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ABSTRACT

CHANGE IN USAGE OF COGNITIVE WORDS, AFFECT WORDS, DISCOURSE
MARKERS, AND FIRST PERSON PRONOUN POSITION AMONG CLIENTS IN
PSYCHOTHERAPY PROCESS

Kose Demiray, Cigdem
Ph. D., Department of Psychology

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Tilin Gengoz

September 2015, 125 pages

Aim of present study was to understand changes in speech of clients with regard to
certain linguistic features from 5" to 15" session of psychotherapy. Cognitive
mechanism words, affect words, usage of the most common discourse markers and
usage of first person pronoun in information structure positions were analyzed in speech
of clients. Participants of this study were 11 psychotherapists (clinical psychology
master and doctorate students) and 16 clients (applicants to AYNA Psychotherapy Unit).
In present study word count results of clinets’ speeches were analyzed by mix design
ANOVA method. According to results, clients’ usage of affect words, cognitive
mechanism words and discourse markers increased from 5" to 15" session of
psychotherapy and first person pronoun usage changed significantly in preverbal
position from 5™ to 15" sessions of psychotherapy. Findings of this study suggest that,
psychotherapy leads to certain linguistic changes, and these changes discussed to be

means of understand change of clients during psychotherapy.

Keywords: Psychotherapy, Linguistics, Affect, Cognitive Mechanism, Information
Structure, Discourse Markers
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PSIKOTERAPI SURECINDEKI DANISANLARIN BIiLISSELKELIMEI, DUYGUSAL
KELIME, SOYLEM BELIRLEYICILERI VE BIRINCI KiSi ZAMIRI
POZISYONUNDAKI DEGISIM

Kose Demiray, Cigdem
Doktora, Psikoloji Bolimi

Tez Yoneticisi, Prof. Dr. Tulin Gengdz

Eylul 2015, 125 sayfa

Bu c¢aligmanin amaci, 5. Psikoterapi seansi ile 15. Psikoterapi seansi arasinda
danisanlarin konugsmalarinda meydana gelen belirli dilbilimsel degisimleri anlamaktir.
Calismada, danisanlarin konusmlarindaki duygular ile iliskili kelimeler, biligsel
mekanizmalar ile iligkili kelimler, en sik kullanilan eylem belirleyiciler ve birinci sahis
zamirlerinin, bilgi yapist konumlarinda kullanimi analiz edilmistir. Katilimcilar 11
psikoterapist (klinik psikoloji yiiksek lisans ve doktora dgrencileri) ve 16 danisandan
(Ayna Psikotrapi Merkezine basvurmus olan) olusmustur. Danisanlarin konugmalari
karistk desen ANOVA yontemi ile analiz edilmistir. Sonuglar psikoterapi slrecinde
danisanlarin, duygular ile iligkili kelime kullaniminda, bilissel mekanizmalar ile ilgili
kelime kullaniminda, sdylem belirleyici kelime kullanimlarinda ve birinci sahis
zamirlerinin eylem oncesi pozisyonda kullanimlarinda anlamli fark oldugunu ortaya
koymaktadir. Sonuglara gore, psikoterapi siireci belirli dilbilimsel degisimlere yol
acmaktadir ve bu degisimler, psikoterapi slirecinde danisanda ortaya ¢ikan degisimi

anlamak i¢in bir arag olarak tartigilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Psikoterapi, Dil Bilimi, Duygu, Biligsel Mekanizma, Bilgi Yapist,
Soylem Belirleyiciler
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

“The limits of my language are the limits of my mind.
All I know is what | have words for.”

Ludwig Wittgenstein

Language is the main medium for people to express their feelings and thoughts to other
human beings. Language is the key communication medium of the self, through which
one also discovers their own self. Language is the client and the therapist’s tool of
communicationin psychotherapy (Streeck, 2002) and as language is the basic element of
communication, coordination of its actions is essential for psychotherapy . Clients could
know and manifest their psychological problems only through language.
Psychotherapists understand clients’ psychological states by listening. Psychotherapists’
major intervention tool to the client's own sphere is language. Psychological change in
the client is observed, recorded and even measured by language. Of course it is not true
and indeed not possible to reduce the entire psychotherapy process to language.
Throughout the process some feelings are guessed by mere observation, body language
reading and other nonlinguistic elements. However, the cognitive processes only start
when people start to express their feelings simultaneously to the therapist and
themselves through language. The solution of all psychological issues starts when a

person becomes aware of their own feelings while naming them (Habermas & Fultner,


https://www.goodreads.com/author/show/7672.Ludwig_Wittgenstein

2002; De Shazer, 1994; Streeck, 2002; Whorf, Carroll, Levinson, & Lee, 2012;
Wittgenstein, 1958).

Analysis of language in the field of psychotherapy began in the early days of the field. In
1901 Freud wrote about slips of tongue; repressed thoughts and feelings would expose
themselves in linguistic mistakes (Freud, 1914). Jacques Lacan (1981) took Freud's idea
forward and suggested that unconsciousness asserted itself through language. In 1987
Russell published the first book that emphasizes the importance of language in
psychotherapy. In his view client’s language use was seen as an indicator of
psychological well-being. De Shazer (1994) argued that psychotherapeutic change
happens within limits of language and stated in his book entitled ‘Words Were Originally
Magic’ that “what we talk about and how we talk about it makes a difference" (De
Shazer, 1994, p.10). With his words, De Shazer emphasized the importance of word

choice as well as choice of linguistic structure to express one's self.

1.1. Studies on Language Usage and Psychology

How people use language gives out the information about their personalities, social
situations, emotional and cognitive states (Pennebaker, Francis, & Booth, 2001). There
are many studies conucted on usage of personal pronouns. An increase in usage of the
first person pronoun can be seen as a sign of emotional distancing, whereas the increased
usage of the second and the third person pronoun can be a sign of social engagement
(Pennebaker & Lay, 2002). Another study conducted by Bucci & Freedman (1981)
demonstrated that individuals with higher depression scores used the first person
singular pronouns more often and the second or the third person pronouns less
frequently. Weintraub (1981) and Rude, Gortner, & Pennebaker (2004) found similar
results with Bucci & Freedman (1981). Raskin and Shaw (1988) studied the relation
between the usage of the first person singular/plural pronoun usage and narcissistic
symptoms. Individuals with higher narcissistic scores used the first person singular

pronoun more often and the first person plural pronoun less frequently.



Another commonly used concept in linguistic analysis of psychological content in texts
is affect. Gottschalk and his colleagues (Gottschalk & Gleser, 1969) developed a
content-analysis method to analyze psychological state in texts. The clients' speeches of
the duration of 5 minutes were recorded and transcribed. Judges decided how words
were relevant to specific affects. After analyzing the transcripts the team reported
research results concerning personal disorganization, hostility, achievement, hope and
anxiety. Another study about emotional word usage suggests that people with higher
neuroticism scores use more negative emotion words and less positive emotion words
(Pennebaker & King, 1999).

1.1.1. Reliability of Language Usage
In order to study language usage it should be known that language usage of a person

stays consistent over time. There have been studies to understand stability of language
usage over a time of period. In 1959 Gleser and his colleagues measured consistency of
language use over 5 minute conversations. He found that linguistic properties of
language remained stable. In 1986, Schnur and his colleagues supported Gleser’s
hypothesis with their research. Research findings confirmed that language usage
remained temporarily stable. Pennebaker and King (1999) analyzed texts from different
sources and written periodically over a time interval of a year. All texts were analyzed in
36 language dimensions and language usage was proven to be consistent. In 2003, Mehl
& Pennebaker studied on everyday conversation of students over a period of 4 weeks
along with their linguistic analysis, and demonstrated that students’ usage of language
remained stable over time. These studies demonstrate that people's language usage was

reliable across time, topic and text source.

1.1.2. Age and Language Usage

Pennebaker & Stone (2003) conducted a study, to understand the word usage differ in
life. The study of Pennebaker & Stone also contained language usage analysis of
novelists, poets, and play writers. Their findings indicated that language usage changed

in periods of life. As their age increased, people used more cognitively complex words



(long words, causation words, insight words), fewer first person singular pronouns,
fewer negative emotion words, more positive emotion words, less past tense and more

future tense.

1.1.3. Gender and Language Usage

Lakoff (1973), studied language usage patterns of men and women. She found that
women used more polite words (e.g., please), more hedge words (e.g., maybe, perhaps)
and less swear words. Other studies replicated these findings and in addition also argued
that men used more directive words and precise words as well as less emotion words
(Haas, 1978; Jay, 1980). In another study (Mulac, Bradac, & Gibbons, 2006), it was
found that men used more quantity words, judgmental adjectives, directive words and
more “I” when compared to women. On the other hand, women were proven to use more
intensive adverbs (e.g., so, really), more uncertainty verbs and more negation words
(e.g., not, never) (Mulac et al., 2006).

