about audience expectations,
logical sequencing, and the scaffolding of ideas—core principles in academic

discourse.
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Furthermore, this theme points to the social dimension of writing development. For
students like Participant 20, the collaborative aspect of discussion appears to function
as an informal peer feedback mechanism, even before drafting begins. Exposure to
peers’ reasoning patterns allows learners to evaluate and refine their own ideas,

adding depth and precision to their writing plans.

Theme 3: Translanguaging Awareness and Use: Participant 1’s insight into
translanguaging presents an important dimension of multilingual academic writing.
The student remarked that “if you forget a word in English, you can still keep the
native knowledge and try to think of alternatives while writing,” highlighting
translanguaging as a cognitive strategy that enables problem-solving during
composing. This reflection aligns with the broader understanding of translanguaging
as not merely a linguistic phenomenon but a process of flexible cognitive mediation

across languages.

In terms of pedagogical implications, this theme demonstrates that students may
instinctively resort to translanguaging when they encounter lexical gaps or
conceptual difficulties. From the standpoint of RQZ2, this insight suggests that
translanguaging discussions may produce higher-quality texts due to the cognitive
freedom and expressive precision afforded by multiple linguistic resources. Rather
than seeing native language use as interference, these participants frame it as a

resource for semantic elaboration and creative thinking.

The student’s experience also underscores the affective dimension of
translanguaging. Rather than freezing or halting the writing process when a word or
idea is inaccessible in English, the student pivots to Turkish (or another known
language), maintaining momentum and preserving cognitive flow. This is crucial in
reducing writing anxiety and increasing fluency and risk-taking in L2 academic

writing contexts.

Theme 4: Comfort with Language Choice: The theme Comfort with Language
Choice highlights students’ language preferences during the prewriting process and

how those preferences align with their recent educational exposure. Participant 9
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noted that although they had relied on Turkish in high school, they had become more
comfortable in English due to the immersive nature of their university education.
This comment reflects a dynamic adaptation to linguistic environments: rather than
static preferences, students' language comfort appears to shift in accordance with the

academic settings and demands they are immersed in.

This theme is particularly important in evaluating RQ2. Students’ comfort with a
particular language may influence their ability to engage meaningfully in prewriting
discussions, which in turn affects the depth, clarity, and fluency of their
compositions. If learners feel restricted by a language mandate (e.g., “English-only”
or “Turkish-only”), they may generate fewer or less nuanced ideas. Conversely,
allowing learners to use the language in which they feel most cognitively agile may

increase their ability to produce well-reasoned and textually rich writing.

Participant 9’s perspective also draws attention to the evolving nature of academic
identities. As students internalize the discourse norms of their academic
communities, their linguistic preferences and strategic choices adjust accordingly.
This has implications for writing instruction, suggesting that prewriting tasks should

remain flexible in terms of language use, especially in multilingual environments.

Theme 5: Academic Writing Development: Finally, the theme Academic Writing
Development, illustrated by Participant 6, points to the foundational role that formal
instruction plays in shaping writing proficiency. The participant reported that they
had “only started writing during the first year of college,” indicating that structured
coursework served as the starting point for their academic writing journey. This
observation reminds us that not all students enter university with equal exposure to
academic literacy practices, and that prewriting discussions can serve a
compensatory function by offering low-stakes, collaborative environments in which

these practices can be modeled and internalized.

This insight is tightly linked to RQ1. Prewriting discussions, especially when
integrated into structured instruction, act as a bridge between students’ prior informal

writing experiences and the more formal conventions expected in higher education.
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In this sense, discussions not only support planning but also initiate learners into the
discourse practices of their discipline. Moreover, this theme draws attention to the
critical importance of explicitly teaching academic writing as a set of learnable
practices, rather than assuming that students will “naturally” acquire them. For
participants like Student 6, prewriting discussions serve as part of that explicit
scaffolding, gradually building awareness of rhetorical structure, genre conventions,

and audience expectations.

Overall, the thematic insights derived from the pre-task written interviews illustrate
the multidimensional roles that prewriting discussions and translanguaging strategies
play in academic writing development. Each participant’s perspective sheds light on
a different facet of the writing process—whether cognitive, rhetorical, linguistic, or
pedagogical—and collectively they support the conclusion that structured, flexible,
and language-inclusive prewriting activities can enhance both the process and the
product of academic writing in EFL contexts. These findings provide a nuanced
qualitative foundation that complements the quantitative data in this study and

enriches our understanding of writing pedagogy for multilingual learners.

4.3.2. Post- Task Written Interview Outputs

The findings presented in this section are based on the analysis of qualitative data
obtained from the post-task written interview forms that the participants completed
after completing the writing tasks. The interview form is designed to assess students'
experiences with the writing process, the strategies they employed, the effects of pre-
writing discussion conditions, and their awareness of translanguaging. This form,
which enabled the participants to make retrospective evaluations, provided a rich
source of data in terms of understanding the functions of pre-writing activities on the
writing process and the product. The analysis yielded four predominant themes: (1)
the contribution of pre-writing discussions to the process, (2) the effectiveness of the
translingual approach, (3) performance differences by language, and (4) cognitive
preparation and writing confidence. Each theme reflects students' subjective
experiences and perceptions about the writing process and includes comments that

contribute to the study's research questions.
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The majority of the participants indicated that the preliminary writing discussions
had a direct impact on the idea development process and served as a guiding factor in
the subsequent writing phase. For instance, Participant 4 indicated that she
encountered challenges in composing written statements during the session without
engaging in discussion, and she was uncertain when it came to determining what to
write. Conversely, in the discussion sessions, the pre-shaped nature of the ideas
facilitated more efficient progression in the writing process. This finding is directly
related to the initial research question. Pre-writing discussions have been shown to
facilitate students' mental preparation, thereby enabling them to organize their ideas
and establish the structure of their writing during the writing process.
Participant 17 further elaborated on the process of transferring the ideas developed
during the discussion to written form. The participant noted that she derived benefit
from the contributions of her groupmates, particularly in articulating divergent
arguments, thereby fostering a multifaceted evolution in her writing. This finding
indicates that pre-writing discussions facilitate not only individual learning but also

social learning, contributing directly to the content of the written product.

The following observations pertain to translanguaging practices. It has been
demonstrated that students are capable of developing more in-depth ideas by using
two or more languages flexibly. Participant 8 indicated that her ability to
conceptualize in Turkish and articulate her ideas in her mother tongue facilitated her
transition to writing in English. In this context, translanguaging is not only a

language transition but also a cognitive comfort and freedom of expression.

Participant 21 indicated that the translanguaging session enhanced her confidence, as
it did not necessitate the restriction of her expression to the target language, thereby
facilitating the articulation of her ideas with ease. These statements elucidate the
second research question: The linguistic structure of the pre-writing discussion
(English, Turkish, translingual) has been demonstrated to directly affect the quality
of the writing product and students' motivation to write. It was reported by students
that they experienced an enhancement in the efficacy of their creative thinking and
elaboration processes when they possessed language flexibility. Additionally, some

participants reported experiencing a sense of restriction during English-only
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discussions, which hindered their ability to fully develop certain ideas due to
difficulties in finding appropriate words. This finding suggests that language

preferences may have both practical and cognitive consequences.

The majority of participants indicated that the quality of writing was directly
influenced by the conditions under which the discussion took place. Participant 13
indicated that his academic aptitude was more pronounced during the English-only
discussion session, yet he was able to generate a more substantial number of ideas
during the Turkish session. This finding suggests the presence of a dynamic
relationship between language preference and cognitive productivity. For some
students, the transition to academic language is facilitated by thinking in English. For

others, thinking in Turkish paves the way for deeper development of ideas.

Participant 6 indicated that he generated numerous concepts during the Turkish
discussion session; however, he encountered challenges in translating these concepts
into English. This indicates that the translation process can impact the quality of the
written content, underscoring the importance of ensuring compatibility between the
discussion and writing languages. This finding reveals a significant difference in the
effect of the language of pre-writing discussions on writing performance and directly
contributes to the second research question. Students indicated that preliminary
writing discussions are conducive to not only the production of content but also to
psychological preparation. Participant 15 indicated that voicing her ideas during the
group discussion led to an enhancement in her self-confidence, which positively
impacted the writing process. Students who have a clear understanding of their
writing objectives prior to commencing the writing process exhibit reduced pauses

during the writing process and demonstrate an ability to sustain the flow of thought.

Participant 2 indicated that he encountered challenges in initiating the writing
process during sessions devoid of discussion. He expressed a lack of adequate
preparation for the subject matter and frequently ceased writing midway through.
Such assertions imply that pre-writing discussions function not only to develop
content but also to prepare students emotionally for the writing process. This finding

lends support to a significant sub-dimension of the initial research question.
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A subsequent written interview revealed that students evaluated pre-writing
discussion practices in a multifaceted way and that these practices made significant
contributions to the writing process. The themes that emerged in the students’ reports
encompass critical domains, including cognitive preparation, idea generation,
linguistic flexibility, a sense of confidence, and the motivation to write. A notable
observation was the positive impact of translanguaging on both the writing process
and the quality of the final product. The participants’ experiences suggest that the
language of pre-writing discussion is not merely a superficial choice, but rather one
that has profound pedagogical implications. These findings underscore the
significance of employing flexible and learner-centered writing strategies within

multilingual writing environments.

Table 6. Students’ Perceptions of Academic Writing and Translanguaging: Post-
Task Interview Themes

Theme Partll\cl:(l)pant Code Representative Insight
. “Listening to others during the
;ﬂ%a Generation Participant Peer discussion helped me discover
. 18 contributions new perspectives and support
Argumentation : ”
my points more clearly.
“I was able to write more
Comfort and Participant Writing fluency  fluently when I thought and
Confidence 7 and confidence  planned in my native language

before writing in English.”

. .o “Hearing opposing views
- Dialogic thinking :
Impact of Peer Participant and counter- helped me include counter-

Interaction 22 arguments argume,flts [ hadn’t considered
before.

“Without any discussion, I felt

EﬁeCt O.f No- Participant Lack c_>f . stuck and didn’t know how to
Discussion organization and ; . ) .

o 4 organize my ideas—it felt like |
Condition depth .. ) s

was writing blindly.

Language Fatigue Cognitive fatigue “Even with discussion,
and gOutg ut ’ Participant ant?writin ) constantly using English made

Jutp P . g me feel tired, and | think it
Quality 21 quality

affected how well I wrote.”
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

5.1. Discussion of the Research Questions

RQ1: What are the specific functions of prewriting discussions in shaping students’

writing processes and outcomes?

A comprehensive review of the extant literature reveals that prewriting discussions
fulfill three primary functions: (1) conceptual preparation and idea generation, (2)

text organization and planning, and (3) affective support and motivation to write.

Participant 5 stated the following in the pre-task interview: "We engage in collective
thinking, which fosters an increase in my sense of confidence. When I sit to write, |
already know what to write,” she explained, elucidating how the discussions
facilitated her writing planning. This approach enables the initiation of the writing

process with a mental outline, as MacArthur (2009) has previously outlined.

Furthermore, numerous participants indicated that the discussions led to a reduction
in writing anxiety and an enhancement in self-confidence. For instance, in the post-
task interview, Participant 7 stated, "I feel less anxious when we discuss before
writing. It is acknowledged that others encounter similar challenges, and mutual
support is a key aspect of the group's functioning. The discussions facilitate the

acquisition of effective coping mechanisms through social learning.

These functions suggest that prewriting discussions contribute positively not only to
the quality of the written product but also to the way students approach writing and
their emotional state. These findings support the notion of translanguaging as a
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pedagogical strategy from both linguistic and cognitive perspectives, as well as from
an affective standpoint (Wei, 2018).

RQ2: How do different prewriting discussion conditions (no prewriting discussion,
prewriting discussion in English, prewriting discussion in Turkish, and

translanguaging discussion) affect the quality of students ‘writing?

A comparative analysis of the four distinct discussion conditions revealed that the
lowest level of success was observed in the "no prewriting discussion™ condition.
The students encountered challenges in the domains of idea development, text
organization, and content production. Participant 6 stated in the post-task interview,
"l was unaware of how to begin or what to write without discussion. I merely
adhered to the prescribed prompt, albeit with a paucity of original concepts, thereby
corroborating the diminution in written performance.” While English-only discussion
groups demonstrated higher levels of grammatical accuracy, their content production
was more limited. Participant 3 articulated the challenge of articulating their thoughts
in English, stating, "It was difficult to express myself clearly in English.
Occasionally, the inability to articulate thoughts or feelings led to cessation of the
activity,” as elucidated by Participant 3. In the translanguaging groups, both
linguistic accuracy and content richness developed concurrently. Participant 2 stated,
"The utilization of both languages enabled me to engage in more extensive
discussions and consequently resulted in a greater volume of written material. In
comparison, my essay incorporated a more comprehensive array of examples and
details, underscoring the efficacy of bilingual discussion in fostering productivity.
These findings suggest that translanguaging contributes to students’ meaning
production and textual achievement and that this pedagogy offers a more flexible and
effective approach than traditional monolingual use (Lewis, Jones, & Baker, 2012).

5.1.1. Discussion of the Research Question 1

What are the specific functions of prewriting discussions in shaping students' writing
processes and outcomes? The writing process is regarded not solely as an individual

act of language production, but also as a multifaceted process influenced by social
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interactions and cognitive preliminaries. In this context, pre-writing discussions
assume critical functions in the stages of formulating, structuring, and transferring
ideas to language before students begin the writing process. In accordance with the
findings of this study, a detailed examination was conducted to ascertain the impact
of distinct types of prewriting discussions on the quantitative quality of the written
product, the internal structure of the production process, the decision-making
mechanisms, and students' strategic language use. The primary issue to be examined
in the context of the nature of the cognitive, linguistic, and metacognitive

contributions of these discussions to student writing processes.

The qualitative data sets (i.e., discussion transcripts and post-writing interview
forms) utilized in the study indicate students' capacity to generate ideas, develop
arguments, comprehend the topic, and strategically shape their linguistic choices in
pre-writing discussions. In the context of translanguaging-based discussions, it has
been observed that students endeavor to produce meaning in both their mother
tongue and the target language. In this process, they have been shown to develop
their ideas more readily and incorporate diverse perspectives into their writing. Prior
to the commencement of the written portion of the course, students engaged in oral
discussions that facilitated the articulation of their ideas, the clarification of their
mental representations, and the selection of the aspects of the topic to be addressed.
This approach has been shown to enhance the organization, thematic coherence, and
goal-orientation of their written products (Johnson, 2016; Ahmed et al., 2023). The
analyses conducted within the scope of this research question reveal that the
strategies employed by the students in their writing processes were significantly
influenced by prewriting activities based on translanguaging pedagogy. These
strategies have been demonstrated to influence not only linguistic aspects of the
writing process but also cognitive and affective dimensions. In particular,
translanguaging-oriented discussions prior to writing have been shown to diversify
the techniques used by students in the transition to the target language, provide them
with flexibility in transferring meaning, and encourage linguistic risk-taking

behaviors

A primary objective of prewriting discussions is to enhance students' metacognitive

awareness. In the post-writing interviews, many students indicated that the
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discussion process assisted them in organizing their thinking and determining the
relative strength of their ideas. This finding indicates that pre-writing discussions
serve not only as a method to facilitate language production but also as a medium for
guiding thought production. The discourse environment enabled students to engage
in experiential learning, exploring their word choices and expressions beforehand.
This experience heightened their awareness of the writing process. Furthermore, the
prewriting discussions fostered collaborative learning and social interaction among
students, thereby contributing to the development of stronger ideas, particularly
among students with weak writing skills. When evaluated within the framework of
Vygotsky's "zone of proximal development” theory, this finding demonstrates that
students augmented their cognitive development through collaborative thinking. In
particular, the active participation of senior students in leading the discussion process
was found to be instrumental in elucidating the ideas of their peers and fostering
conceptual development (Ahmed et al., 2023; Styati & Irawati, 2023). In this context,
prewriting discussions represent not only individual productivity but also the

potential for interactive learning.

The present study explores the concept of strategic language use, emphasizing its
cognitive underpinnings within the context of translanguaging. Strategic language
use is defined as the conscious selection of particular words, expressions, or
linguistic structures by students when composing written work. Translanguaging
pedagogy provides students with a wide linguistic repertoire in these choices, thereby
enabling the emergence of both creative and academic productions in written
products. The analysis of qualitative data provides a clear illustration of the manner
in which students employed translanguaging in the writing process. For instance,
many students reported that they initially formulated complex ideas in Turkish and
subsequently translated these expressions into English. In this process, students
occasionally employed more natural and fluent English by reconstructing equivalent
expressions instead of employing direct translation. Such practices reflect not only
language skills but also higher order thinking skills (Garcia & Wei, 2014). The
following are quotations from students: "Thinking in Turkish before writing helped
me collect my thoughts. Subsequently, a more deliberate approach to vocabulary

selection was employed during the translation process into English.” (Participant
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13). "I found myself unable to formulate certain expressions in English, prompting
me to initially transcribe them in Turkish. Subsequently, | constructed a comparable

framework in English.” (Participant 9)

These statements demonstrate that translanguaging functions not only as a form of
communication but also as a "cognitive framing" tool. A substantial shift was
observed in the writing approaches of the students who participated in prewriting
discussions through translanguaging. These students, as a general rule;
e These individuals adhere to more gradual and planned writing processes,
e The writers progress in their writing by engaging in individual reflection,
linguistic transfer, and structuring.
e They employ synonyms, idioms, and rhetorical patterns when transitioning to
the target language.

e They deliberately engage in L1-supported idea generation.

Table 7. Strategic Choices in the Writing Process

Observed Strategy Translanguaging Group  Other Groups
Forming ideas in Turkish ~ High level Low level

and transitioning to

English

Using alternative Often Seldom
conjunctions

Including academic Obvious Restricted
patterns

Mental planning process  Staged Partial

Idea repetitions Less More

Quantitative data demonstrate that students participating in translanguaging practices
exhibit increased vocabulary diversity, higher levels of conjunction and academic
pattern use, reduced repetition, and higher content organization in their writing. The
findings of this study indicate that the translanguaging approach contributes
systematically to the text production process of students, thereby increasing their

strategic awareness at each stage of the writing process.
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The present study explores the phenomenon of conscious use of L1-L2 transitions. In
the written interviews conducted as part of the research, a significant number of
students indicated that they no longer make language transitions "'spontaneously,"” but
rather "consciously.” This level of awareness demonstrates the impact of
translanguaging pedagogy on cognitive development. One student offered the

following perspective:

"Previously, | held the belief that it was sufficient to suppress Turkish. However,
recent introspection has led me to the conclusion that engaging in thought in Turkish
actually serves to fortify my English language skills. Subsequent to the formulation
of the Turkish expression, the search commences for a structurally analogous English

expression.

These transitions facilitate the learner's ability to conceptualize the two languages as
"auxiliary tools" for each other. This attitude is directly in line with Canagarajah'’s
(2011) "codemeshing" strategies. In order to overcome the linguistic barrier, the
learner must move beyond a reliance on word memorization and instead focus on

developing conceptual and linguistic flexibility.

The development of linguistic confidence and affective reflections is a multifaceted

process that involves a range of cognitive, emotional, and behavioral aspects.

Translanguaging pedagogy exerts a multifaceted influence on students,
encompassing both linguistic and affective dimensions. It was reported by students
that the use of their L1 in pre-writing processes resulted in a decrease in their writing
anxiety and an increase in their enthusiasm for writing. This increase in motivation

led to more productive writing processes.

The following are illustrative examples drawn from the opinions of students:
"Engaging in conversation and utilizing Turkish prior to the commencement of
writing serves to induce a state of relaxation.” (Participant 3). "Rather than grappling
with the English language, | find myself able to effortlessly transition between
Turkish and English.” (Participant 13).

73



These statements demonstrate the value of translanguaging not only as a cognitive
but also as a psychological support. In accordance with these findings, it is proposed
that translanguaging pedagogy be structurally incorporated into academic writing
instruction. A number of pedagogical strategies have been shown to be effective in
enhancing students' strategic language use. These include the following:

e The organization of bilingual discussion activities at the pre-writing stage is
imperative.

e The implementation of translanguaging journals is a pedagogical strategy that
encourages students to articulate their ideas in both Turkish and English.

e The demonstration of L1-L2 transformation strategies is achieved through the
implementation of decoding workshops in academic writing courses, which
serve as a medium for the presentation of pertinent examples.

e The utilization of multilingual materials is instrumental in facilitating
students' writing process through a series of meticulous steps, including

planning, drafting, and revising.

The first research question aimed to explore the specific functions of prewriting
discussions in shaping students’ writing processes and outcomes. The analysis
suggests that prewriting discussions particularly when conducted in students’ first
language or through translanguaging functioned as powerful cognitive and affective
tools. Rather than serving merely as linguistic preparation, these discussions
appeared to mediate higher-order thinking, including idea generation, planning, and
argument development. Students used the space to negotiate meaning, refine their
viewpoints, and scaffold their understanding of academic content, supporting the
notion that language functions not only as a means of expression but also as a
mechanism for thought organization (Vygotsky, 1986; Garcia & Wei, 2014). The
discussions created an environment in which learners felt confident experimenting
with content and structure before translating their thoughts into English, often
leading to more coherent and well-developed texts. These outcomes align with the
broader literature emphasizing the role of dialogic interaction and multilingual
scaffolding in writing instruction (Canagarajah, 2011; Li & Wang, 2024). Notably,

the data indicated that students who engaged in translanguaging discussions were
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more adept at transferring complex ideas into writing, suggesting that prewriting
dialogue in multiple languages may serve as a catalyst for cognitive elaboration.
Thus, these findings underscore the pedagogical value of designing prewriting
activities that embrace learners’ full linguistic repertoires, rather than restricting them

to target-language-only paradigms that may hinder idea formation and engagement.

This research has clearly demonstrated how translanguaging pedagogy transforms
students' strategic behaviors in the writing process. Students now approach the
writing process not only as “writing in English” but also as ‘“constructing and
expressing ideas in a multilingual way in the target language”. This approach brings
both quality and authenticity to writing products and makes it possible for students to

bring their linguistic identity to the text.

Therefore, translanguaging pedagogy should be considered as a strategic approach to
writing that contributes to the student's linguistic and cognitive development in the

long term, not just as a temporary facilitation tool.

5.1.2. Discussion of the Research Question 2

How do different prewriting discussion conditions (no prewriting discussion,
prewriting discussion in English, prewriting discussion in Turkish, and

translanguaging discussion) affect the quality of students’ writing?

In the writing process, the discussions that students engage in during the preliminary
preparation stages directly affect their text production performances. The
experimental practices conducted within the scope of this study reveal the effects of
different pre-writing discussion conditions (no discussion, English-only discussion,
Turkish-only discussion, and translanguaging discussion) on students' writing
performances in a multidimensional way. In this section, the effects of each
discussion condition on students' writing output will be discussed comparatively in
terms of word count, grammatical accuracy, use of transitional expressions, content
richness, idea flow, organizational coherence, and critical thinking. The findings

indicate that students' linguistic production processes can be supported not only by
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exposure to the target language but also by interactive processes involving their
mother tongue.

A quantitative analysis of the students' essay production revealed significant
deficiencies in their performance when asked to write an essay without prior
discussion. The word count in these essays was found to be lower than in the other
conditions, and the skills of developing ideas, making examples, and presenting the
text in a holistic structure were found to be limited. This finding aligns with the
prevailing academic consensus that emphasizes the writing process as both an
individual and a social and cognitive interaction process (Hyland, 2003; Ahmed et
al., 2023). At this juncture, it can be posited that students who are deprived of pre-
writing interaction encounter challenges in generating ideas about the topic, and their
writing remains superficial. Nevertheless, in the English-only discussion condition,
while there was an increase in the use of academic expressions in the students' texts,
limitations were observed, particularly in the development of abstract ideas. Given
the students' difficulty in filling the conceptual gaps in the target language, there was
a tendency to treat some topics superficially. In the Turkish-only discussion
condition, it was observed that students demonstrated greater fluency in ideation but
lacked the capacity to achieve sufficient academic depth in transferring these ideas to
the target language. This finding suggests that monolingual discussion environments
may not adequately balance students’ cognitive productivity and linguistic expression
skills. Conversely, in the translanguaging discussion condition, it was observed that
students produced both content-rich and stylistically coherent writings by
strategically leveraging the resources of both languages. A close examination of
these writings reveals that the topic was approached from multiple perspectives,
transitional expressions were used more frequently and accurately, and originality
emerged as a primary concern. This phenomenon is particularly evident in the
process of generating and formulating ideas, wherein the transition between
languages fosters cognitive flexibility, thereby enhancing the creativity of the written
product. These findings suggest that translanguaging practices facilitate the effective
utilization of students' linguistic and intellectual capacities (Garcia & Wei, 2014; Li
& Wang, 2024). In essence, the findings of this study demonstrate that distinct

prewriting discussion conditions exert a substantial influence on students' writing
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performance. Discussions devoid of or consisting of a single language offer minimal
assistance to students in the development of their ideas and the organization of their
texts. Conversely, translanguaging-based multilingual discussions facilitate the
production of higher quality written products with regard to both content and form.
These findings suggest that multilingual writing pedagogy can play an important role
in developing academic writing skills, especially at the higher education level.

The objective of this study is to examine how English as a Foreign Language (EFL)
university students' writing performance varies according to different prewriting
discussion conditions. Quantitative findings and written interviews were utilized to
analyze the effects of each type of discussion on student writing products. In the
quantitative analyses, students' written products were evaluated using various
criteria, including "word count,” "sentence length,” "use of conjunctions,” "number
of grammatical errors,” and "content coherence.” The subsequent sections will

address the effects of each condition in turn.

The written products of students who did not engage in prewriting discussions
exhibited the lowest levels of structural integrity and depth of content compared to
the other conditions. The compositions were generally concise, superficial, and
deficient in the integration of ideas. The average word count ranged from 150 to 170,
and the utilization of conjunctions and academic vocabulary was found to be
minimal. Additionally, there were instances of inconsistent transitions between
sentences and paragraphs, leading to digressions. This finding indicates that the
absence of guidance during the planning and ideation stages can have a detrimental
impact on written performance. This finding aligns with Vygotsky's (1978) theory on

the interplay between social interaction and cognitive development.

In the prewriting discussions in Turkish, there was a marked improvement in
students' ability to generate and organize ideas. The participants reported that they
thought freely in their mother tongue, participated more actively in the discussion,
and had less difficulty elaborating ideas. The average word count of the written
products ranged from 180 to 200, and a greater number of cause-and-effect

relationships were identified in terms of content. However, during the discussion,
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some students demonstrated a tendency to employ translation-oriented phrases in
their thinking and writing in Turkish. This phenomenon has been observed to result
in an increase in grammatical errors and ambiguity in communication. Nevertheless,
in comparison with the group that did not engage in any discussion, the articles that
incorporated Turkish discussion were found to be more substantial and to exhibit a
greater degree of organization.