1.1.4. Quantitative Analysis of Language Usage in Psychotherapy
In 1984 Reynes, Martindale & Dahl analyzed psychotherapy session from linguistic

perspective and found that in successful sessions of psychotherapy there was
significantly more primary process content less secondary process content and higher
lexical variety in successful sessions. In analysis of psychotherapy texts McMullen

(2009) found that the clients used more figurative language when they were under stress.

Bucci and Mergenthaler used psychoanalytic approach to reflect their interest in
language use in psychotherapy and they thus identified word patterns that predict
positive outcomes in psychotherapy (Bucci, 1995; Mergenthaler, 1996; Mergenthaler &
Bucci 1999). They used 3 word categories in computer analysis: emotional tone,
abstraction and referential activity. They argue that a high level of abstraction determines
a successful therapeutic outcome rather than a high level of referential activity or an

emotional tone. (Mergenthaler, 1996; Bucci 1995) These findings are consistent with



Pennebaker’s (Pennebaker, Mayne, & Francis, 1997) findings about cognitive word

usage and mental health improvement.

Van Staden (2004) conducted a study to understand psychotherapy's effect on clients'
word usage. Based on the transcripts of the first 2 and the last 2 psychotherapy sessions
of 20 clients a change in semantic, syntactic and pragmatic usage of the 1st person
pronoun was analyzed. Based on the linguistic analysis of clients who had benefited
from psychotherapy it was shown that the meaning the clients expressed by the first
person pronoun (semantic usage) had changed, but no difference was found in syntactic
or pragmatic usage of the first person pronoun. Referring to his findings, van Staden
argues that only semantic variables of language can be markers of recovery (van Staden,
2004). Van Staden bases his studies to the linguistic theories of Frege. According to
Frege (1966) a sentence expresses a relation and there are 2 positions in this relation.

When the relation is symmetric 2 positions can change place, like in (1a) and (1b).
1

a. Ayse is a friend of Fatma's.

b. Fatma is a friend of Ayse's.

If the two positions change place, the relation is asymmetric, therefore the meaning of

the sentence changes, as illustrated in (2a) and (2b).
2

a. Ayse hurts Fatma.

b. Fatma hurts Ayse.

The first position in the relation is an agent and the position is named as alpha, whereas
the second position is the target position which named as omega (Frege, 1966).
According to the findings by van Staden, the first person pronoun is in omega position in

the beginning of psychotherapy and with recovery the first person pronoun moves to

5



alpha position (van Staden, 2004). The first person pronoun expresses agentic features of
meaning. lllness is related with loss of agency and recovery is related to autonomy

(hence the agency). Frege’s semantic theory connects semantic variables with agency.

Pennebaker is another researcher who worked in the field of mental health improvement
and language usage. Pennebaker based his research on psychological effects of writing.
Pennebaker's findings suggested that systematic writing about emotions improves
physical and mental health. According to his findings improvement in mental health was
related to a decreased usage of negative emotion words and an increased usage of
positive emotion words. In addition he found that an increase in the usage of cognitive
words was proven to be related to mental health improvement. The striking point of their
study was that cognitive words were proven to be more related to psychological health

improvement than emotion words ( Pennebaker &Tausczik, 2010).

1.2. Computer Based Text Analysis Programs for Psychology

Before computer based text analysis programs were developed, independent judges were
reading texts to evaluate language usage. In order to obtain unbiased data independent
judges needed to be experienced in studying texts from a linguistic point of view. Judges
evaluated the writings and defined categories for analysis. However, it was not ethical
for judges to read certain texts, like psychotherapy texts. Judges disagreed on content of
some major categories. Their analysis also required a lot of time and money.
Furthermore the judges suffered from depression after reading the depressing transcripts.
To overcome these kinds of difficulties, computer based text analysis programs were
developed to analyze psychological aspects of texts (Pennebaker & Stone, 2003).

1.2.1. General Inquirer

Philip Stone and his colleagues developed a computer text analysis program, General
Inquirer in 1966 (Stone, Dunphy, & Smith, 1966). Program had a complex word count

categories. The program was developed for many purposes and the development itself



was based on the need-based and the psychoanalytic theories. The program used 3
dictionaries: the Harvard 11l Psychosociological Dictionary, the Stanford Political
Dictionary, and the Need-Achievement Dictionary. General Inquirer was able to identify
ambiguous words depending on context. It was the first known computer based program
that could analyze psychological aspect of texts.

1.2.2. Therapeutic Cycle Model (TCM)

Mergenthaler (1996) developed Therapeutic Cycle Model (TCM), a computer assisted
text analysis program that characterized key moments in psychotherapy. TCM identified
emotion-abstraction patterns in psychotherapy sessions. Emotional events were
emotional and insight speeches were labeled as abstraction. The program's dictionary
included 2000 items for emotion words and 3900 entries for abstraction. Emotional tone
was measured by emotionally toned verbs (e.g., leaving, giving), adverbs (e.g., alone,
gladly) and adjectives (e.g., sad, bad, evil, beautiful, wonderful). Abstract entries were
categorized by the use of suffixes such as -ity, -ness, -ment, -ing or -ion. TCM emotion-
abstraction patterns were used to understand psychotherapy sessions (Mergenthaler,
1996; Mergenthaler, 2008).

1.2.3. Computerized Referential Activity

Mergenthaler and Bucci (1999) developed a computer assisted language analysis
technique to model Referential Activity scales. Referential activity can be explained as
an expression of non-verbal experiences through language. 181 words were used in the
dictionary in order to detect referential activity. The correlation between the scores of
judges and computer output was .05. In 2004 Bucci updated the dictionary to 696 words
(Bucci & Maskit, 2004).



1.2.4. Weintraub’s Analysis of Verbal Behavior

Weintraub developed a computer program, which would understand the reflection of
behavior on speech. Weintraub (1981) states that defense mechanisms can be observable
in speech during mildly stressful periods. To assess defense mechanisms participants
were given 10 minutes to perform a free speech. Transcripts of those speeches were
submitted to linguistic analysis. Unbiased judges scored the transcripts. Weintraub was
interested in observing psychopathology in the clients’ language use. He focused on 15
linguistic dimensions including pronoun categories (I, we, me), negatives (e.g., not, no,
never), qualifiers (kind of, what you might call), expressions of feelings (e.g., | love, we
were disgusted) and adverbial intensifiers (really, so). He argued that first-person
singular pronouns (e.g., I, me, my) were related to depressive symptoms (Weintraub,
1989)

1.2.5. Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count

Pennebaker and Beall (1986) based their research on survivors of traumatic life events.
According to the team's findings, writing about the traumatic event improved
individuals’ mental and physical health. To obtain a detailed understanding about the
relation of words and psychology Pennebaker and colleagues developed a computerized
text analysis program named Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC). The program
counted text files word by word and each word was compared to the dictionary database.
LIWC had a dictionary composed of 2300 words and 85 linguistic categories. These
dimensions contained language categories (e.g., articles, pronouns), psychological
processes (e.g. positive and negative emotion), relativity-related words (e.g., time, space,
and motion) and content dimensions (e.g., occupation, death, sex, home). LIWC
hierarchically organized words. If the word was “laughed”, it was categorized under

2 ¢ 29 <¢

“happiness”, “positive emotion”, “overall affect,” and “past-tense verb.”

The program ignored synonym, sarcastic, idiomatic, and ironic usage of words. These

usages were thus as problematic as in any other computerized program.



1.2.5.1. Steps of Development

For each category’s creation the first step was the choice of words. Dictionaries and
related scales examined the word choice and 3-6 judges would participate in
brainstorming sessions regarding the word choice for categories. 3 independent judges
rated each dictionary category. Inclusion and exclusion criteria for each category were
determined. Each word in category list was evaluated whether it should be included in or
excluded from the category. They also added some new words to the categories. 2 of the
3 judges were to agree on whether a particular word should remain in a particular
category. If 2 out of 3 judges agreed on the word to be excluded from a category, word
was removed from the category. Words were added to specific categories if 2 out of the 3
judges shared the same idea. After the judges completed their evaluations between 1992
and 1994, in 1997 first version of LIWC was established.

1997 version of LIWC analyzed 8 million words in conversations. Words with poor
reliability and validity, as well as categories that were underrepresented were removed
from the dictionary. Some new categories such as social processes, personal concern
categories, and relativity dimensions were added to LIWC2001 (Pennebaker, Francis,.&
Booth 2001). After analyzing thousands of words four independent judges added or
removed certain categories and certain words. Some categories had consistently low
base rates and were only used seldomly. Positive Feelings, Communication Verbs,
Optimism, Other References, Metaphysical, Television, Sleeping, and School were the
categories that were removed. However Conjunctions, Adverbs, Quantifiers, Auxiliary
Verbs, Commonly-used Verbs, Impersonal Pronouns, Total Function Words and Total

Relativity Words were added as new categories.

The 3 person pronoun was divided into 2 categories: the 3 person singular and the 3™
person plural. With these changes LIWC2007 was established as the final version.
Improvement in mental health proved a relation between a decreased usage of negative
emotion words and an increased usage of positive emotion words. Increase in the usage

of cognitive words was also found to be related with mental health improvement. The



striking point of the study was that cognitive words were shown to be more related to

psychological health improvement than emotion words (Tausczik & Pennebaker, 2010).

Studies suggest that first person pronoun usage is worth studying to understand change
in psychological features. Previous studies suggest that first person pronoun usage
changes with age (Pennebaker & Stone, 2003), and gender (Mulac et al., 2006) Other
studies claim that first person pronoun usage is related to depression (Bucci &
Freedman, 1981) and narcissism symptoms (Raskin & Shaw, 1988). Comperatively
recent study argues that semantic usage of first person pronoun changes who benfit from
psychotherapy (Van Satden, 2004). In the light of previous studies, present study aims to
understand first person pronoun usage in another grammatical structure, namely
information structure. Present study investigates first person pronoun usage in different
information structure positions (sentence initial, preverbal and post verbal positions)

during different sessions of psychotherapy.

1.3. Information Structure

Halliday (2000) defines organization of spoken sentence as information structure.
According to him any spoken sentence has information units which are not determined
by structure. The information structure of a sentence consists of two parts. These parts
are more informative parts and less informative parts. Many researches have used
different terminologies for this informational dichotomy: psychological subject -
psychological predicate (Gundel, 1988), theme-rheme, topic-comment (Reinhart 1982),
topic-focus (Hajicova, 1983), presupposition-focus (Chomsky, 1971, Jackendoff, 1972),
background-focus (Chafe, 1976), old/given-new (Halliday, 1967; Chafe, 1976), open
proposition-focus (Prince, 1981). Present study will use the terminology of Modern
Prague School. It will call less informative/old information structure as topic and more

informative/new information structure as focus. This dichotomy can be illustrated as:
3.

a. Mehmet tatile gitti. (Mehmet went on holiday.)
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b. Tatile Mehmet gitti. (On holiday Mehmet went.)

Sentence (3a) and (3b) are equivalent, they do not differ at the level of what they say
about the world, however they differ at the level of how they say what they see. The
difference occurs at the level of how the message sent. The sentences (3a) and (3b) have
different ways of saying what they say. (3a) is about Mehmet, as the sentence gives
information about where he went. However, (3b) is about holidays, as the sentence gives
an information on who went to holiday. Components of information structure the topic
and the focus. In (3a) Mehmet is the topic whereas in (3b) holiday is the topic. In (3a)

holiday is the focus whereas in (3b) Mehmet is the focus.
(3a) and (3b) have different contexts, so they cannot be interchanged.
4. Where did Mehmet go? (Mehmet nereye gitti?)
a. Mehmet went on holiday. (Mehmet tatile gitti.) (appropriate answer)
b. On holiday Mehmet went. (Tatile Mehmet gitti.) (not appropriate answer)
5. Who went on holiday? (Tatile kim gitti?)
a. Mehmet went on holiday. (Mehmet tatile gitti.) (not appropriate answer)
b. On holiday Mehmet went. (Tatile Mehmet gitti.) (appropriate answer)

(4) and (5) demonstrate how (a) and (b) have different contexts and how they cannot be
interchanged. Information structure is an organization of information according to
context of sentence. Chafe (1976) uses packaging metaphor for this organization -
information structure is like packaging a product. Different packages are not related to
the features of the product, at its best packaging raises sales. Prince (1986) uses tailoring
metaphor to indicate how the speaker blusters information to the audience.

Vallduvi (1994) grounds information structure on File Change Semantics of Heim

(1983), and finds information structure responsible for the organization of information
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given to the listener. According to Vallduvi (1994) the information structure given by the
speaker reflects the speaker's usage of instructions to the listener in order for the listener
to grasp and store the meaning of the sentence. Each sentence gives information
determined by the information structure. Listeners interpret the meaning of the sentence
by following this information. The information structure therefore plays a role of the
speaker’s instructions that guide the listener to interpret information that is packaged in

the sentence.

1.3.1. Topic Centered Research

Before 1900s linguists were mostly studying the semantic meaning of a sentence. In
1900s linguistic researchers began to study the context of a sentence. The two most
important features of the context were proved to be the focus and the topic. Amman is
known to be the first researcher who used the term topic (Issever, 2000). For the first
time it was shown that a sentence can consist in other meanings than simply a semantic
one. It was proven that a sentence can hold two different types of information. Various
researches had different definitions about the topic of a sentence. Three major
definitions were defining topic according to aboutness, frame, and hierarchy in the
sentence. Aboutness model is the oldest one and it assumes that the subject of the
sentence is the topic. The sentence is telling us something about the subject, so the topic

of the sentence is the subject. The definition of aboutness was proved to be intuitional.

The second definition of the topic was based on frame Chafe (1976). According to this
approach the topic of a sentence is the first word of the sentence. The first word of the
sentence is the frame of the whole sentence. The theory does not clarify whether the first

word is the topic or the frame.

According to hierarchy approach of Prague school, each unit in the sentence carries
different levels of old and new information. Their communicative value in sentence can
be rated according to communicative dynamism. The sentence unit that carries the

lowest value of communicative dynamism is the topic of the sentence (Vallduvi, 1994).
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Relation between the topic of a sentence and sentence intial position has been studied. In
1891 Von der Gabelentz defined “psychological subject” (which will be replaced by the
topic): the first thing that appears in the mind of the speaker; it derives the speaker to
think and it is the thing that speaker wants the listener to think. Hockett (1958), Fairbas
(1971, 1975) and Vallduvi (1994) suggest that the first word of a sentence is the topic.
Halliday (1967) creates the definition of the topic by giving reference to its place in the
sentence. According to him the topic is what is being talked about. It is positioned at the

beginning of the sentence and it is thus uttered prior to all other information.

1.3.2. Focus Centered Research

Focus centered research can be rooted back to 19" century as well. Psychological
predicate (focus) is understood to be the most important component of a sentence.
Psychological predicate (focus) is also seen as the communicative aim of a sentence and

it carries the strongest stress in the sentence (Issever, 2000).
6.
Ogrenciler sal1 giinii miizeye gidecek. (Students will go to a museum on Tuesday:.)

The stress, the focus in the sentence (6) is museum and it is the psychological predicate
of the sentence. The speaker creates this sentence in order to communicate or to give
information about the psychological predicate (focus). According to Wegener the
psychological predicate can be determined by a question that could be answered by the
sentence (cited in Issever, 2000). That is the most frequent method used for information
structure studies. The unit of a sentence that is asked by the question determines the
psychological predicate, whereas the other parts of the sentence are the topic. The

question for the sentence (6) is Where are the students going on Tuesday?

The Prague school created the contextual-freeness theory based on the conversational
dynamics approach (Fairbas, 1971). According to this theory the focus is composed of

context free sentence units. The units that are dependent on the context are accessible to
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the listener’s memory, whereas sentence units that are free from context are not in the
memory of the listener (Hajicova, 1983). This approach defines information structure
according to contextual dependence and contextual freeness. Haji¢ova was criticized for

ambiguousness of this theory. Theory’s ambiguity makes it open to interpretations.

Prince (1981) suggests a different approach for the units of information structure. Prince
divides sentence into the focus and the open-proposition. Prince discusses a possibility
of shared information. He states that the speaker cannot know what is in the memory of

the listener.

Gundel (1988) discusses that the topic carries old information according to the focus and
the focus carries new information according to the topic. At the same time Gundel
evaluates the information loaded in a sentence according to discourse’s familiarity or

activation in the listener’s mind.

a. Sinem Ahmet’e ne dedi? (What did Sinem say to Ahmet?)
b. Sinem Ahmet’e seni seviyorum dedi. (Sinem said | love you to Ahmet)

Both of the speakers know that Sinem said something to Ahmet. That is an old piece of
information. But | love you is not a piece of information shared by both speakers and is
therefore a new piece of information. Sometimes a word can be the focus and the topic
at the same time. This is why determining the focus as a new piece of information and
the topic as an old piece of information does not always work. This can be seen in

sentence (8).
8.
Ayse saclarini kendisi taradi. (Ayse, combed her hair herself.)