Pre-writing discussions in English enabled students to prepare for the writing process
directly in the target language and had positive results in terms of academic language
use. The employment of academic expressions, conjunctions, and transitional
expressions in written products is characterized by increased systematicity and
precision. However, some students indicated that they did not experience freedom of
expression in this process. They reported difficulty finding the appropriate words and
therefore could only express their ideas to a limited extent. Despite the high level of
technical proficiency exhibited by the students, the richness of their content and the
intellectual depth of their work were found to be deficient in certain cases. This
finding suggests that while thinking in the target language can enhance productivity,
it can also impede it for students who are not proficient in the language.

The fourth condition is a discussion on translanguaging, which is defined as the use
of multiple languages in one's communication. This discussion will utilize
bilingualism as an example. The highest writing performance was observed in the
prewriting discussion condition with translanguaging. Students engaged in
unrestrained discourse, employing Turkish and English with equal facility. They
demonstrated a nuanced approach to language use, opting for their mother tongue
when conceptual clarity was required, and subsequently reverting to English to
structure their expressions in the target language. This phenomenon is evident in the
written work, which exhibited an average word count ranging from 220 to 250
words. The compositions were characterized by robust argumentation, coherent
logical sequences of ideas, and a high degree of contextual coherence. Additionally,
the texts demonstrated a reduced incidence of mechanical errors, a heightened use of
conjunctions, and more coherent argumentation. The efficacy of the translanguaging

approach was substantiated by a combination of quantitative and qualitative findings.
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In interviews, students reported that this method engendered a sense of safety,
eliminated barriers to the articulation of their thoughts, and mitigated their pre-
writing stress. These findings align with those of Garcia and Wei (2014), who
contend that translanguaging pedagogy facilitates students' optimal utilization of
their cognitive resources.The following table illustrates the efficacy of the
translanguaging condition in pre-writing planning. With regard to linguistic
competence and content richness, this group exhibited superior performance in

comparison to the other groups.

Table 8. Comparative Evaluation of Strategic Writing Behaviors across Discussion
Conditions

Translanguaging

Observed Strategy Group

Other Groups

Generating ideas in L1 before writing Frequently observed Rarely observed

in L2

Use of alternative connectors Regularly employed Occasionally used
Integration of academic expressions ~ Prominent Limited
Step-by-step mental planning before  Structured and Partial or

writing conscious unstructured
Repetitions and circular arguments in Minimal Frequent

writing

The second research question examined how different prewriting discussion
conditions affected the quality of students’ academic writing. The findings suggest
that discussion modality significantly influenced the effectiveness of students'
written products, with translanguaging conditions leading to more coherent, detailed,
and well-organized texts. This outcome aligns with prior research asserting that when
multilingual learners are permitted to use their full linguistic repertoire during
planning, they are better able to conceptualize complex ideas, construct arguments,
and develop logical flow in their writing (Canagarajah, 2011; Garcia & Lin, 2017).
In particular, the translanguaging group demonstrated improvements in content
development, cohesion, and syntactic complexity—indicators of higher-level

academic writing performance.

One possible explanation for the superior performance in the translanguaging

condition is cognitive accessibility. When students are allowed to use both L1 and L2
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flexibly during prewriting discussions, they are better equipped to access prior
knowledge, structure their thinking, and retrieve appropriate vocabulary. This finding
supports Garcia and Wei’s (2014) theory of translanguaging as a sense-making
mechanism that allows learners to process and express abstract concepts more
effectively. In contrast, participants in the English-only condition often struggled
with lexical limitations, resulting in shorter texts with less complex ideas. Similarly,
the no-discussion group frequently produced underdeveloped content, reflecting
limited pre-task ideation and planning. These patterns highlight the importance of
language-mediated interaction during the prewriting stage, particularly in EFL
contexts where students may not yet have the full lexical range required for complex
academic writing in the target language.Furthermore, the Turkish-only discussion
group also showed noticeable improvements in writing quality compared to the no-
discussion and English-only groups, albeit not to the extent observed in the
translanguaging group. This suggests that L1 use in planning facilitates cognitive
engagement and comfort, yet may still restrict metalinguistic transfer and lexical
rehearsal in L2. Translanguaging discussions, by contrast, appeared to allow students
to fluidly move between languages, testing out English structures while scaffolding
meaning with Turkish, thereby enhancing both planning and linguistic rehearsal.
These findings echo studies by Li and Wang (2024) and Riyantika et al. (2024),
which underscore the value of cross-linguistic negotiation in enhancing writing

fluency and structural accuracy.

It is also noteworthy that translanguaging discussions contributed to increased
learner confidence and a greater sense of preparedness. Students reported feeling
empowered by the ability to express complex thoughts first in their preferred
language(s), then strategically transfer these into academic English. This supports the
idea that translanguaging is not merely a linguistic practice, but also a means of
promoting academic agency, especially in multilingual settings. Therefore, rather
than enforcing monolingual English-only policies, instructors should consider
integrating guided translanguaging activities as part of process-based writing
instruction. In conclusion, the comparative analysis across discussion conditions
reveals that translanguaging offers distinct cognitive, linguistic, and affective

advantages in the prewriting stage. These advantages translate into higher-quality
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written outputs, affirming the pedagogical potential of embracing multilingualism as
a resource rather than a constraint in academic writing instruction. This insight is

especially relevant for EFL contexts, where flexible language use can bridge gaps in
proficiency and foster deeper learning.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS

6.1. Conclusion of the Research Questions

The present thesis aims to examine the multidimensional effects of translanguaging
pedagogy on the development of academic writing skills of students enrolled in an
undergraduate English language teaching program at a state university in Tiirkiye.
Writing is among the most intricate and cognitively demanding facets of foreign
language instruction. Academic writing, in particular, is a multi-layered production
process that extends beyond grammar and vocabulary. It also involves higher-level
skills such as structuring thought, developing argumentation, making conceptual
transfer, and developing a critical perspective. In this process, pre-writing practices,
pedagogical guidance, and affective preparations directly affect the quality of written
products as much as students' linguistic competencies.

Conventional writing instruction prioritizes individual writing tasks in the target
language (English), thereby overlooking the potential of students’ multilingual
cognitive capacities. However, contemporary multicultural and multilingual
classroom structures demonstrate that language learners can strategically integrate
not only the target language but also their mother tongue and other languages into
their writing processes. In this context, translanguaging pedagogy enables students to
utilize their comprehensive linguistic repertoire, thereby enhancing the efficiency
and efficacy of the written production process across both linguistic and cognitive

domains.

The translanguaging pedagogy underpinning this study embodies a flexible and

integrative approach that fosters students' development of their thinking in English
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academic writing processes through the concurrent utilization of their first language
and the target language. Multilingual group discussions, particularly in the prewriting
stages, have been shown to facilitate students' conceptual understanding of the topic
they are preparing to write about. These discussions encourage students to evaluate
the topic from different perspectives and to organize their thoughts. In this regard,
translanguaging not only serves as a language teaching strategy but also functions as

a process of meaning construction and identity development.

In this context, the research focused on two main questions: (1) What are the
functions of pre-writing discussions on students' writing processes and outcomes? (2)
Secondly, the present study seeks to examine the impact of distinct pre-writing
discussion conditions on students' writing quality. The discussion conditions
encompass a range of options, including no discussion, Turkish-only discussion,
English-only discussion, and translanguaging-based multilingual discussion. The
study's inquiries were meticulously designed to ascertain not solely an improvement
in students' written performance but also their perceptions of the writing process,
strategic language use skills, affective attitudes towards writing, and planning
behaviors in text production. The present study employed a mixed-method approach,
integrating a quantitative assessment of written products (word count, conjunction
use, paragraph structure, content coherence) with a qualitative thematic analysis of
post-writing interviews with students. The findings yielded a comprehensive
understanding of the conditions that facilitated enhanced student writing, as well as
the underlying reasons for this improvement. It was observed that pre-writing
discussions played a fundamental role in providing students with both intellectual
and emotional preparation for academic writing. This preparation was directly
reflected in the organization, content richness, and linguistic competence of the

students' writing.

In this final section, the results obtained from the two primary research questions will
be systematically examined. First, the functions of pre-writing discussions in the
academic writing process will be evaluated in the light of student experiences and
thematic codes. Then, the differentiating effects of four different pre-writing

conditions on writing quality will be analyzed holistically with both quantitative data

83



and qualitative inferences. Consequently, the extent to which translanguaging-based
pedagogical practices provide robust support in the writing process and enhance
students' academic productivity will be thoroughly elucidated. Concurrently, these
findings will facilitate both theoretical and practical ramifications for multilingual

writing pedagogy.

Table 9. Comparison of Writing Quality Across Prewriting Discussion Conditions

Writing

Condition Quality

Key Observations

Short texts, weak organization, limited content, lack

No Discussion  Lowest .
of argumentation

Rich idea generation, but challenges in transferring

Turkish-only  Medium ideas accurately into English

Strong academic language use, but narrow scope

English-only — Medium 4 limited content depth

Balanced in both content and language, strong

Translanguaging Highest argumentation and structural coherence

(Adapted from Garcia & Wei (2014), Canagarajah (2011)

The comparison of student writing quality across four distinct prewriting discussion
conditions—no discussion, Turkish-only, English-only, and translanguaging—yields
essential insights into the pedagogical and linguistic value of structured oral
interaction prior to academic composition. The table presented summarizes key
findings from both the analytical (Table 2) and descriptive (Table 3) assessments of
students’ written outputs, and offers a comparative overview of how each condition
affected textual performance in terms of organization, content development, and

linguistic precision.

Students who composed their essays without engaging in any prewriting discussion
consistently produced the weakest texts in terms of both form and content. These
essays were significantly shorter in length, often lacked a clear introduction and
conclusion, and demonstrated limited engagement with the essay prompt. The
absence of dialogic interaction before writing appears to have constrained students’

ability to generate ideas and structure their thoughts effectively.
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Qualitative post-task interviews corroborate these findings: several students
expressed uncertainty or lack of inspiration when writing under this condition.
Without the scaffolding provided by peer discussion, students struggled to construct
coherent arguments or expand upon initial ideas. This aligns with previous literature
indicating that idea development is greatly enhanced when students have the
opportunity to externalize and negotiate meaning before writing (Ahmed et al., 2023;
Hariati, 2020). As such, the no-discussion condition serves as a baseline reference,
against which the effectiveness of more interactive pedagogical approaches can be

measured.

In the Turkish-only condition, students benefited from the cognitive ease and cultural
familiarity of discussing complex topics in their native language. As a result, the
ideas articulated in their writing tended to be richer, more original, and contextually
nuanced. Many essays demonstrated clear thematic focus, creative examples, and
thoughtful engagement with the topic. However, despite these content-related
strengths, the writing samples produced under this condition frequently exhibited
linguistic inaccuracies, especially in grammar, lexical choice, and academic tone.
This suggests that while students were able to formulate ideas in Turkish with clarity,
they faced challenges when transferring these ideas into written English—a process
that likely introduced cognitive strain and disrupted fluency. Interview data
reinforces this interpretation: several participants noted that they “knew what they
wanted to say” but “could not find the right words in English” during the drafting
stage. Thus, while Turkish-only discussions stimulated idea generation and enhanced
affective engagement, they did not provide sufficient scaffolding to support
successful linguistic encoding in the target language. This condition highlights the
potential value of translanguaging as a bridge between L1-based thinking and L2

academic expression.

Essays written after English-only discussions were generally more accurate in terms
of grammatical structure and formal tone. Students appeared to benefit from early
immersion in the target language, which may have primed them for more fluent and
syntactically correct writing. Many texts exhibited conventional academic features

such as hedging, linking devices, and paraphrasing skills that are often emphasized in
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English-medium instruction (EMI) contexts. Nevertheless, the scope and depth of
content in these essays was often narrower than those produced in other conditions.
Students tended to rely on formulaic structures or repeated ideas, possibly due to
lexical limitations or fear of making mistakes. This aligns with Garcia and Wei’s
(2014) observation that restricting students to the target language prematurely can
suppress creativity and inhibit complex thought development. Moreover, interview
data reveals that some students experienced anxiety during English-only discussions,
particularly when they lacked confidence in their spoken proficiency. This suggests
that the monolingual constraint may have inadvertently increased cognitive load,
leading to safer but less dynamic written expression. Thus, while English-only
discussions support surface-level language accuracy, they do not necessarily promote

depth or originality of thought.

Of the four conditions analyzed, the translanguaging prewriting discussions produced
the most consistently high-quality written outputs. Essays written under this
condition were longer, better organized, and more sophisticated in terms of
argumentation and vocabulary usage. These texts often included nuanced positions,
integrated counterarguments, and strong paragraph cohesion hallmarks of advanced
academic writing. Students in the translanguaging group had the flexibility to use
both Turkish and English during their planning discussions. This approach enabled
them to draw upon their full linguistic repertoires to explore, refine, and articulate
ideas before transferring them into written English. As confirmed by both interview
responses and coding of prewriting transcripts, this dual-language space encouraged

deeper cognitive engagement and reduced language anxiety.

Importantly, translanguaging did not result in L1 dominance or overreliance on
Turkish; rather, it allowed students to use their L1 as a scaffolding tool for complex
L2 thinking. As one participant noted, “being able to speak in Turkish first helped
me get my ideas straight, then | focused on saying it clearly in English.” This
highlights the metacognitive advantages of translanguaging pedagogy, where
students actively manage their linguistic resources to optimize both clarity and

academic tone. These findings are in line with Canagarajah’s (2011) and Garcia &
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Wei’s (2014) arguments that translanguaging promotes not only linguistic access, but
also critical thinking, confidence, and academic identity construction.