In sentence (8) Ayse is both topic and focus. Most of the research suggests that the focus

carries new information, however Guntel differentiates newness of information at two
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levels, namely the communicational level and the referential level. More researchers

agree that information that the focus carries should be at communicational level (Issever,

2000).

1.3.3. Vallduvi and Information Packaging

Vallduvi (1994) developed a study to clarify missing components of topic and focus
centered research. On the one hand context-sentence relation includes only
nonlinguistic factors that belong to context. On the other hand context-discourse relation
is related to both nonlinguistic context and linguistic context. Based on this information
Vallduvi (1994) makes discrimination between sentential pragmatic and discourse
pragmatics. He defines information structure under sentential pragmatics. Vallduvi states
that old and new information can be both the focus and the topic in a sentence and
therefore explains that information structure is not related to discourse pragmatics but to
sentential pragmatics. According to Vallduvi information structure belongs to
informatics, an autonomous component of linguistics. This component is in indirect
relation with other components of linguistics such as syntactic and semantic components
(Vallduvi, 1994). As stated above from Vallduvi's perspective information packaging is
responsible for the organization of information that goes to the listener’s information
storage. Information in a sentence changes according to different speakers. The reason of
the existence of a sentence (consequently existence reason of communication) is
information. A listener cannot obtain this information unless the speaker communicates
it. Different listeners have different knowledge; information in a sentence is shaped
according to the knowledge of the listener. Vallduvi emphasizes the missing point of the
previous research the definitions about the topic and the open-proposition are
problematic and data related observations are scarce. Vallduvi defines the open-
proposition (not as knowledge of listener but) as the speaker's thought about the
listener's knowledge (Vallduvi, 1994).
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1.3.4. Information Structure in Turkish Language

Previous research defined 4 syntax locations in Turkish language. These 4 positions
constitute the information structure of Turkish language. The word order in spoken

language is free and this freedom has certain discourse functions.
9.

Ali o kadar da rahat olmamali gibi geliyor bana da. (According to me Ahmet should not

be that relaxed)

Sentence Initial Position: Although there are alternative thoughts, it is widely accepted
that in Turkish the topic is located at the beginning of a sentence (Vallduvi, 1994). The
topic of the sentence (9) is Ali.

Preverbal Position: Some researchers argue that preverbal position determines the
location of the focus (Vallduvi, 1994), but other researchers reject this hypothesis. The

focus of the sentence (9) is ‘rahat olmamali’ (should not be relaxed).

Postverbal Position: Researchers agree that postverbal position determines the location

of the background information. The postverbal position in this sentence (9) is ‘bana’ (to

me) (Issever, 2000).

Position between the Sentence Initial Position and the Preverbal Position: this position
resembles the postverbal position. For the researcher this position appears to be

functionless. This position in the sentence (9) is ‘o kadar da’ (that much) (Issever, 2000).

1.3.4.1. Syntax and Meaning

The sentence initial position is highly related to meaning (Erguvanli, 1984). the sentence

initial position makes the word definite.
10.

a. Cocuk parka girdi. (The child entered the park.)
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b. Parka gocuk girdi. (The park the child entered.)

The word “child” in (10b) leads to ambiguity, as the child can be both definite and
indefinite. However, in (10a) “child” can be perceived as definite. The definite meaning
of the word child is due to its sentence initial position. Erguvanli (1984) discusses that in
certain conditions indefinite nominal clause can be in the sentence initial position.
According to Erguvanli when the nominal clause is alive (10a) or specific (10b) it can be

indefinite, even if it is in the initial position of the sentence.
10.
a. Bir ¢ocuk agagtan diistii.
b. Mavi kapli bir kitab1 Murat aceleyle okuyor.
(Erguvanli, 1984:17)

1.4. Discourse Markers

In 1987 Schiffrin defined the term Discourse Marker. Discourse markers can be defined
as “linguistic, paralinguistic, or nonverbal elements that signal relations between units of
talk” (Schiffrin, 1987, p.40). Discourse markers organize discourse into coherent units.

Discourse markers do not make any contribution to informational content of discourse,
they does not have any meaning (Schiffrin, 1987). Discourse markers can be adverbs
like ‘well’, lexical phases like ‘you know’, ‘I mean’ and conjunctions like ‘since’, ‘but’
(Fox, Tree & Schrock, 2002). Discourse markers are syntactically independent; they can
be detached from sentence, they are syntactically flexible; they can be in the beginning,
in the middle or at the end of a sentence and since they lack meaning; they do not affect
syntactic or semantic structure of the sentence. However, discourse markers affect the
pragmatic structure of a sentence and they are used in communicative context. Discourse
markers carry procedural and indirect information about communication (Yilmaz, 1994).

Discourse markers are mainly conversational phenomenon (Biber, 1988).
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Discourse markers have wide range of purposes and these purposes can be summarized
under two approaches; discourse/conversational approach and functional approach.
According to discourse/conversational approach, role of discourse markers can be
connecting past utterance with present one like ‘beside’, ‘however’. Discourse markers
can be que to listener how to connect past and present discourses (Aijmer, 1986),
parallel to this function they are also called as ‘discourse connecters’. Discourse markers
can also have turn initiation, floor holding and turn completion function in conversation
(Trillo, 1997).

According to functional approach discourse markers regulate interpersonal relations in
conversation; discourse markers have interactive goals (Ostman, 1981; Schourup, 1985;
Wierzbicka, 1976). They express the attitude and feelings of the speaker to listener
(Ozbek, 1995; Wierzbicka, 1976). Discourse makers can be related to speaker’s
interactive needs (Ostman, 1981). Discourse markers can indicate politeness of speaker
or they can show that speaker is thinking and gaining time by discourse particles before
contributing to discourse (Schourup, 1985; Ostman, 1981). Ostman (1981) use concept
of politeness in both traditional and the stylistic strategies of distancing and names these
properties as ‘indirect accomplishments’. Bazzanella (1990) argues that politeness and

indirectness of conversation are hidden in discourse marker.

1.4.1. Analysis of Most frequently used Discourse Markers

“Yani’, ‘iste’, and ‘sey’ are accepted to be most frequently used discourse markers and
there are articles (Furman & Ozyiirek, 2007; Ozbek, 1995) and a thesis (Y1lmaz, 2004)
focusing on functions of these 3 discourse markers. Sey corresponds approximately to
‘uhhh’ or ‘thing’, yani to ‘I mean’, and iste to ‘y’know’ (Furman & Ozyiirek, 2007).

“You know’, ‘I mean’, and ‘uhh’ are all used to avoid negative effect of pause in
conversation, when speaker is thinking about what to say or when speaker is starting to
repair last utterance. These 3 discourse markers demonstrate interactional style of
speaker. The three particles organize discourse and contribute to overall achievement of

interaction (Y1lmaz, 2004).
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1.4.1.1. Functions of Discourse Marker ‘Sey’

1) Primary function of sey is that speaker needs a pause in conversation to think or
plan about next message. In example (11) by using ‘sey’ (uhh) speaker implies to
listener that speaker is planning rest of the message (Ozbek, 1995).

2) Second function of ‘sey’ (uhh) is turn initiation in conversation; it is the
speaker’s intention of beginning a new discourse with novel content (Ozbek,
1995).

3) Apart from discourse marker functions suffixed sey (thing) has nominal filler
function for a new referent. That function of ‘sey’ allows new information to
appear in postverbal position in the sentence (Ozbek, 1995).

4) Interperonal role of ‘sey’ is related to politeness in literature (Ozbek, 1995;
Yilmaz, 2004).

5) ‘Sey’ can also be used as a marker of caution in certain topics of conversations
(Erdogan 2013).

1.4.1.2. Functions of Discourse Marker ‘Yani’
1) First function of yani is expansion of previous utterance, either to support the

idea and explain the event or to help listener’s comprehension (Ilgin &
Buyukkantarcioglu, 1994; Ozbek, 1995; Yemenici, 2002). By using ‘yani’
speaker modifies or elaborates prior ideas.

2) “Yani’ is also used as emphatic marker and self-repair. With this function ‘yani’
marks boundaries of topics and to signal speaker’s introduction of a new point to
discourse.