The comparative analysis presented in this table demonstrates that writing quality is
not solely a function of linguistic ability, but also of prewriting support and
pedagogical design. Among the four prewriting conditions, translanguaging emerged
as the most effective in balancing content richness and language accuracy, while also
fostering students’ confidence and engagement. These results underscore the need for
language educators to reconsider monolingual assumptions in academic writing
instruction. Rather than viewing L1 use as interference, this study highlights how
translanguaging enables strategic and purposeful language integration that empowers
multilingual learners. In future classroom practice, teachers may wish to explicitly
incorporate translanguaging moments during the planning phase of writing tasks,
especially for students working in EFL contexts. Doing so can help bridge the
cognitive gap between conceptual thinking and academic expression, ultimately

leading to more competent and confident writers.

6.2. Conclusion of the Interviews

The combined analysis of pre-task and post-task written interview data revealed a
significant evolution in students’ perceptions, strategies, and emotional engagement
concerning academic writing when supported by prewriting discussions, particularly
those incorporating translanguaging pedagogy. Initially, students approached
prewriting tasks with a somewhat limited understanding, perceiving them primarily
as tools for surface-level idea organization. However, after experiencing structured
group discussions under varying conditions—monolingual (Turkish or English) and
multilingual (translanguaging)—their reflections displayed a deepened appreciation
of these activities as essential for cognitive, rhetorical, and emotional preparation in

academic writing.

One of the most evident themes was the shift in students’ understanding of idea
generation. In pre-task interviews, students mentioned that brainstorming in advance

“might help” them think about content. However, post-task responses revealed a
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stronger conviction in the effectiveness of dialogic interactions. Students repeatedly
highlighted how peer discussions especially those conducted using both Turkish and
English stimulated new perspectives, inspired creative examples, and encouraged
them to consider alternative arguments. They reported that this interaction enriched
not only the content of their essays but also the quality of their reasoning and
structure, helping them move beyond basic outline planning toward critical
engagement with the topic. The data also showed a marked increase in
students’ confidence and emotional security, particularly within translanguaging
environments. Initially, some students expressed anxiety about writing in English,
noting that they sometimes struggled to find the appropriate words. Post-task
reflections, however, indicated that being allowed to discuss ideas in Turkish first,
then gradually transition to English, helped reduce linguistic stress and cognitive
load. As one student explained, “Using both languages gave me freedom when I got
stuck.” This sense of emotional reassurance enabled students to take greater risks in
their writing, experiment with structure and vocabulary, and produce more coherent,

nuanced texts.

Another important transformation was observed in their perceptions of peer
interaction. Prior to the tasks, students often saw writing as a solitary process. While
some acknowledged that peers might contribute “occasional” ideas, collaborative
thinking was not fully internalized. In contrast, post-task responses emphasized how
joint discussions helped them not only refine their initial arguments but also
anticipate counterarguments an essential skill in academic writing. These discussions
supported the development of metacognitive awareness, where students became
more conscious of their thought processes, structure, and persuasive strategies.
Moreover, the notion of translanguaging evolved from a theoretical construct to a
practical and empowering tool. In pre-task interviews, students described
translanguaging vaguely, often associating it with “mixing languages.” However,
after experiencing guided multilingual discussions, they articulated its benefits with
much more clarity. They emphasized how switching languages strategically
supported fluency, helped maintain momentum during idea development, and

increased accuracy during the drafting phase. Translanguaging was no longer viewed
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as a fallback or a language deficiency but rather as a resource for expressing complex
ideas more efficiently.

A notable contrast emerged regarding writing under the no-discussion condition.
Students who wrote without any prewriting dialogue consistently reported greater
difficulty in structuring their essays, generating ideas, and maintaining coherence.
Their post-task reflections underscored the importance of oral preparation, revealing
that discussion served not only to stimulate thought but also to provide a roadmap for
writing. Many expressed frustration with the no-discussion condition, stating that it

99 CCs

made the task feel “confusing,” “isolating,” or “rushed.”

Finally, the students’ understanding of academic preparedness and writing as a
process matured significantly. Whereas initial responses reflected uncertainty or lack
of experience with structured prewriting, later reflections positioned prewriting as a
critical stage in academic text production. Students acknowledged that discussions
particularly those allowing for translanguaging enhanced not only their writing
outcomes but also their general academic self-efficacy. In conclusion, the interview
data strongly support the argument that translanguaging-based prewriting discussions
are not only linguistically inclusive but also pedagogically transformative. By
allowing students to access their full linguistic repertoires, these discussions
facilitated deeper thinking, reduced affective barriers, and fostered collaborative
meaning-making. The post-task responses demonstrate a clear pedagogical impact:
students became more reflective, strategic, and emotionally resilient writers. These
findings validate translanguaging pedagogy as a powerful mechanism for enhancing
multilingual students' academic writing performance and suggest its broader

applicability in EFL writing instruction.

To better illustrate how students’ perceptions and experiences evolved throughout
the academic writing process, the following comparative thematic table presents
selected insights from both pre-task and post-task written interviews. By aligning
common themes with representative student statements, the table captures the
nuanced shifts in learners’ cognitive strategies, emotional responses, and engagement

with translanguaging practices.
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Table 10. Comparative Thematic Summary of Pre-Task and Post-Task Written

Interviews
Theme Representative Representative Observed Shift /
Insight (Pre-task) Insight (Post-task) Interpretation
Shift from individual
“Prewriting helps “Hearing peers’ Ideation t.o d.laloglc co-
. . construction; students
1. Idea to brainstorm and ideas gave me
. . L ,. moved from self-
Generation structure the ideas inspiration I hadn’t enerated planning to
I want to write.”  thought of before.” g P g
incorporating peer
perspectives.
“I feel more o Translanguaging
confident Switching between fostered a more secure
o languages helped me and fluent writing
2. Comfortand  expressing ideas .
: . . to overcome environment by
Confidence in Turkish before . A
o blockages during reducing linguistic
switching to S . :
o writing. anxiety and allowing
English. . -
expressive flexibility.
“ - Students moved from
Helps in « . . . ..
lanning Group discussions ba_S!C out_llnlng to
P helped me foresee critical discourse
3. Argument arguments and

counterarguments  engagement with
and prepare stronger counterarguments,
reasoning.” indicating increased

Organization ordering them
logically before

writing. rhetorical awareness.
“Translaneuaein Initially a theoretical
“A flexible way of SUAEINE  jdeq, translanguaging

allowed me to be

. became an embodied
creative, fast, and

4. Understanding using multiple

Trenlnaeng lps 0 oy Seemsus
pp & expressions.” in prac)t/ice

“Being able to think Students explicitly

in Turkish helped me recognized cognitive
organize thoughts  relief when using L1 for
better before planning and structure

“I sometimes
can’t find the
English words fast
enough when

5. Cognitive Load
and Language

- translating to before shifting to L2 for
thinking. C .
English. expression.
C “Dialoguing hel Clear shift from solitar
“Listening to oguing helped . y
. me reframe my to collaborative
others may give ) .
6. Role of Peer : arguments and cognition, revealing
. me some ideas, . Y. .
Interaction but 1 usuallv plan inspired content | benefits of peer
- yp wouldn’t create scaffolding and shared
alone. " . .
alone. meaning-making.
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Table 10. (continued)

“I had limited “Now I see that Students developed
exposure to prewriting is metacognitive
7. Academic prewriting tasks  essential for deeper awareness of prewriting
Preparedness before. | assume content, not just discussions as essential
they help plan surface for content quality, not
better.” organization.” just structural planning.

Emotional benefits of
translanguaging
“Using multiple emerged more clearly
languages gave me  after experiencing its
emotional security  practical application,
when I felt stuck.”  helping students
overcome writing
apprehension.

“It helps reduce
anxiety when |
can plan before
writing, especially
in Turkish.”

8. Emotional
Reassurance

The comparative thematic summary derived from pre-task and post-task written
interviews offers a rich and multifaceted view of how students’ perceptions,
strategies, and affective experiences evolved over the course of the translanguaging-
supported academic writing process. The juxtaposition of representative insights
from before and after the writing tasks provides compelling evidence of growth

across cognitive, emotional, and metalinguistic dimensions.

One of the most salient observations from the table is the shift in how students
conceptualized idea generation. Initially, many learners viewed prewriting as a
mechanical step useful but not essential. Their reflections were centered around the
assumption that writing simply required organizing one’s existing thoughts.
However, post-task interviews show a dramatic reconfiguration of this belief.
Students acknowledged that prewriting discussions—especially those incorporating
both Turkish and English were critical spaces where new ideas emerged, arguments
were refined, and perspectives broadened. The value of dialogic interaction became
particularly clear, as many reported incorporating viewpoints or examples they
wouldn’t have considered on their own. This highlights a transition from an
individualistic model of writing to a more socially constructed and interaction-based
paradigm. Another significant thematic evolution involved comfort and emotional
reassurance, closely tied to students’ language identities. Before the writing task,

students expressed apprehension about writing directly in English, fearing linguistic
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inaccuracies or mental blocks. Their comfort was clearly linked to the ability to
express themselves in their native language. Post-task reflections emphasized how
translanguaging allowed them to navigate around these difficulties with greater
flexibility and less anxiety. Students articulated that switching between Turkish and
English not only enabled them to maintain fluency but also to access complex ideas
that might have otherwise been lost in translation. The psychological safety provided
by translanguaging appears to have reduced cognitive overload, thus enabling more

focused and confident writing.

A parallel development can be observed in how students understood argument
structure and organization. In pre-task responses, many students viewed prewriting
as a way to list or order arguments. However, in the post-task reflections, it became
evident that students had begun to see writing as a more dynamic and dialogic
process. They reported using prewriting discussions to anticipate counterarguments,
strengthen reasoning, and experiment with how ideas were presented.
Translanguaging supported this process by allowing students to explore and express
nuanced positions using their full linguistic resources before translating them into
coherent academic prose in English. The theme of peer interaction also underwent a
meaningful transformation. Initially, collaboration was perceived as optional or
peripheral—something that might be helpful but was not necessary. After the writing
tasks, students described peer discussions as central to the development of their
essays. This shift signifies not only a change in writing strategy but also an expanded
understanding of knowledge construction as a collaborative act. Many students
reported that their essays were shaped directly by the input, reactions, and insights of
their peers, underscoring the importance of dialogic learning environments.
Importantly, the concept of translanguaging itself evolved in the minds of students.
In the pre-task phase, it was often perceived vaguely viewed simply as a pragmatic
way of mixing languages. However, by the end of the task sequence, students began
to articulate translanguaging as a deliberate, strategic, and empowering approach to
writing. They recognized its role in enabling creative thought, accelerating problem-
solving, and bridging gaps between thought and expression. This conceptual shift
indicates an important pedagogical outcome: translanguaging was no longer seen as a

fallback or coping mechanism but rather as a core strategy for academic success.
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Finally, students’ growing academic awareness and preparedness across both
interviews suggest a maturation of their metacognitive and self-regulatory skills.
Many who were unsure about the usefulness of prewriting at the beginning came to
recognize it as a vital stage in producing high-quality, structured, and persuasive
academic texts. This recognition marks an important pedagogical achievement, as it
shows that students are not only gaining skills but also developing the ability to
reflect on and manage their learning processes. In conclusion, the comparative
thematic table reflects a progression from hesitation, ambiguity, and limited
engagement to confidence, clarity, and strategic academic writing. The transition is
particularly visible in the way translanguaging enabled students to negotiate
meaning, structure their arguments, and engage emotionally and cognitively with
their writing. This table, and the insights it encapsulates, affirm the transformative
potential of translanguaging-informed pedagogy not merely as a linguistic
accommodation, but as a comprehensive instructional framework that fosters

multilingual learners’ academic growth, voice, and agency.

6.3. Implications of the Study

The findings of this study indicate that English as a Foreign Language (EFL)
teachers' provision of multilingual planning opportunities to students, as opposed to
monolingual approaches, during writing instruction can directly contribute to the
quality of students' written products. In particular, students who participated in
writing tasks within the translanguaging discussion group demonstrated enhanced
writing proficiency, characterized by more developed ideas, improved logical
organization, and enhanced text fluency. This finding suggests that teachers should
develop planned prewriting activities that allow students to use not only the target

language but also their L1 strategically (Garcia & Wei, 2014).

In accordance with the data obtained, it is recommended that teachers establish
student-centered discussion environments that promote the generation of ideas at the
onset of the writing process and are receptive to the utilization of Turkish or another
L1 when necessary. Such environments have been shown to facilitate students'

construction of meaning and reduce writing anxiety, especially when dealing with
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abstract topics (Kramsch, 2009). Consequently, rather than anticipating that teachers
will compose directly in the target language, the establishment of process-based and
multilingual production spaces has the potential to enhance the inclusivity of writing

instruction.

Pedagogical considerations indicate the potential value of prewriting discussions
conducted in two or more languages. Such practices may facilitate students'
structuring and internalization of ideas prior to engaging in academic writing. For
instance, during the translanguaging discourse that preceded the writing task on
"climate policy,” a student discussed the Turkish equivalent of the concept with her
peers and then transitioned to English to write more fluently. A comparative analysis
of the student's writing revealed a higher degree of coherence in terms of content and

argumentation when compared to the English-only group.

A review of the qualitative interview data indicates that students reported a sense of
increased freedom during translanguaging discussions, demonstrated a more
pronounced capacity to organize their ideas, and encountered less difficulty
transitioning to the target language. This finding suggests that the writing process
encompasses not only linguistic components but also multifaceted cognitive and
affective dimensions (Wei, 2018). For some students, L1 functions as a conduit
between conceptualizing ideas and articulating them in written form. In this context,
translanguaging can be regarded as a pedagogical approach that fosters students'

engagement in the writing process with assurance.