3) “Yani’ is also argued to produce rhetoric and emotive effects (Ozbek, 1995).

1.4.1.3. Functions of Discourse Marker ‘Iste’

1) Primary function of ‘iste’ is to index shared knowledge. When ‘iste’ is used, that
means knowledge about referent is shared between speaker and listener (Ozbek,
1995).
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2) “Iste’ can also be used as indicator of end of discourse unit, topic resumption,
and emphasis of speaker’s point (Ozbek, 1995).

Discourse markers ‘yani’, ‘iste’ and ‘sey’ are mostly mark politeness, emphasis, and
holding speaker’s turn for thinking or correcting self. Present study expects increase of
these functions in proceeding sessions of psychotherapy.
Politeness is related to psychological distancing (Stephan, Liberman & Trope, 2011).
Kadushin (1962) studied social distance between professionals and clients, and he
concluded that, relation psychotherapist and clients has the most social distance. Client’s
internalization of psychoterapist’s distance might result in increased politeness in
proceeding psychotherapy sessions.
Emphasis found to be correlated with emotional arousal. People emphasise word when
they are emotionally aroused (Erickson, Fujimura & Pardo, 1998). Emotional arousal
increases in mid-phase of psychotherapy and it decreases late-phase of psychotherapy
(Missirlian et. al., 2005). In present study 15™ session was mid-phase of psychotherapy,
therefore clients are expected to have increased emotional arousal and use more
discourse markers with emphasis function.
Studies indicate that psychotherapy creates space for client to increase generative
thinking. Clients get engaged in intense thinking about their problems in psychotherapy
process (Bohart & Tallman, 1999). During proceeding sessions of psychotherapy with
increase in thinking process clients’ usage of discourse markers can be expected to

increase.

1.5. The Aims of the Present Study

Language is a complex structure and there are various approaches to the study of
language usage. However, studying language can be grouped under two major research
categories, qualitative and quantitative. Qualitative domain that mainly includes
discourse and conversational analysis is not going to part of this research. Present

research focuses on quantitative analysis of client’s speech in psychotherapy.
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The present study aims to understand the influence of the psychotherapy process on
language usage of the clients. The focus of the present study will be on the quantitative
analysis of language usage. The language usage of the clients is going to be analyzed
with the help of computer based word count technique in order to understand the effects
of psychotherapy on affect and cognitive mechanism categories of language usage.
Another aim of the present study is to analyze a change in usage of the first person
pronoun in different positions of the information structure. Finally the study aims to
analyze the change in usage of the discourse particle usage of the clients in proceeding
sessions of psychotherapy. The Clients accepted to change their language usages in three
areas (word count, information structure and discourse markers) from 5™ to 15" sessions
of psychotherapy. The present study analyzes qualitative data based on the use of

quantitative methods (Table 1).

Table 1.1. Qualitative and Quantitative Data and Analysis

Qualitative Data Quantitative Data
Qualitative Interpretive text studies. A search for and a presentation of
Analysis Hermeneutics. Grounded the meaning in the results of
theory, etc. quantitative processing
Quantitative Turning words into numbers. A statistical and a mathematical
Analysis Word counts, pile sots, etc. analysis of numeric data

(Bernard & Ryan, 2010 cited in Kuckartz, 2014)
Hypothesis of Study

1. Clients will use significantly more cognitive mechanism words in 15" session

when compared with 5™ session.
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Clients who had more BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 51 to 15™
session will use more cognitive mechanism words in 15" session when compared
with 5™ session than clients who had less BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction

from 51 to 15™ session.

Clients will use more positive affect words in 15" session when compared with 5%

session.

Clients who had more BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 51 to 15%
session will use more positive affect words in 15" session when compared with 5
session than clients who had less BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 51

to 15 session.

Clients will use less negative affect words in 15" session when compared with 5%

session.

Clients who had more BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5" to 15%
session will use less negative affect words in 15" session when compared with 5%
session than clients who had less BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 57

to 15 session.

Clients’ usage of first person pronoun in sentence initial position will increase

from 5% to 15™ session.

Clients who had more BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5" to 15%
session will use more first person pronoun in sentence initial position in 15
session when compared with 5™ session than clients who had less BDI, BAI and

PANAS score reduction from 5" to 15™ session.

Clients’ usage of first person pronoun in preverbal position will decrease from 5%

to 15" session.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Clients who had more BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5" to 15
session will use less first person pronoun in preverbal position in 15" session
when compared with 5" session than clients who had less BDI, BAI and PANAS

score reduction from 5™ to 15™ session.

Clients’ usage of first person pronoun in postverbal position will increase from 5%

to 15 session.

Clients who had more BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5™ to 15%
session will use more first person pronoun in postverbal position in 15" session
when compared with 5" session than clients who had less BDI, BAI and PANAS

score reduction from 5™ to 15™ session.

Clients’ usage of discourse markers “yani’, ‘iste’ and ‘sey’ will decrease from 5%

to 15 session.

Clients who had more BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5" to 15%
session will use less discourse markers “yani’, ‘iste’ and ‘sey’ in 15" session when
compared with 5" session than clients who had less BDI, BAIl and PANAS score

reduction from 5™ to 15™ session.
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CHAPTER II

METHOD

2.1. Participants

The data collection period of the study began in March 2014 and ended in June 2015 (16
months). A total of 28 clients accepted to participate at the study. Among 28 clients, 3
clients ceased to continue their psychotherapy sessions until the 15™ session, 5 clients
did not complete the questionnaires after 5™ or 10" session, and 4 clients refused to give
tape recordings of their session. Thus, this study ended up analyzing the data of the 16
clients who completed their questionnaires in the 5%, the 10", and the 15™ sessions and
who accepted to give the tape recordings of the 5", the 10", and the 15" psychotherapy
sessions. 2 male and 14 female clients completed the study.

16 participants of the study applied to psychotherapy clinic for various reasons. Based
on the information provided by psychotherapists, possible diagnosis of 3 clients was
depression, 3 of the clients had anxiety symptoms, 3 of the clients had possible diagnosis
of borderline personality disorder, 2 of the clients had narcissistic personality symptoms,
1 of the clients had an anger management problem, another 1 applied due to low self-
esteem, 1 had possible diagnosis of dependent personality and another client had

symptoms of hysteric personality disorder.

The inclusion criterion of the study was to obtain a score of 17 or higher either in the
BAI, the BDI or the PANAS (negative affect score) (Table 2.1.). The exclusion criteria

were schizophrenia diagnosis and mental retardation.
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Table 2.1. First Session Baseline Psychometric Evaluation of

Clients
Clients BDI Score NA Score BAI Score
T1-C1 16 41 34
T1-C2 15 19 4
T2-C1 5 14 17
T3-C1 12 21 11
T4-C1 13 23 36
T6-C1 23 22 19
T6-C2 17 32 19
T7-C1 16 22 32
T8-C1 34 43 51
T8-C2 25 16 27
T9-C2 14 26 14
T9-C4 25 35 35
T10-C1 20 32 12
T11-C1 12 21 4
T12-C1 13 19 8
T12-C2 12 27 5

2.2. Instruments

In order to have an idea about psychological characteristics of sample, and clients’
progress throughout the psychotherapy session, several psychological well-being
measures were utilized, along with working alliance measure to assess the therapeutic

relationship between the therapist and the client.

2.2.1. Beck Depression Inventory (BDI)

The scale has 21 multiple-choice questions to measure symptoms of depression (Beck et
al., 1979). Questions rated on 4-point scale ranging from 0 to 3. Higher scores indicate
higher levels of depression symptoms and possible total scores range between 0 and 63.
The internal consistency of the BDI was found to be ranged between .73 and .95. Test-
retest reliability was between .60 to .83 for non-clinical sample and between .48 and .86

for clinical sample (Beck, Steer and Garbin, 1988).
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.Turkish psychometric properties of BDI were first examined by Tegin (1980) and
coefficient alphas were found to be .78 for the sample of university students and .61 for
the sample of depressed patients. Moreover, the split-half reliability coefficient was .65.
Secondly, psychometric properties of BDI were examined by Hisli with clinical sample
(1988) and university sample (1989). The criterion validity of the latest version of the
scale was found to be ranged between .65 and .68 whereas the split-half reliability of the
scale was .74. Hence, the scale was considered as a statistically reliable and valid

instrument (see Appendix A).