The findings also suggest that translanguaging can play a facilitative role in helping
students develop self-regulatory strategies in the writing process. It was
demonstrated that students were able to produce more robust structures. This ability
was first evident in their ability to make sense of the concepts in L1, and it was
subsequently transferred to English. This pedagogical approach has the potential to
alleviate students' cognitive load, thereby facilitating more productive writing
experiences, particularly in the context of conceptually challenging topics (Li &
Wang, 2024).

94



Translanguaging pedagogy presents an alternative and effective method for teaching
writing in multilingual classrooms. Permitting pre-writing discussions to transpire in
disparate languages has the potential to foster the development of students'
conceptual thinking skills. The quantitative findings of the study demonstrated that
the translanguaging group exhibited superior performances in terms of text
coherence, conjunction use, and depth of content. This finding underscores the
notion that multilingualism is not merely a means to an end, but rather an end in
itself, contributing to the intellectual enrichment of individuals and communities
(Vinje, Storheil, & lversen, 2023).

The integration of translanguaging strategies during specific phases of writing
instruction, such as idea generation, planning, and feedback, has been demonstrated
to exert a favorable influence on both the process and the outcome of writing. The
deliberate and methodical implementation of these strategies by educators can
enhance the accessibility of the writing process, particularly for students with limited

language proficiency (Canagarajah, 2011).

The effective implementation of translanguaging pedagogy is contingent upon
teachers' acquisition of pedagogical awareness regarding this issue. The data
obtained in this study reveal that teachers should not be limited to the expectation of
production in the target language; on the contrary, they should recognize and support
students' multilingual profiles and adapt their pedagogical practices accordingly.

In this context, the incorporation of theoretical knowledge and practical examples of
translanguaging pedagogy within teacher education programs can facilitate the
comprehension of this approach among pre-service teachers and encourage its
reflection in their classrooms. Furthermore, it is recommended to provide teachers
with hands-on workshops, case studies, and observation-based learning environments
through in-service training programs (Garcia, Johnson & Seltzer, 2017). Such
supportive activities are instrumental in ensuring that translanguaging is recognized
not only as a theoretical framework but also as a potent tool for enhancing classroom

instruction.
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In-service teacher training programs have the potential to be structured in a way to
demonstrate the applicability of translanguaging pedagogy in the classroom. To
illustrate, in a proposed in-service training module, pre-service teachers could be
presented with two different writing lesson scenarios, first English-only and then
translanguaging. A comparison of the student outcomes of the two interventions will
allow the participants to recognize the cognitive and affective impact of
translanguaging on students. Such examples have been demonstrated to be effective

in fostering positive attitudes toward translanguaging among educators.

The findings of this study suggest that there is a need for more space for multilingual
pedagogies, especially in academic writing instruction. Translanguaging practices
have the potential to foster an inclusive learning environment that caters to students'
cognitive, affective, and linguistic needs. This necessitates a rethinking of
educational policies, not only at the classroom level but also at the national scale. In
this context, it is recommended that foreign language teaching policies in Turkey

undergo a review and restructuring from the perspective of multilingualism.

In the undergraduate program framework, the Council of Higher Education (YOK)
has established plans that stipulate the general structure of academic writing courses.
These courses are designed to be target language-oriented and product-centered.
Nevertheless, the present study has demonstrated that the integration of multilingual
strategies, such as translanguaging, into the writing process, can facilitate students'
production of more successful products in numerous domains, including idea
generation, conceptual transition, textual coherence, and writing quality.
Consequently, the formulation of instructional policies can be broadened to
encompass methodologies that evaluate not only production in the target language

but also students' comprehensive linguistic repertoire (Garcia & Wei, 2014).

Furthermore, the pedagogical merits of multilingual planning over monolingual
teaching methods should be considered in the development of curricula. This
objective can be achieved by implementing a policy of linguistic flexibility,
particularly within English language teaching departments, and by incorporating

modules designed to promote the strategic use of the mother tongue in conjunction
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with course content (Canagarajah, 2011). Such an approach would support the
transformation of not only language teaching policies but also language ideologies.
The objective should be to establish a secure and adaptable setting where students
can engage in critical thinking, discourse, and creation, rather than merely engaging

in written English.

At the Ministry of National Education (MoNE) level, the principles of teaching based
on multilingual pedagogies must be reflected in curricula and teacher training
policies. The findings of the study demonstrate that students generate more
structured, logically coherent, and conceptually profound texts when engaging in
translanguaging-based discussions. These findings imply that the conventional "think
in English, write in English™ approach to writing instruction may be supplanted by an

alternative approach that acknowledges and leverages linguistic diversity.

In this context, the incorporation of writing-based modules that facilitate multilingual
pedagogies in curriculum development processes can assist teachers and students in
the effective implementation of flexible strategies, such as translanguaging. For
instance, translanguaging strategies, case studies, and multilingual discussion
practices can be incorporated into the writing curriculum. Consequently, writing
lessons can evolve into a multifaceted language teaching process that not only fosters
linguistic proficiency but also provides a framework to support students' cognitive
development and the construction of their thoughts.

In the same vein, in-service training programs for EFL teachers could incorporate the
theoretical and practical dimensions of translanguaging pedagogy, thereby
facilitating the implementation of these approaches not only through individual
initiative but also in a systematic manner. Such measures at the policy level have the
potential to offer solutions to the challenges faced by teachers in multilingual
classrooms, especially in rural areas (Garcia, Johnson & Seltzer, 2017). A framework
for education policies that prioritizes inclusion based on multilingualism has the
potential to reduce pressure on teachers to adhere to a specific target language and

allow students to freely exercise their linguistic identities.
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Moreover, the present study has demonstrated that translanguaging pedagogy can be
effective not only in language development but also in critical areas such as
academic achievement, engagement, and reducing writing anxiety. Consequently, in
the formulation of educational policies, writing skills must be evaluated in
conjunction with multilingual cognitive processes, encompassing not only
grammatical and structural accuracy. It is imperative for educational policymakers
and curriculum developers to devise a system that acknowledges the linguistic and
cultural assets of learners, rather than confining language instruction to the target

language alone (Li & Wang, 2024).

In sum, this study on translanguaging pedagogy provides significant indications that
EFL education policies in Turkey ought to be restructured with multilingual
approaches. The integration of translanguaging in various levels of the education
system, ranging from policy to teaching practice, has the potential to foster a more
inclusive, equitable, and pedagogically effective approach to writing instruction.
Achieving this objective necessitates the implementation of educational policies that
formally acknowledge and value linguistic diversity, recognize multilingualism as a
valuable asset, and prioritize the learner's cognitive processes as the primary focus of

language instruction.

6.4. Limitations

This study has thoroughly explored the effects of translanguaging pedagogy on the
academic writing processes of pre-service English language teachers in Tirkiye
through a mixed-methods design, yet several methodological and practical
limitations must be acknowledged. Recognizing these limitations is crucial for
accurately interpreting the findings and informing future research in the field of

multilingual academic writing.

First, the short duration and limited scale of implementation restricted the scope of
the intervention. Each participant engaged in four writing tasks under four distinct
prewriting discussion conditions within a relatively short time frame. Although the

sequential structure enabled comparative insight, the short-term nature of the data
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collection process limited the possibility of capturing the long-term effects of
translanguaging on students’ academic writing development. Longitudinal research
would be needed to investigate whether the observed benefits in writing quality and
metacognitive awareness persist over time and across different academic genres.
Second, the data collection instruments present another limitation. While written
essays, pre-task and post-task interviews, and group discussion transcripts provided
valuable insights into students’ experiences, the reliance on written self-report
formats (particularly the interviews) may have constrained participants’ ability to
fully articulate their thought processes. Some students may have had difficulty
expressing tacit or intuitive strategies in writing, which could have led to
underreporting of certain insights. Additionally, while the essays were assessed
through a well-established analytical rubric adapted from existing literature, scoring
inevitably involved subjective judgment by the researcher, potentially introducing
interpretive bias. Third, the implementation of translanguaging in the study was
intentionally non-intrusive, aiming to reflect naturalistic usage rather than teacher-
directed instruction. While this approach allowed students to freely use their full
linguistic repertoires during discussions, it did not involve structured modeling or
scaffolded support by the instructor. As such, the study did not explore how guided
translanguaging activities—such as code-meshed sentence starters, bilingual writing
prompts, or metalinguistic reflection exercises—might influence writing
performance  differently compared to unguided  discussion  contexts.
Lastly, the dual role of the researcher as both data collector and interpreter raises
questions of positionality and potential bias. Despite adhering to ethical principles
and maintaining transparency throughout the research process, the researcher’s
academic familiarity with and positive stance toward translanguaging pedagogy may
have influenced decisions during data interpretation and theme categorization. While
this was mitigated through iterative validation, member-checking, and the use of
verbatim quotations, future studies may benefit from collaborative coding or external
audit mechanisms to enhance validity. In light of these limitations, the findings of
this study should be interpreted within their specific context. Nevertheless, this
research offers a meaningful contribution to the understanding of how
translanguaging can be integrated into prewriting discussions in EFL academic

writing pedagogy. The identified limitations also pave the way for more robust,
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diverse, and longitudinal research that can build on these findings and further explore

the transformative potential of translanguaging in multilingual academic contexts.

6.5. Recommendations for Future Research

Based on the findings and limitations of this study, several directions for future
research can be proposed to further expand the understanding of translanguaging
pedagogy in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) academic writing context. These
recommendations aim to enhance methodological rigor, increase the ecological
validity of future studies, and contribute to more inclusive, multilingual, and
pedagogically responsive classroom practices. First, longitudinal research designs are
recommended to better understand the sustained effects of translanguaging on
students’ academic writing development over time. While this study offered insight
into short-term gains, long-term investigations can provide evidence on how students
internalize multilingual strategies, transfer them across academic tasks, and evolve in
their rhetorical and linguistic control. Second, future research may benefit from the
integration of advanced digital tools for data collection and analysis. Incorporating
software such as NVivo, MAXQDA, or automated discourse analysis platforms
would improve the granularity, transparency, and reproducibility of both qualitative
and quantitative data analyses. For instance, such tools could assist in tracking
language switches, metalinguistic commentary, and argument development in
student texts more systematically. Third, researchers are encouraged to investigate
translanguaging as an explicit instructional strategy, beyond naturalistic student
interaction. This could include studies that implement scaffolded translanguaging
activities, such as bilingual peer feedback, guided code-switching tasks, or genre-
based instruction using multiple languages. Such pedagogical designs would offer
valuable insights into how teacher support influences the effectiveness of
translanguaging and students’ academic literacy growth. Fourth, future studies
should also consider teacher perspectives and classroom practices by involving
language instructors as participants. Exploring how pre-service and in-service
teachers perceive translanguaging, how they implement it in academic writing
instruction, and what challenges they face would enrich the pedagogical relevance

and applicability of research findings. Participatory or collaborative research models
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could help bridge the gap between theory and practice in multilingual writing

instruction.

Finally, researchers may focus on the intersectionality of identity, emotion, and
academic discourse in translanguaging settings. Investigating how students’ sense of
belonging, cultural affiliation, and linguistic identity interact with their academic
performance may provide a deeper understanding of the affective dimensions of
multilingual writing. Ethnographic case studies, narrative inquiry, or multimodal data
sources could be useful for capturing these nuanced experiences.
In conclusion, translanguaging continues to offer fertile ground for research in
multilingual academic contexts. Expanding the scope, duration, and methodological
complexity of future studies will contribute not only to theoretical advancements but
also to more equitable and inclusive pedagogies that value the full linguistic

repertoires of all learners.
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APPENDICES

A. PRE-TASK WRITTEN INTERVIEW

Section 1. Demographic information

Please answer the following questions about yourself.

1. State your name and surname,

please.

2. State your age and grade, please.

3. Can you briefly describe your
academic background in English
and your experience with

writing?

4. Which languages are you proficient

in?

Section 2.
Thank you for your valuable time and participation in this questionnaire. Please

write your opinions about the following questions.

1. Have you participated in
prewriting discussions before? If
s0, can you describe your

experience?

2. What specific functions do you
think prewriting discussions serve

in shaping your writing process?
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How do these discussions help you
in generating ideas and structuring

your arguments?

Which type of prewriting
discussion do you feel most
comfortable with: English,
Turkish, or other languages you

know?

How do you define
translanguaging in your own

words?

In your opinion, what are the
benefits of using translanguaging
strategies during the writing

process?
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B. POST-TASK WRITTEN INTERVIEW

Section 1. Demographic information

Please answer the following questions about yourself.

1. State your name and surname,

please.

2. State your age and grade, please.

Section 2.
Thank you for your valuable time and participation in this questionnaire. Please

write your opinions about the following questions.

1. How do you feel about the quality
of your writing in each of the
conditions? Did you notice any

differences?

2. Were there specific aspects of your
writing (e.g., idea generation,
argument structure, grammatical
accuracy) that improved or

declined under certain conditions?

3. In what ways did the prewriting
discussions influence your thought

process and writing approach?

4. Did you find that discussing your
ideas with peers helped clarify
your thoughts or enhance your

arguments? Please elaborate.
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What challenges did you face
during the writing tasks,
particularly in relation to the

different discussion conditions?

Did you experience any
difficulties in expressing your
ideas in English, and how did you

address them?

After completing the tasks, do you
believe that translanguaging
strategies can improve academic

writing skills? Why or why not?

How do you plan to apply what
you learned from this study to

your future writing tasks?

Do you believe that the insights
gained from this experience will
influence your approach to writing
in other subjects or contexts? If so,

how?

118




C. FOUR WRITING TASK CONDITIONS

Kindly articulate your reflections in accordance with the provided guidelines.
We extend our sincere gratitude in advance for your time and effort on this
matter.