2.2.2. Beck Anxiety Inventory (BAI)

Beck Anxiety inventory assesses anxiety, and aims to differentiate anxious individuals
from nonanxious individuals. Beck Anxiety Inventory was developed with a sample of
psychiatry patients. It aims to differentiate anxiety from depression (Beck, Epstein,
Brown & Steer, 1988). Beck Anxiety Inventory is a 21-item self-report inventory. Each
item is scored between 0 and 3. Subjects can obtain scores between 0 and 63, where
scorings between 0 and 21 indicate low anxiety, scores between 22 and 35 indicate
moderate anxiety and scores exceeding 36 indicate severe anxiety (Beck, Epstein,
Brown, & Steer, 1988) Beck and colleagues defined the internal consistency of the
inventory as .92 and the test-retest reliability as r = .75. Ulusoy et al. adapted the
inventory to Turkish in 1998. Internal consistency of the Turkish version of the scale was
.93 and the item total correlations ranged between .46 and .72 (see Appendix B).

2.2.3. Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS)

The Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) was developed by Watson, Clark,
& Tellegen (1988). In PANAS, the items are grouped separately into a positive affect
(PA) scale and a negative affect (NA) scale. Each PANAS scale is composed of 10
mood-related words. The positive affect mood words include active, alert, attentive,
determined, enthusiastic, excited, inspired, interested, proud, and strong. The negative
affect mood words are afraid, ashamed, distressed, guilty, hostile, irritable, jittery,

nervous, scared, and upset. The high scores in PA are a reflection of enthusiasm,
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alertness, and pleasurable engagement with the environment; the low PA scores reflect a
state of depression and a lack of vitality. On the other hand, high NA indicates aversive
mood states and subjective distress, whereas low NA indicates calmness and relaxation.
On a 5-point Likert-type scale, participants are asked to rate how frequently they
experience the emotions in a general time frame, ranging from “1 = never” to “5 =
always”. Researchers (Watson et al., 1988) reported that the two factors, PA and NA
together, accounted for the 68.7% of the total variance in general ratings. Internal

consistency reliabilities were found as .88 and .87 for PA and NA respectively.

The adaptation of the scale to Turkey was conducted by Gencéz (2000). It was reported
that the results of the factor analysis revealed two factors accounting for the 44% of the
total variance. Internal consistencies of PA and NA were found as .83 and .86,

respectively (see Appendix C).

2.2.4. Working Alliance Inventory (WAI)

The scale was developed by Horvath & Greenberg (1989). WA is a 36-item scale which
includes 3 subscales of task, goal, and emotional bonding related to working alliance.
The Goal subscale is determined by an agreement between the client and the therapist on
target goals of intervention. The Target Subscale is determined by an agreement between
the client and the therapist on behaviors and cognitions that form counseling process.
The Bond subscale evaluates the extent to which the client and the therapist share
“mutual trust, acceptance, and confidence” (Horvath & Greenberg, 1989, p.224). 1t is
rated on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (always). the scale is different
for the client, the therapist and the observer. The total scores of WAI range from 36 to
252. Higher scores reflect more positive ratings of alliance between the client and the
therapist. Internal consistency estimates of the three subscale scores range from .85 to
.92. The Turkish adaptation of the scale was carried out by Soygiit and Isikl1 (2008). The

internal consistency coefficient of Turkish adaptation was .90 (See Appendix D).
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2.2.5. Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC)

The linguistic analysis will be conducted by Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count
(LIWC), which is a text analysis software program designed by Pennebaker, Francis, &
Booth (2001). LIWC calculates the degree to which people use different categories of
words across texts. The program classifies the text into categories of positive, negative
emotions, self-references, causal words, and 85 other language dimensions (Pennebaker,
Francis, & Booth, 2001) (see Appendix E).

2.2.5.1. Formation of Turkish Dictionary for LIWC

Turkish dictionary formation of LIWC was conducted by Serra Miiderrisoglu. A sample
of 14.024.404 words was analyzed in order to develop the Turkish dictionary of LIWC.
This sample was taken from the following sources novels (53 files, 109.106 words),
stories (121 file, 148.396 words), poems (72 files, 39.993 words), newspapers (200 files,
132.938 words), columns (172 files, 76.320 words), news (44 files, 35.206 words),
diaries (24 files, 35.304 words), letters (124 files, 19.281 word), essays (40 files, 43.701
word), academic articles (32 files, 84.289 words), articles (14 files, 27,411 word),
research (4 files, 2519 words), songs (42 files, 26.777 words), encyclopedia (2 files,
1.806 word), blogs (177 files, 99.431 word), interviews (56 files, 86.406 words), other
written texts (26 files, 21.021 word), autobiographies (134 files, 75.616 words), trauma
(63 files, 53.697 words), control (59 files, 50.565 words), spoken language (160 files,
232.621 word). The findings were compared to the Turkish Word Frequency Dictionary
(Goz, 2003). The words were put into categories of LIWC with an agreement of two
independent judges. The words in categories were shared with experts to finalize

process.

2.2.5.2. Process of Analyzing Text

LIWC scaned all the words in each text and compared each word to the LIWC Turkish
Dictionary. LIWC calculated the percentage of each category by using the total number

of words used in each text and the total number of words in a single category. LIWC did
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not count synonymous words. Below is an example of how LIWC operated (see Table
2.2.,and Table 2.3.)

Sentence Example:

Diinden beri annemle yaptigimiz kavgayr diisiiniyorum. Hep bdyle oluyor. Beni
dinlemeden kendi diisiincelerini dayatiyor. Onunla istedigim gibi tartisamiyorum.

Nedense sdylemek istediklerimi sdyleyemiyorum. igimde kaliyor ve bu beni sikiyor.

2.2.5.3. Coding of Example Sentence By Using LIWC
diinden beri annemle yaptigimiz kavgayr disiiniiyorum hep bdyle oluyor beni
dinlemeden kendi diisiincelerini dayatiyor onunla istedigim gibi tartisamiyorum nedense

sOylemek istediklerimi sdyleyemiyorum i¢imde kaliyor ve bu beni sikiyor

Table 2.2. LIWC Categories

(1)Function (31)CanPast (61)See
(2)Pronouns (32)DesireTotal ~ (62)Hear
(3)PersPron (33)DesirePast (63)Feel

OL (34)Imperative (64)Biological
(5)We (35)Descriptive  (65)Body
(6)YouSing (36)Prepositions  (66)Health
(7)YouPlI (37)Conjunctions  (67)Sexual
(8)HeShe (38)Quantity (68)Ingestion
(9)They (39)Number (69)Relative
(10)ImpPron (40)Swear (70)Motion
(12)Verbs (41)Social (71)Space
(12)Negations (42)Family (72)Time
(13)PassVerbs 43)Friends (73)Work
(14)Questions (44)Human (74)Achievement
(15)Verbl (45)Affect (75)Leisure
(16)VerbYouSing  (46)PosAffect (76)Home
(17)VerbHeShe (47)NegAffect (77)Money
(18)VerbWe (48)Anxiety (78)Religion
(19)VerbYouPlI (49)Anger (79)Death
(20)VerbThey (50)Sadness (80)Assent
(21)AoristTense  (51)CogMech (8L)Filler
(22)PresentTense  (52)Insight (82)Nonflu
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(23)PastTotal
(24)FutureTense
(25)PastDili
(26)PastMisli
(27)Modalities
(28)MustTotal
(29)MustPast
(30)CanTotal

(53)Causality
(54)Discrepancy
(55)Tentative
(56)Certainty
(57)Inhibition
(58)Inclusion
(59)Exclusion
(60)Perception

(83)Totall
(84)TotalYou
(85)TotalHeShe
(86)TotalWe
(87)Total'YouPlI
(88)TotalThey
(89)TotalMisli
Numerals

Table 2.3. Distribution of words to categories.

Diinden

Beri

Annemle
Yaptigimiz
Kavgayi
Diisiiniiyorum
Hep

Boyle

Oluyor

Beni
Dinlemeden
Kendi
Diisiincelerini
Dayatiyor
Onunla
Istedigim

Gibi
Tartigamiyorum
Nedense
Sdéylemek
Istediklerimi
Soéyleyemiyorum
Icimde
Kaltyor

Ve

Bu

Beni

Sikiyor

69 72

1 36 69
41 42

11

45 47 49
51 52

1 51 56
1 35

17 22 85
1 2 3
11 12 41
2 3 41
51 52

11 45 47
1 2 3
11 51 54
36 51 55
41 45 47
51 53

11 41 60
11 51 54
11 41 60
83

17 22 85
1 37 51
1 10 2
1 2 3

30

72

41

69

11

60

49

49

62

62

11
58

72

83
62
85

85

11
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2.3. Procedure

The study was initiated after the approval of The Middle East Technical University
Ethical Committee. AYNA's coordinator granted permission to complete the research at
AYNA, Psychological Support Unit of Psychology Department in Middle East Technical
University. All participants were included in the study as volunteers and all of them

signed a consent form (see Appendix F).

Each participant completed a, demographic form (see Appendix G) in first session and
questionnaire at different time points 3 different time points which after the 5™, the 10%",
and the 15" sessions. All questionnaires were collected by the client’s psychotherapist.
The clients and therapists had nicknames to provide confidentiality. To enable a
maximum level of confidentiality, the researcher was given help by an assistant during
the study in order to give nicknames to the clients and the therapists as well as to collect
questionnaires from psychotherapists. The tape recordings of the 5™, the 10", and the
15" sessions of the 16 clients were collected by the researcher. The researcher then

prepared transcripts, for each of these 48 sessions.

Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count program (LIWC) and MaxQDA was used to analyze

transcripts of psychotherapy sessions.

The inclusion criteria as well as the best and the worst symptom reduction were
determined by BDI, BAI and PANAS. WAI was used to estimate overall efficacy of and

the client therapist relationdhip for these psychotherapy sessions.

All of the psychotherapy sessions were conducted in AYNA Psychological Support Unit
of Psychology Department in Middle East Technical University.

31



3.1. Descriptive Statistics

CHAPTER IIRESULTS

The Working Alliance Inventory total scores are summarized in Table 3.1 and Figure

3.1.. The mean score of the Working Alliance in the 5" sessions (Alliance 1) was M =
198.94, SD= 21.32. The mean score of the Working Alliance in the 10" sessions
(Alliance 2) was M = 204.37, SD= 21.60. The mean score of the Working Alliance in the
15" sessions (Alliance 3) was M= 203.00, SD= 23.61.

Table 3.1. Working Alliance Inventory Scores

Alliancel Alliance2 Alliance3

T1-D1
T1-D2
T2-D1
T3-D1
T4-D1
T6-D1
T6-D2
T7-D1
T8-D1
T8-D2
T9-D2
T9-D4
T10-D1
T11-D1
T12-D1
T12-D2

191 220 233
202 204 208
196 224 226
199 193 193
210 218 164
213 235 195
194 193 182
180 205 210
238 227 234
174 180 183
196 187 182
198 196 204
175 170 194
200 199 206
169 176 182
248 243 252
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Firuge 3.1. Therapeutic Alliance Scores of Clients

According to MAQDA the total number of the single words used by the clients was
21.609 and total word usage in 48 sessions was 153.089. Table 3.2. demonstrates the
most frequently used words, their frequencies, percentages and distribution based on
each session. The most frequently used word in all transcripts was ‘bir’ (one) with a
frequency of 5.497 (3.59%). The 2" most frequently used word was ‘o’ (it) with a
frequency of 2.689 (1.76%). The 3™ most frequently used word was ‘sey’ (thing) with a
frequency of 2.658 (1.74%). The 4™ most frequently used word was ‘gok’ (very) with a
frequency of 2.568 (1.68%). The 5" most frequently used word was ‘da’ (also, too) with
a frequency of 2.689 (1.76%). The 6™ most frequently used word was ‘ama’ (but) with a
frequency of 2.360 (1.54%). The 7" most frequently used word was ‘ben’ (I) with a
frequency of 2.115 (1.38%). The 8" most frequently used word was ‘de’ (also, too) with
a frequency of 2.004 (1.31%). The 9" most frequently used word was ‘bu’ (this) with a
frequency of 1.620 (1.06%). The 10" most frequently used word was ‘yani’ (I mean)
with a frequency of 1.537 (1.00%).
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Table 3.2. Frequency of words used by the clients

Word  Frequency % 5™ Session 10t Session 15™ Session
Bir 5497 3.59 1977 1873 1647
0] 2689 1.76 1007 876 806
Sey 2658 1.74 937 929 792
Cok 2568 1.68 979 924 665
Da 2549 1.67 912 811 826
ama 2360 1.54 787 836 737
Ben 2115 1.38 777 767 571
De 2004 131 696 655 653
Bu 1620 1.06 643 513 464
yani 1537 1.00 648 545 344
gibi 1518 0.99 559 476 483
boyle 1375 0.90 577 449 349
Icin 1087 0.71 382 362 343
daha 1081 0.71 425 372 284
Ne 995 0.65 336 394 265
Var 956 0.62 365 301 290
oyle 939 0.61 308 338 293
sonra 910 0.59 345 331 234
benim 874 0.57 319 275 280
diye 867 0.57 306 320 241
falan 835 0.55 313 346 176
Yok 762 0.50 274 239 249
kadar 747 0.49 247 250 250
Onu 720 0.47 258 275 187
Ya 706 0.46 203 278 225
bana 688 0.45 240 233 215
evet 629 0.41 210 213 206
degil 593 0.39 197 193 203
Iste 575 0.38 258 238 79
bunu 556 0.36 182 175 199
Ve 552 0.36 223 216 113
onun 547 0.36 218 171 158
zaten 545 0.36 180 196 169
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beni 542 0.35 203 185 154

Ki 542 0.35 167 204 171
zaman 527 0.34 182 188 157
lyi 507 0.33 197 157 153

3.2. Information Structure Analysis

Psychotherapist speeches were removed from 48 transcripts in order for the clients’
speeches to be analyzed. All clients’ documents were placed in MAXQDA. Each
transcript was coded according to the first person pronoun usage in 3 information
structure positions. The first person pronouns under each position were discussed with
two linguists. The usage of the first person pronouns ben (), biz (we), and kendim
(myself) were analyzed under the topic, the focus or the postverbal positions. For
descriptive analysis, 3 clients who had the best score reduction (BDI, BAI, PANAS)
between the 1% and the 15" session and 3 clients who had the worst score reduction
(BDI, BAI, PANAS) between the 1%t and the 15™ session were chosen. Their usage of the
first person pronoun in preverbal, postverbal and sentence initial positions was

calculated.

Findings were analyzed with the use of Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS
20). Data analysis based on 2(Scores) x 2(Time) Mixed Factorial Design repeated
measures on the last factor. The first independent variable of the study was scores. The
scores were calculated by comparing BDI, BAI and PANAS scores from the 1% session
to BDI, BAI and PANAS scores from the 15" session. Continues scores of scales were
divided in to two categories by using cumulative percentages. The score group 1 had 8
subjects with the better score reduction and the score group 2 had 8 subjects with the
worse score reduction. The second independent variable of the study was Time. The
Variable Time had 2 levels as well: time 1 is the 5" session and time 2 is the 15" session.
The Mix design ANOVA analysis was conducted for 3 different dependent variables.
The first dependent variable was the usage frequency of the first person pronoun in the

initial position of a sentence, the second dependent variable was the usage frequency of
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the first person pronoun in the preverbal position, and the third dependent variable was

the usage frequency of the first person pronoun in the postverbal position.

3.2.1. Descriptive Statistics

‘Ben’ (me) was proven to be the most frequently used first person pronoun in all texts; it
was used 4632 (3.2%) times in 14 different forms (Table 3.3.). The most frequent form
used was the singular ‘ben’; it was used 2116 (1.36%) times in 48 texts. The 2"% most
frequent usage form of ben was ‘benim’ (mine) with the usage frequency of 874 (0.57%)
times. The 3™ most frequent usage form of ben was ‘bana’ (to me) with the usage
frequency of 688 (45%) times. ‘Kendim’ (myself) was the 2" most frequent used first
person pronoun, with the frequency of 726 (0.48%) times and in 14 different forms
(Table 3.3). The most frequently used form was ‘kendimi’ (myself) with the usage
frequency of 356 (0.23%) times. The 2" most frequent usage form of ben was ‘kendime’
(to myself) with the usage frequency of 198 (0.13%) times. The 3@ most frequent usage
form of ben was ‘kendim’ (myself) with the usage frequency of 89 (0.06%) times. ‘Biz’
(we) was the 3" most frequent used first person pronoun, with the frequency of 276
(0.18 %) times and in 16 different forms (Table 3.3). The most frequently used form was
‘biz’ (we) with the usage frequency of 96 (0.06%) times. The 2"@ most frequent usage
form of ben was ‘bizim’ (our) with the usage frequency of 84 (0.06%) times. The 3™
most frequent usage form of ben was ‘bizi’ (us) and ‘bize’ (to us) with the same usage
frequency of 27 (0.02%) times.