Condition 1: No Pre-Writing Discussion

Persuasive Essay Template
1. Introduction
2. Body Paragraphs
e Body Paragraph 1 — First Main Reason
e Body Paragraph 2 — Second Main Reason
e (Optional) Body Paragraph 3 — Counterargument and Refutation

3. Conclusion

In recent years, the topic of when to start learning a foreign language has become a
significant area of discussion among educators, policymakers, and researchers. Many
argue that earlier exposure to a foreign language leads to greater proficiency, better
pronunciation, and a more natural acquisition process, while others believe that
starting language education later, when students have more developed cognitive
skills, can be just as effective. This debate is important in shaping foreign language
education policies around the world.

Essay Question:

Should compulsory foreign language education be introduced from
primary school onwards? In your opinion, is an earlier start truly
better for successful foreign language acquisition? Support your ideas

with reasons, examples, and evidence.
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Condition 2: Only Turkish Pre-Writing Discussion

Persuasive Essay Template
1. Introduction
2. Body Paragraphs
e Body Paragraph 1 — First Main Reason
e Body Paragraph 2 — Second Main Reason
e (Optional) Body Paragraph 3 — Counterargument and Refutation
3. Conclusion

In recent years, the role of the first language (L1) in English as a Foreign Language
(EFL) classrooms has sparked considerable debate among language educators and
researchers. While traditional methods advocate for an English-only approach to
maximize exposure, modern perspectives highlight the potential benefits of strategic
L1 use in supporting comprehension, reducing anxiety, and scaffolding new
knowledge. This essay explores whether allowing the use of L1 in EFL classrooms is

an effective pedagogical tool or a hindrance to language acquisition.

Essay Question:
Should teachers allow the use of students’ first language (L1) in

English language classrooms?

Condition 3: Only-English Pre-Writing Discussion

Persuasive Essay Template
1. Introduction
2. Body Paragraphs
e Body Paragraph 1 — First Main Reason
e Body Paragraph 2 — Second Main Reason
e (Optional) Body Paragraph 3 — Counterargument and Refutation
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3. Conclusion

The preference for native English-speaking teachers (NESTS) over non-native
English-speaking teachers (NNESTS) remains a controversial issue in the field of
English language teaching. While some argue that NESTSs provide authentic
pronunciation models and cultural insight, others emphasize the pedagogical
strengths and language learning experiences of NNESTS. As the global demand for
English continues to rise, it is crucial to examine whether being a native speaker
inherently leads to more effective teaching or whether teaching expertise and
experience matter more. This essay aims to evaluate the strengths and limitations of

both groups within the EFL classroom.

Essay Question:
Are native English-speaking teachers more effective than non-native

English-speaking teachers in the EFL context?

Condition 4: Translingual Pre-Writing Discussion (Before writing, engage in a
pre-writing discussion with your peers using both English and your first
language(s) to explore your ideas, experiences, and opinions.)

Persuasive Essay Template
1. Introduction
2. Body Paragraphs
e Body Paragraph 1 — First Main Reason
e Body Paragraph 2 — Second Main Reason
e (Optional) Body Paragraph 3 — Counterargument and Refutation

3. Conclusion

In the globalized world of English language communication, pronunciation has
become a key issue in language teaching and learning. While some argue that

achieving a native-like accent should be the ultimate goal, others believe that
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intelligibility—Dbeing understood clearly by others—is more important and realistic.
For many English as a Foreign Language (EFL) learners, accent is not just a matter
of sound, but also of identity, confidence, and social perception. This essay discusses
whether English language learners should be encouraged to sound like native

speakers or whether the focus should be on clear and effective communication.

Essay Question:

Should EFL learners aim for native-like pronunciation or focus on

being intelligible?
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D. ACADEMIC WRITING ASSESSMENT SCALE

Criterion

Qualitative Description

1. Content and Task
Appropriateness

Evaluates how well the written product aligns with the task
instructions and whether it remains relevant to the assigned

academic topic.

2. Idea Development and
Exemplification

Assesses the clarity and depth of ideas presented, as well as
the extent to which they are supported with appropriate

examples or elaborations.

3. Organization

Reviews the logical flow and structural coherence of the text,
including the presence of a clear introduction, body, and

conclusion.

4. Transitional
Expressions

Focuses on the use of linking devices and cohesive elements
that contribute to the fluency and connectedness of ideas.

5. Word Choice

Examines lexical appropriateness, variation, and the accuracy

of vocabulary usage within an academic context.

6. Grammatical Accuracy

Looks at sentence-level grammar, including tense use, subject-

verb agreement, and syntactic correctness.

7. Spelling and

Punctuation

Assesses orthographic accuracy, including correct spelling and

the appropriate use of punctuation marks.

8. Narrative Coherence

and Fluency

Evaluates the ease and smoothness with which the text can be

read, considering both micro- and macro-level flow.

9. Critical Thinking and
Originality

Investigates whether the writing reflects independent thought,

interpretive insight, and an original perspective on the topic.

10. Linguistic Variety

Considers the range of sentence structures and stylistic
features employed to enrich the academic tone and clarity of

expression.

(Adapted from Jacobs et al. (1981), Weigle (2002), and Hamp-Lyons (1991)
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E. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

YUKSEKOGRETIM KADEMESINDE YABANCI DiL. OGRETIMININ;
(TURKIYE BAGLAMINDA) AKADEMIK YAZIM ONCESi SURECINDE
FARKLI OLCUDE UYGULANAN DILLER ARASI PEDAGOJININ
ETKIiLERI

Yazma becerisi, yabanci dil 6gretiminde en karmasik ve bilissel agidan en zorlu
dilsel iiretim alanlarindan biri olarak kabul edilmektedir. Ozellikle akademik yazma,
yalnizca dilbilgisel dogruluk ya da kelime dagarcigi ile sinirlt kalmayip; diistinceleri
organize etme, mantikli bir yap1 olusturma, ikna edici arglimanlar gelistirme ve
elestirel bir bakis agis1 kazanma gibi iist diizey zihinsel becerileri de beraberinde
getirmektedir. Bu durum, dil 6gretiminde yazma becerisine yonelik pedagojik
yaklasimlarin yeniden degerlendirilmesini gerekli kilmaktadir. Geleneksel yazma
ogretimi cogunlukla bireysel ve hedef dil odakli olup dgrencilerin yalnizca Ingilizce
kullanarak yazmalar1 beklenmektedir. Ancak cokdilli ve c¢okkiiltiirlii siniflarda bu
yaklasim, 6grencilerin biligsel kapasitelerini yeterince degerlendirememekte, yazma

stirecini daha zorlu ve sinirlayici hale getirebilmektedir.

Bu baglamda translanguaging pedagojisi, 6grencilerin sahip olduklar1 tiim dilsel
kaynaklan stratejik bi¢imde kullanarak daha anlamli ve iiretken yazma siirecleri
gelistirmelerine olanak tanimaktadir. Translanguaging, dilsel smirlari gegmeyi ve
bireyin dil repertuarini tek bir biitiin olarak gérmeyi tesvik eden bir pedagojik
yaklasimdir. Bu yaklagim, dgrencilerin hem ana dillerini hem de hedef dili esnek bir
sekilde kullanarak diisiincelerini yapilandirmalarina ve akademik metinler
olusturmalarina yardimci olur. Boylece yazma Oncesi siireclerde yapilan cokdilli

tartigmalar, fikir tiretimini, planlamay1 ve 6zgiiveni destekleyici bir islev iistlenebilir.

Bu arastirma, Tiirkiye'deki bir devlet {iniversitesinde Ingilizce 6gretmenligi

programina kayith lisans 6grencileriyle yiriitiilmiis ve yazma oncesi translanguaging
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pedagojisinin akademik yazma siireclerine etkisini incelemeyi amaclamistir.
Arastirmanin temel sorunsali, yazma Oncesi asamalarda translanguaging temelli
tartisma ortamlariin, Ogrencilerin akademik yazma becerilerine nasil bir katki
sagladigidir. Bu ¢ergevede, Ogrencilerin diisiince lretimi, metin planlama, dilsel

tercihleri ve yazili lirlinlerinin niteligi gibi ¢esitli boyutlar analiz edilmistir.

Arastirmada yer alan dort farkli 6n yazma tartisma kosulu (hi¢ tartisma yok, yalnizca
Ingilizce tartisma, yalmzca Tiirkce tartisma ve translanguaging tartismasi)
araciligiyla, Ogrencilerin yazili performanslari ve yazma siirecine dair algilan
karsilastirmali olarak degerlendirilmistir. Bu farkli kosullar, 6grencilerin fikir
olusturma bigimlerini, dilsel stratejilerini ve yaziya gecis siireglerini anlamak
acisindan Onemli bir zemin sunmustur. Arastirmanin amaci, translanguaging
pedagojisinin yazma Oncesi asamalarda sagladigi bilissel ve pedagojik katkilari
ortaya koyarak, geleneksel hedef dil odakli yazma 6gretim yaklasimlarina elestirel

bir alternatif sunmaktir.

Ozellikle Tiirk yiiksekdgretim baglaminda translanguaging pedagojisinin yazma
becerileri tizerindeki etkileri sinirli sayida aragtirma ile ele alinmistir. Bu ¢aligmanin
Ozglinligii, hem nitel hem de nicel verilerin bir arada kullanilmasiyla, yazma
stirecinin ¢ok boyutlu olarak degerlendirilmesine dayanir. Aym1 zamanda yazili
tirtinlerin dilsel ve yapisal agidan betimlenmesi, 6grenci goriislerinin tematik analizi
ve farklt 6n yazma kosullarinin karsilastirmali olarak incelenmesiyle kapsamli bir

degerlendirme yapilmaistir.

Bu ¢ergevede arastirma, dil 6gretiminde tek dillilik anlayisinin sorgulanmasini ve
cokdilli pedagojilerin daha yaygin bi¢cimde uygulanmasini desteklemektedir.
Ogrencilerin anadilini diglayan uygulamalardan ziyade, tiim dilsel kaynaklarinin
birer 6grenme ve liretim araci olarak goriilmesini savunmaktadir. Boylelikle yazma
siireci yalnizca triin odakli degil, ayn1 zamanda siire¢ ve diislinme bi¢imi agisindan
da doniistiirtilebilir hale gelmektedir. Translanguaging pedagojisi, bu doniisiimde

merkezi bir ara¢ olarak degerlendirilmektedir.

Bu bdliimde translanguaging pedagojisinin kuramsal dayanaklari, tarihsel gelisimi,

ilgili kavramlarla iligkisi ve yazma becerisine yonelik etkileri kapsamli bi¢gimde ele
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alinmistir. Dilin sabit ve ayr1 sistemler olarak degil, bireylerin anlam ingasi siirecinde
aktif ve esnek bi¢cimde kullandiklar1 bir arag oldugu goriisiinden hareketle,
translanguaging yaklasiminin ¢okdilli bireylerin zihinsel siiregleriyle uyumlu oldugu
savunulmaktadir. Bu g¢ergevede, Ozellikle Vygotsky nin sosyokiiltiirel kurama,
heteroglossia kavrami ve dilsel repertuar kuramlar translanguaging’in pedagojik

temelleri arasinda gosterilmektedir.

“Translanguaging” terimi ilk kez 1994 yilinda Cen Williams tarafindan Galler
baglaminda ortaya atilmistir. Baslangicta Ogrencilerin farkli diller arasinda gegis
yaparak anlam olusturduklart siif i¢i uygulamalart tanimlamak amaciyla
kullanilmistir. Daha sonra bu kavram, Garcia ve Wei gibi arastirmacilarin katkisiyla
pedagojik bir yaklasima donilismiis, yalnizca kod degistirme ya da dil karistirma
Otesinde bir bilin¢li anlam dretim siireci olarak tanimlanmistir. Bu baglamda
translanguaging, bireylerin tiim dilsel kaynaklarin1 biitiinsel bir sekilde
kullanmalarint ve bu kaynaklar arasinda dinamik gecisler yaparak daha zengin
diisiinsel iiretim gergeklestirmelerini tesvik eder. Boylece dil, yalnizca bir iletisim

araci degil, ayn1 zamanda biligsel bir yapilandirma araci olarak konumlanir.

Kuramsal olarak translanguaging pedagojisi; dilsel hiyerarsilere karsi ¢ikar,
Ogrencilerin anadillerinin sinif i¢cinde bastirilmasini reddeder ve ¢okdilli 6grencilere
daha kapsayici bir 6grenme ortami sunar. Bu yaklagim, Ogrencilerin kimliklerini
dilsel tercihler araciligiyla ifade etmelerine olanak tanir ve akademik yazma gibi
yiiksek diizey biligsel becerileri destekleyen bir c¢erceve sunar. Literatiirde
translanguaging’in yazma becerisine katki sagladigi, 6zellikle yazma oncesi diisiince
tiretimi, planlama ve yapisal kurgu gibi alt siireglerde 6grencilere biligsel avantaj
sagladig1 vurgulanmaktadir. Ayrica 6grencilerin yazilarin1 daha yaratici, anlamli ve

yapilandirilmis bigimde tiretmelerine olanak sundugu ifade edilmektedir.

Bu yaklasim, kod degistirmenin Otesine gecerek bireylerin diller arasinda bilingli bir
bicimde ge¢is yapmasini igerir. Kod degistirmenin dilsel sistemler arasi gecisi daha
rastlantisal ve baglamsal oldugu diisiiniiliirken; translanguaging, 6grencinin zihinsel
stirecinde ¢okdilli kaynaklar1 stratejik bigimde bir arada kullanmasi olarak

tanimlanir. Bu baglamda, 6grenciler anadil ve hedef dil arasinda gecis yaparken
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sadece kelimeleri degil; diisiinme bi¢imlerini, kavramsal yapilart ve kiiltiirel
referanslar1 da biitlinlestirir. Bu da yazma siirecinde daha derin ve kapsamli bir

metinsel tretimi destekler.

Alanyazin incelendiginde, translanguaging uygulamalariin 6zellikle ¢okdilli ve ¢cok
kiiltiirli siniflarda 6grenci katilimini artirdigi, akademik basariya olumlu yansidigi ve
O0grenme  motivasyonunu  giiclendirdigi  goriilmektedir.  Bununla  birlikte,
translanguaging pedagojisinin bazi simirlamalar1 ve elestirileri de mevcuttur.
Ozellikle monolingual dil politikalarmin hakim oldugu sistemlerde bu yaklasimin
uygulanabilirligi tartisma konusu olabilmektedir. Ancak son dénem c¢aligmalarda,
yazma becerileri 0Ozelinde translanguaging pedagojisinin Ogrencilerin diisiinsel
derinligini artirdigi, metin biitlinliigiinii destekledigi ve yazi kalitesini yiikselttigi

yoniinde bulgular 6ne ¢ikmaktadir.

Tiirkiye baglaminda yapilan aragtirmalar ise sinirli sayidadir ve genellikle sinif ici
sozlii etkilesimlere odaklanmistir. Bu c¢alismalarda translanguaging’in dgrencilerin
ifade giictinii artirdigi ve anlam olusturma siireglerine katki sundugu belirtilmistir.
Ancak akademik yazma siirecine etkisi tizerine yapilan kapsamli ¢alismalar oldukca
kisithidir. Bu nedenle, bu tez c¢alismasi, translanguaging pedagojisinin yazma oncesi
asamalarda nasil bir katki sundugunu ortaya koyarak alanyazindaki bu boslugu
doldurmay1 amaglamaktadir. Ozellikle planlama, fikir iiretme, kavramsallastirma ve
yaziya geg¢irme siireclerinde Ogrencilerin c¢okdilli kaynaklarini nasil kullandiklari

incelenmis ve pedagojik uygulamalara yonelik oneriler sunulmustur.

Bu ¢alismada, translanguaging pedagojisinin akademik yazma siirecine etkilerini
derinlemesine incelemek amaciyla karma yontem arastirma deseni benimsenmistir.
Arastirmanin temel yaklasimi, kesfedici sirali karma yontemdir. Bu yaklagim, nitel
verilerin toplanip analiz edilmesinden sonra bu veriler dogrultusunda nicel verilerin
elde edilmesiyle karakterize edilir. Boylece arastirma siirecinde hem bireylerin
deneyimleri ve algilart hem de yazili iiriinlerinin sayisal 6zellikleri biitlinciil bigimde
degerlendirilmistir. Bu yontemin tercih edilme nedeni, translanguaging pedagojisinin
cok katmanli yapisinin hem betimsel hem de istatistiksel verilerle ortaya

konabilmesine imkén saglamasidir.
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Calismanin  katihmecilarim, Tiirkiye’de  bir  devlet {iniversitesinin Ingilizce
Ogretmenligi programina kayith 23 goniillii lisans oOgrencisi olusturmustur.
Katilimcilar, benzer akademik gecmise ve dil diizeyine sahip olmalar1 bakimindan
homojen bir 6rlem sunmaktadir. Bu homojenlik, farkli tartisma kosullarinin etkilerini
daha net bicimde karsilastirma olanagi saglamistir. Katilimcilarin se¢imi amagh
ornekleme yontemiyle yapilmistir ve etik kurul onayr dogrultusunda, tim

gontllilerden bilgilendirilmis onam alinmustir.

Arastirmada, 6grenciler dort farkli yazma oncesi tartisma kosuluna katilmiglardir: (1)
Tartisma yapilmadan dogrudan yazma, (2) Sadece Tiirk¢e tartisma, (3) Sadece
Ingilizce tartisma, (4) Tiirkce ve Ingilizce nin birlikte kullamldig: translanguaging
tartismasi. Her Ogrenci, dort farkli konuda, her bir tartisma tiiriinli i¢ceren yazma
gorevini yerine getirmistir. Boylece her katilimci, her deneyim tiiriinii yasamis ve

yazili ¢iktilar karsilagtirmali olarak elde edilmistir.

Veri toplama araglar1 ii¢ ana grupta toplanmustir. ilk olarak, 6grenciler tarafindan
yazilan akademik metinler betimsel analiz i¢in kullanilmistir. Bu yazili iiriinler,
igerik, organizasyon, dil kullanimi, akicilik, gramer dogrulugu, kelime se¢imi ve
orijjinal diislince gibi on ayr1 Olgiite dayali olarak degerlendirilmistir. Bu
degerlendirme igin Jacobs et al. (1981), Weigle (2002) ve Hamp-Lyons (1991) gibi
kaynaklardan uyarlanan nitel bir yazma degerlendirme 6lcegi kullanilmistir. Her
metin, bu Olgiitler dogrultusunda nitel olarak incelenmis ve 6grenci egilimleri detayl

bigimde betimlenmistir.

Ikinci olarak, her yazma gérevinden énce ve sonra dgrencilere acgik uglu yazili
gorisme sorular1 yoneltilmistir. Bu goriismelerde, 6grencilerin yazma Oncesi
planlama siirecine, dil tercihlerine, fikir gelistirme yOntemlerine ve tartismalarin
katkisina dair diisiinceleri sorgulanmistir. Katilimcr yanitlar1 tematik analiz
yontemiyle degerlendirilmistir. Braun ve Clarke (2006) cergevesinde uygulanan bu
analiz, verilerin kodlanmasi, temalarin belirlenmesi ve anlamli Oriintiilerin ortaya
konmas1 siirecini kapsamistir. Elde edilen temalar daha sonra yazili iiriinlerle

karsilastirilarak ¢ok katmanli yorumlamalar yapilmastir.
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Son olarak, yazma gorevlerinde iiretilen metinlerin nicel &zellikleri de analiz
edilmistir. Ozellikle kelime sayis1, ciimle uzunlugu, gegis ifadelerinin kullanimi gibi
yapisal veriler, dilsel yeterlilik ve organizasyon agisindan karsilagtirilmistir. Bu
veriler, tartigma tiirleri arasindaki performans farklarini istatistiksel olarak ortaya

koymada destekleyici bir rol oynamaistir.

Veri toplama siireci iki haftalik bir zaman dilimine yayilmistir. Her bir yazma gorevi
ve Oncesindeki tartismalar kontrollii bir ortamda gerceklestirilmis, tiim siire¢
arastirmaci tarafindan yiiritiilmistiir. Bulgularin gilivenilirligini artirmak amaciyla
capraz dogrulama ve arastirmact notlar1 gibi nitel arasgtirma tekniklerinden

yararlanilmastir.

Bu yontemsel tasarim sayesinde, translanguaging pedagojisinin yazma Oncesi siirecte
nasil bir etki yarattig1 hem yazili ¢iktilar hem de katilimc1 deneyimleri lizerinden ¢ok
yonlii olarak ortaya konmustur. Arastirma deseni, dil Ogretiminde ¢okdilli

yaklagimlarin etkilerini anlamaya yonelik biitlinciil bir ¢erceve sunmaktadir.

Bu boliimde, dort farkli yazma Oncesi tartisma kosulunun (tartismasiz, yalnizca
Tiirkge, yalmzca Ingilizce ve translanguaging) oOgrencilerin akademik yazma
performansi {izerindeki etkileri hem nicel hem nitel agidan sunulmustur. Yazih
triinler igerik zenginligi, yap1 biitiinliigli, kelime sayisi, dilsel dogruluk ve elestirel
diisiince gibi olgiitlere gore analiz edilmis; ayrica 68rencilerin yazma siirecine iliskin
goriigleri tematik analiz yoluyla degerlendirilmistir. Bulgular, translanguaging
uygulamasinin, dgrencilerin yazma becerileri lizerinde belirgin ve ¢ok yonlii katkilar

sundugunu gostermektedir.

Nicel bulgular incelendiginde, translanguaging kosulunda yazilan metinlerin diger ti¢
kosula kiyasla daha uzun, daha yapilandirilmis ve igerik agisindan daha zengin
oldugu goriilmiistiir. Katilimcilarin bu kosuldaki yazilarinda, 6zellikle fikir
gelistirme, gecis ifadelerinin kullanim1 ve argiimantasyon giicii daha yiiksek diizeyde
gerceklesmistir. Tirkge tartisma yapilan kosulda da anlam iiretimi ve planlama
acisindan olumlu etkiler gézlemlenmis; ancak metin organizasyonu ve dil dogrulugu

translanguaging kadar yiiksek olmamustir. Ingilizce tartisma kosulunda ise dilsel
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dogruluk kismen yiiksek olsa da icerik iiretimi ve yazi uzunlugu agisindan zayif
sonuglar elde edilmigstir. Tartigma yapilmayan kosulda iiretilen metinler, diger tiim

kosullara kiyasla daha kisa, ylizeysel ve yapi1 acisindan zayif bulunmustur.

Nitel veriler, 6grencilerin yazma Oncesi tartismalar: fikir iiretimi, metin planlama ve
ozgiiven kazanimi agisindan destekleyici bulduklarini gdstermektedir. Ozellikle
translanguaging yapilan oturumlara katilan 6grenciler, iki dili birlikte kullanmanin
fikirlerini daha agik ve rahat sekilde ifade etmelerine yardimci oldugunu belirtmistir.
Bu 0Ogrenciler, anadil (Tiirkge) kullanabildiklerinde soyut kavramlari daha net
anlamlandirdiklarini ve Ingilizceye aktarirken bu kavramsallastirmanin islerini
kolaylastirdigin1 ifade etmislerdir. Ayrica bu Ogrenciler yazma siirecine daha

hazirlikli ve motive hissettiklerini vurgulamaistir.

Tematik analiz sonucunda elde edilen bes ana tema, yazma Oncesi siiregte
translanguaging’in sagladig1 islevleri ortaya koymaktadir: (1) On yazmanin zihinsel
hazirlik islevi, (2) Fikir tiretimi ve yap1 kurma, (3) Dil tercihi ve ¢okdilli farkindalik,
(4) Yazili iirtinle tartisma arasindaki yansimalar, (5) Yazma 6zgiliveni ve performansa
etkisi. Bu temalar, 6grencilerin yazma siirecine dilsel ve biligsel agidan nasil
yaklastiklarim1  ve translanguaging’in bu siiregte nasil bir kolaylastirict rol

istlendigini kapsamli bicimde yansitmaktadir.

Ogzellikle Tiirkce veya translanguaging temelli tartismalarda dgrenciler, karmasik
fikirleri daha 6zgiir bigimde dile getirirken; yalnizca Ingilizce yapilan tartismalarda
sozel iretim sinirli kalmakta ve planlama asamasi zayif ge¢mektedir. Bu durum
yazili lirtine de dogrudan yansimaktadir. Ayrica 68rencilerin yazma sonrasi goriisleri,
translanguaging ortaminda yapilan tartigmalarin motivasyon artirici ve rahatlatici bir
etki yarattigini ortaya koymustur. Katilimcilar bu ortamlarda daha yaratici, daha

analitik ve daha organize metinler {rettiklerini ifade etmistir.

Sonu¢ olarak, elde edilen bulgular, translanguaging pedagojisinin yazma oncesi
sirecte hem dilsel hem de bilissel agidan destekleyici bir arag oldugunu
gostermektedir. Bu yaklasim, 6grencilerin dil becerilerini daha etkili kullanmalarin

saglamakla kalmayip, ayni zamanda elestirel diisiinme ve akademik ifade
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kapasitesini de artirmaktadir. Yazili iriinlerin kalitesindeki artig ve Ogrenci
goriislerindeki tutarlilik, translanguaging’in pedagojik degerini giiclii bigcimde

desteklemektedir.

Bu bolimde, elde edilen bulgular alanyazin 1s18inda degerlendirilmis ve
translanguaging pedagojisinin akademik yazma siireclerindeki yeri derinlemesine
yorumlanmustir. Elde edilen nicel ve nitel veriler, yazma oncesi translanguaging
temelli tartismalarin  6grencilerin akademik yazi {retimini belirgin bigimde
destekledigini ortaya koymaktadir. Bulgular, hem O6grencilerin yazili {iriinlerinin
icerigi ve yapist hem de yazma siirecine yonelik algilari agisindan bu pedagojik

yaklagimin ¢ok yonlii katkilar sundugunu gostermektedir.

Oncelikle, dgrencilerin translanguaging tartismasi sonrasinda iirettikleri metinlerin
daha uzun, daha organize ve daha gii¢lii bir argiimantasyona sahip olmasi, ¢okdilli
biligsel siireclerin yazma becerilerini dogrudan etkiledigini gostermektedir. Bu bulgu,
Garcia ve Kleyn (2016) tarafindan ileri siiriilen translanguaging’in diisiinme ve
ogrenme siireglerini destekledigi goriisiiyle ortiismektedir. Ayn1 sekilde, 6grencilerin
anadil  kullanimi  sayesinde  soyut akademik kavramlari daha iyi
kavramsallagtirabildikleri ve bu kavramlar1 Ingilizceye aktarirken daha giivenli
hissettikleri ifade edilmistir. Bu durum, Vygotsky’nin dilin diigsiince gelisimiyle

iliskisine dair savlariyla da teorik uyum i¢indedir.

Tartisma yok kosulunda yazilan metinlerin yiizeysel ve yapisal olarak zayif kalmasi,
yazma Oncesi etkinliklerin 6nemini bir kez daha vurgulamaktadir. Bu bulgu, 6zellikle
prewriting asamasinin zihinsel hazirlik ve icerik olusturma agisindan tasidigi 6nemi
desteklemektedir. Sadece Ingilizce tartisma yapilan oturumlarda ise dilsel
dogrulugun gorece yiilksek olmasmma ragmen igerik derinligi ve metin
organizasyonunun yetersiz kalmasi, 6grencilerin hedef dilde fikir liretme siirecinde
zorlandiklarin1 gostermektedir. Bu da cokdilli &grenciler igin tek dilli yazma

yaklagiminin sinirlayici yonlerine isaret etmektedir.

Yalnizca Tiirkge yapilan tartigmalarda 6grencilerin daha rahat fikir tirettikleri, ancak

hedef dile geciste bazi aktarim problemleri yasadiklar1 gozlemlenmistir. Buna
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karsilik translanguaging tartismasinda, Ogrencilerin diller aras1 gecisi stratejik
bicimde yonetebildikleri ve bu gecisin yazi kalitesine olumlu yansidigi
gorilmektedir. Bu durum, translanguaging’in yalnizca dilsel degil, ayn1 zamanda
bilissel esneklik sagladigina da isaret etmektedir. Ogrenciler, 6zellikle planlama ve
fikir gelistirme asamasinda anadillerini kullanmanin diistinsel netlik sagladigim

belirtmis, bu da onlarin yazi siirecine olan giivenlerini artirmigtir.

Ayrica Ogrencilerin translanguaging ortaminda daha motive olduklari, yazma
stirecine daha aktif katildiklar1 ve o6zgiivenlerinin yiikseldigi tespit edilmistir. Bu
bulgu, yalnizca dilsel tiretimi degil, duyussal boyutlar1 da kapsayan ¢ok katmanli bir
destek mekanizmasina isaret etmektedir. Nitekim translanguaging pedagojisi,
Ogrencilere yalnizca bir iletisim araci sunmaktan Ote, onlarin kimliklerini ifade
edebilecekleri, biligsel kapasitelerini etkin kullanabilecekleri bir 6grenme ortami
sunar. Bu da egitim ortamlarinda daha kapsayici, demokratik ve etkili bir yaklagimin

kapilarin1 aralamaktadir.

Bu bulgular 15181nda, translanguaging pedagojisinin yalnizca yazma 6ncesi asamada
degil, yazma siirecinin tamaminda stratejik olarak yer almas1 gerektigi
vurgulanmalidir. Ogrenciler, anadillerine yaslanarak yalnizca fikir {iretmekle
kalmamakta; ayn1 zamanda bu fikirleri daha yapilandirilmis, organize ve hedef dile
uygun bi¢imde doniistiirebilmektedir. Bu siireg, dilsel farkindaligin yanmi sira
iistbiligsel becerileri de giiclendirmekte, 6grencilerin kendi yazma stratejilerini daha
bilingli bigimde degerlendirmelerine olanak tanimaktadir. Ogrencilerin yazma
stireciyle ilgili 6z degerlendirmelerinde, translanguaging uygulamalariyla fikirlerin
daha netlestigi, metin planlamasinin kolaylastig1 ve yazma siirecine dair kaygilarin
azaldig1 siklikla dile getirilmistir. Bu bulgular, 6grencilerin akademik {iretim
siirecinde sadece hedef dilde diisiinmeye zorlanmalarinin, onlarin elestirel diisiinme

ve fikir derinligi gelistirme potansiyellerini sinirlandirabilecegini gostermektedir.

Ayrica, translanguaging’in Ogrencilerin yazilarina kiiltiirel ve kisisel perspektifler
kazandirdigt da gozlemlenmistir. Ogrenciler, anadillerini kullanarak bireysel
deneyimlerini, kiiltlirel referanslarim1 ve sosyal gercekliklerini daha rahat ifade

edebilmekte, bu da yazinin 6zgiinliigiinii ve baglamsal derinligini artirmaktadir. Bu

132



durum, metinlerin sadece bicimsel degil, aynm1 zamanda igeriksel olarak da daha
anlamli hale gelmesini saglamaktadir. Ozellikle kiiltiirlerarasi baglamda, 6grencilerin
dilsel kaynaklarini entegre bi¢imde kullanmalari, akademik yazinin evrensel
standartlarina uyumu kolaylastirmakta ve ogrencilerin akademik kimlik gelisimini
desteklemektedir. Bu noktada translanguaging pedagojisi, 0grencilere sadece bir

iretim araci degil, ayn1 zamanda bir 6znelesme ve kimlik insa siireci sunmaktadir.

Bunlara ek olarak, bu pedagojik yaklasimin 6gretim elemanlar1 i¢in de yeniden
degerlendirilmesi gereken bir alan yarattig1 soylenebilir. Geleneksel yazma 6gretimi,
cogunlukla dogru bi¢cim ve gramer temelli bir anlayisla sekillenmekte ve Ogrenci
tiretimi bu ¢er¢evede degerlendirilmektedir. Ancak translanguaging’in etkili bi¢imde
uygulanabilmesi i¢in Ogreticilerin de cokdilli farkindalik gelistirmesi, 6grencilerin
dilsel kaynaklarmi pedagojik bir arag olarak kabul etmesi ve degerlendirme
kriterlerini buna gore esnetmesi gerekmektedir. Bu baglamda, 6gretim iyelerinin
yalnizca hedef dil iiretimine degil, iiretimin arkasindaki biligsel siireclere de
odaklanmalar1 6nem arz etmektedir. Dolayisiyla translanguaging pedagojisi,
Ogretmen merkezli yapidan 6grenci merkezli ve siire¢ odakli bir yazma 6gretimine

gecisi de tesvik etmektedir.

Son olarak, elde edilen bulgular mevcut alanyazinla biiyiik dl¢tide tutarlilik gdsterse
de Tiirkiye baglamina &zgii baz1 6zgiin katkilar da sunmaktadir. Ozellikle akademik
yazma gibi st diizey becerilerde translanguaging pedagojisinin stratejik etkilerini
ortaya koymasi, bu yaklasimin daha sistematik bigimde egitim programlarina entegre
edilmesi gerektigine isaret etmektedir. Caligmanin bulgulari, dil 6gretiminde yalnizca
hedef dile odaklanan tek dilli yaklasimlarin 6grencilerin potansiyelini sinirladigini ve

cokdilli pedagojilerin bu sinirlart agsmak igin giiclii bir ara¢ oldugunu gostermektedir.

Bu calisma, yazma oncesi translanguaging pedagojisinin Ingilizce 6gretmenligi
programinda 6grenim goren iiniversite dgrencilerinin akademik yazma siireclerine
etkisini aragtirmistir. Elde edilen bulgular, translanguaging yaklagiminin 6grencilerin
diisiince tiretimi, planlama becerisi, dilsel esneklik ve yazma motivasyonu iizerinde
belirgin ve ¢ok yonlii olumlu etkiler yarattigini ortaya koymustur. Ozellikle

ogrencilerin hem Tiirkge hem Ingilizceyi birlikte kullanarak tartistiklar1 yazma
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oncesi oturumlarin, yazili tirlinlerinde igerik kalitesi, yapisal biitlinliik ve ifade giicti
bakimindan dikkat c¢ekici gelismeler sagladigi goriilmistir. Bu  sonug,
translanguaging’in yalnizca bir dilsel tercih degil, ayn1 zamanda biligsel ve pedagojik

bir strateji oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir.

Calismanin sonuglari, geleneksel hedef dil odakli yazma yaklagimlarinin ¢okdilli
Ogrencilerin potansiyelini sinirlayabilecegini; buna karsilik translanguaging
pedagojisinin 6grencilerin tiim dil repertuarlarini etkin kullanarak daha yaratici,
elestirel ve tutarli metinler olusturmalarina imkan verdigini gostermektedir. Ayrica
Ogrencilerin yazma Oncesi translanguaging tartismalarina yonelik olumlu tutumlari,
bu yaklagimin sadece biligsel degil, ayn1 zamanda duyussal boyutta da destekleyici
oldugunu gostermektedir. Ogrenciler, anadillerini kullanabilmenin kendilerini daha
giivende ve Ozgilir hissettirdigini, fikirlerini daha net ifade edebildiklerini
belirtmiglerdir. Bu durum, akademik yazma siirecinin bir dil becerisi olmanin

Otesinde, ¢cok katmanli bir anlam {iretim siireci oldugunu gostermektedir.

Arastirma siirecinde kullanilan karma yontemsel tasarim sayesinde, hem yazil
tiriinlerden elde edilen betimsel-nitel veriler hem de yazma oncesi ve sonrasi1 6grenci
goriiglerinden elde edilen tematik analiz sonuglar birlestirilerek biitlinciil bir
degerlendirme yapilmistir. Bu biitiinciil yaklasim, translanguaging pedagojisinin
ogrencilerin akademik yazmadaki performanslarima dogrudan ve dolayh
yansimalarmi detayli bicimde ortaya koymustur. Ozellikle “tartisma yok” kosulunda
yazilan metinlerin yiizeysel ve kisa olmasi, yazma Oncesi siireglerin ihmal
edilmesinin 6grenci performansini diisiirdiigiinii acik¢a gostermektedir. Buna karsilik
translanguaging ile desteklenen yazma Oncesi tartigmalar, dgrencilerin yaziya daha

hazirlikli ve motive baglamalarini saglamistir.

Arastirmanin bazi smirliliklart da bulunmaktadir. ik olarak, calisma tek bir
{iniversitenin Ingilizce ogretmenligi boliimii 6grencileriyle yiiriitiilmiis olup
orneklem homojendir. Bu nedenle, farkli boliimler, farkl tiniversiteler veya farkl yas
gruplarindaki 6grencilerle yapilacak arastirmalar, translanguaging pedagojisinin
etkilerini daha genis kapsamda degerlendirme olanagi saglayabilir. Ikinci olarak, veri

toplama siireci kisa siireli uygulamalara dayanmigtir. Uzun vadeli translanguaging

134



uygulamalarinin 6grencilerin yazma becerileri {izerindeki etkilerini inceleyen
calismalar, bu pedagojinin siirdiiriilebilirligi ve kaliciligit acisindan daha
derinlemesine sonuglar sunabilir. Uciincii olarak, arastirma yalnizca yazma
becerisine odaklanmistir. Oysa translanguaging’in konusma, dinleme ve okuma gibi
diger dil becerileri iizerindeki etkileri de 6nemli arastirma konularidir. Son olarak,
calismanin uygulama asamasinda aragtirmaci ayni zamanda Ogretici roliinde yer
almis ve veri toplama siireclerini dogrudan yonetmistir. Bu durum, baz

katilimcilarin yanitlarinda sosyal begeni etkisi olusturmus olabilir.

Arastirmanin bulgularindan yola ¢ikarak gesitli 6nerilerde bulunulmustur. Ogretim
programlarinda, Ozellikle yazma becerisi O6gretiminde translanguaging’e dayali
etkinliklere yer verilmesi 6nerilmektedir. Ogrencilere yalnizca hedef dilde degil, tim
dilsel kaynaklarini kullanabilecekleri bir 6grenme ortami sunulmalidir. Egitimciler,
dil 6gretimini yalnizca hedef dilin smirlarina hapsetmek yerine, dgrencilerin tiim
biligsel ve kiiltiirel birikimlerinden faydalanacak sekilde yeniden yapilandirmalidir.
Ayrica O0gretmen egitiminde translanguaging pedagojisinin kuramsal temelleri ve
smnif i¢i uygulamalari Ogretmen adaylarina tanitilmalidir. Boylece cokdilli ve

cokkiiltiirlii siniflarda daha kapsayici ve etkili bir dil 6gretimi gerceklestirilebilir.

Sonug olarak, translanguaging pedagojisi; 6grencilerin akademik yazma siireglerini
cok boyutlu bigimde destekleyen yenilik¢i ve biitlinciil bir yaklagimdir. Bu yaklasim,
ogrencilerin yalnizca hedef dilde {iretim yapmalarini degil, ayn1 zamanda anadil dahil
tim dilsel kaynaklarini stratejik ve bilingli bicimde kullanmalarini tesvik eder.
Boylelikle 6grenciler, sadece dilsel becerilerini degil, ayni zamanda diisiinme,
planlama, oOrgiitleme ve elestirel analiz gibi iist diizey bilissel yetilerini de etkin
sekilde gelistirme firsati bulurlar. Ayrica translanguaging pedagojisi, dgrencilerin
yazma siirecine yonelik tutumlarimi da olumlu yonde etkileyerek ozgiivenlerini
artirir, yazma kaygilarin1 azaltir ve duyussal olarak daha motive bireyler haline
gelmelerine katki saglar. Ozellikle ¢okdilli dgrencilerin kendilerini daha rahat ifade
edebilmeleri, akademik kavramlar1 daha iyi kavrayip metinlerine yansitmalar1 bu

yaklasim sayesinde miimkiin olabilmektedir.

Tiirkiye baglaminda degerlendirildiginde, translanguaging pedagojisinin potansiyeli

oldukca biiyiiktiir. Ulkemizdeki 6grencilerin ¢ogunlugu c¢okdilli ve cokkiiltiirlii
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ortamlarda biiylimekte; bu da onlarin dogal dil repertuarlarinin egitim siireclerine
entegre edilmesini gerektirmektedir. Bu baglamda translanguaging pedagojisi,
Tirkiye’deki mevcut tek dillilige dayali dil Ogretimi anlayisin1 doniistiirme
potansiyeline sahiptir. Akademik yazma 6gretiminde daha esnek, kapsayici ve anlam
merkezli bir yaklasimin benimsenmesi, Ogrencilerin hem yazili {iriin kalitesini
artiracak hem de egitim sistemine daha demokratik ve katilimci bir cergeve
kazandiracaktir. Bu nedenle translanguaging’in Tirkiye’de yayginlastirilmasi,
yalnizca bir pedagojik tercih degil; aym1 zamanda bir egitim politikasi meselesi

olarak da ele alinmalidir.
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