Table 3.3.: Overall Frequencies and Percentages of First Person
Pronoun Usage According to Sessions

5th 10th 15th
IstPronoun  Frequency % Session Session Session
Ben 2116 1,38 778 767 571
Benim 874 0,57 319 275 280
Bana 688 0,45 240 233 215
Beni 543 0,35 203 186 154
Bende 210 0,14 54 87 69
Bence 102 0,07 26 37 39
Benimle 87 0,06 31 31 25
Benden 86 0,06 30 26 30
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Benle 12 0,01 4 2 6
Benimki 5 0,00 2 0 3
Benimde 5 0,00 0 2 3
Benmisim 2 0,00 1 1 0
Bendim 2 0,00 2 0 0
Bensiz 1 0,00 1 0 0
Benimkinden 1 0,00 0 0 1
Total 4734 3,09 1691 1647 1396
5th 10th 15th
IstPronoun  Frequency % Session Session Session
Kendimi 356 0,23 131 128 97
Kendime 198 0,13 73 76 49
Kendim 89 0,06 21 42 26
Kendimden 25 0,02 10 9 6
Kendimle 23 0,02 10 6 7
Kendimde 12 0,01 6 2 4
Kendimce 11 0,01 4 5 2
Kendimin 5 0,00 1 3 1
Kendimize 2 0,00 1 1 0
Kendimizin 1 0,00 0 0 1
Kendimizi 1 0,00 0 1 0
Kendimizde 1 0,00 0 0 1
Kendimiz 1 0,00 1 0 0
kendiminkini 1 0,00 0 0 1
Total 726 0,48 258 273 195
5th 10th 15th
IstPronoun  Frequency % Session Session Session
Biz 96 0,06 35 35 26
Bizim 84 0,06 31 28 25
Bizi 27 0,02 10 14 3
Bize 27 0,02 8 12 7
Bizde 18 0,01 6 9 3
Bizimle 7 0,01 3 2 2
Bizden 4 0,00 2 1 1
Bizimkilerle 2 0,00 1 0 1
Bizimkileri 2 0,00 1 0 1
Bizimki 2 0,00 1 1 0
Bizdeydi 2 0,00 2 0 0
Bizlerden 1 0,00 0 1 0
Bizle 1 0,00 1 0 0
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Bizimkinin 1 0,00 0 0 1
Bizimkilerde 1 0,00 1 0 0
Bizimkiler 1 0,00 1 0 0
Total 276 0,18 103 103 70

Table 3.4. demonstrates the total number of the first person pronoun usages during each
session, the number of the first person pronoun usages in the sentence initiation position
during each session, the number of the first person pronoun usages in the preverbal
position during each session, the number of the first person pronoun usages in the
postverbal position during each session, the percentage of the first person pronoun
usages in the sentence initiation position during each session, the percentage of the first
person pronoun usages in the preverbal position during each session and the percentage
of the first person pronoun usages in the postverbal position during each session. The
average usage of the first person pronoun during all 5 sessions was 128.44, the average
usage of first person pronoun during all 10" sessions was 126.5 and the average usage of
the first person pronoun during all 15" sessions was 103.81. The average usage of the
first person pronoun in the sentence initial position during all 5™ sessions was 31.25
(%26.44), the average usage of the first person pronoun in the preverbal position during
all 5™ sessions was 20 (%15.2), the average usage of the first person pronoun in the
sentence initial position during all 5" sessions was 8.38 (%7.27). The average usage of
the first person pronoun in the sentence initial position during all 10" sessions was 29.75
(%24.85), the average usage of the first person pronoun in preverbal position during all
10™ sessions was 17.56 (%13.5), the average usage of the first person pronoun in the
sentence initial position during all 10" sessions was 8.13 (%8.81). The average usage of
the first person pronoun in the sentence initial position during all 15™ sessions was 29.63
(%28.56), the average usage of the first person pronoun in the preverbal position during
all 15" sessions was 13.69 (%12.57), the average usage of the first person pronoun in the

posteverbal ~ position  during all 15"  sessions was 7.25  (%8.06).
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Table 3.4. Number and Percentage of First Person Pronouns

%

. . Se_n_t ence Preverbal Postverbal  Sentence % %
Client/Session Total Iggtslﬁti:)onn Position Position Initi_at_ion PF:g\s/ietirg:I szts\ﬁil;)bnal
Position

T1-C1- 6" Session 156 35 47 21 22,44 30,13 13,46
T1-C2 - 5" Session 142 23 26 7 16,2 18,31 4,93
T2-C1 - 5" Session 184 43 29 8 23,37 15,76 4,35
T3-C1- 5" Session 130 27 21 5 20,77 16,15 3,85
T4-C1 - 5" Session 101 40 16 10 39,6 15,84 9,9
T6-C1 - 5™ Session 262 29 36 19 11,07 13,74 7,25
T6-C2 - 51 Session 150 26 18 5 17,33 12 3,33
T7-C1 - 5" Session 62 9 16 2 14,52 25,81 3,23
T8-C1 - 5" Session 116 30 17 3 25,86 14,66 2,59
T8-C2 - 5" Session 159 53 27 8 33,33 16,98 5,03
T9-C2 - 7" Session 183 43 24 10 23,5 13,11 5,46
T9-C4 - 61 Session 93 34 9 5 36,56 9,68 5,38
T10-C1 - 5™ Session 34 14 2 7 41,18 5,88 20,59
T11-C1 - 5" Session 77 19 7 9 24,68 9,09 11,69
T12-C1 - 5™ Session 128 47 12 8 36,72 9,38 6,25
T12-C2 - 6™ Session 78 28 13 7 35,9 16,67 8,97

Average 128,44 31,25 20 8,38 26,44 15,2 7,27
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T1-C1— 10" Session
T1-C2 — 10" Session
T2-C1— 10" Session
T3-C1 - 10" Session
T4-C1 — 10" Session
T6-C1 — 10" Session
T6-C2 — 10™ Session
T7-C1 - 10" Session
T8-C1 — 10™ Session
T8-C2 — 12" Session
T9-C2 — 11" Session
T9-C4 — 11" Session
T10-C1 — 10™ Session
T11-C1 — 10™ Session
T12-C1—12™ Session
T12-C2 — 12" Session

Average

T1-C1 — 15™ Session
T1-C2 — 15™ Session
T2-C1 — 15™ Session
T3-C1 - 15™ Session
T4-C1 —14™ Session
T6-C1 — 16™ Session
T6-C2 — 16™ Session
T7-C1 - 15™ Session
T8-C1 — 15™ Session

33
187
156
177
263
122
127
106
164
128

93

76

65

87
149

91

126,5

43
137
88
141
167
81
134
132
118

6
24
35
22
41
25
27
26
44
54
24
20
19
23
50
36

29,75

13
36
16
35
45
10
33
45
26

6
27
24
23
49
17
14
19
23
13

8

8
11

4
23
12

17,56

23
16
20
21

19
19
25

8,13

40

18,18
12,83
22,44
12,43
15,59
20,49
21,26
24,53
26,83
42,19
25,81
26,32
29,23
26,44
33,56
39,56
24,85

30,23
26,28
18,18
24,82
26,95
12,35
24,63
34,09
22,03

18,18
14,44
15,38
12,99
18,63
13,93
11,02
17,92
14,02
10,16
8,6
10,53
16,92
4,6
15,44
13,19
13,5

18,6
16,79
18,18
14,18
12,57

7,41
14,18
14,39
21,19

30,3
2,67
10,26
2,82

4,92
3,15
6,6
6,71
3,91
2,15
19,74
10,77
21,84
7,38
7,69
8,81

18,6
3,65
2,27
4,26

6,17
4,48
7,58
12,71



T8-C2 — 17™ Session 162
T9-C2 — 15™ Session 89
T9-C4 — 16™ Session 42

T10-C1 -
T11-C1 -
T12-C1 -
T12-C2 -

Average

15™ Session 70
15" Session 33
16™ Session 149
17" Session 75
103,81

53
28
16
19
12
67
20
29,63

18
13

w

17

13,69

41
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16

7,25

32,72
31,46
38,1
27,14
36,36
44,97
26,67
28,56

11,11
14,61
9,52
4,29
6,06
11,41
6,67
12,57

5,56
5,62
4,76
22,86
9,09
10,74
10,67
8,06



Table 3.5. compares the clients who had the highest score reduction in BDI, BAI and
PANAS to the clients who had the lowest score reduction. The clients who had the highest
score reduction used 20.94% of the first person pronouns in the initiation sentence
position, 23.53% of the first person pronouns in the preverbal position and 6.42% of the
first person pronouns during the 5 sessions. The clients who had a higher score reduction
used 23.18% of the first person pronouns in the initiation sentence position, 16.17% of the
first person pronouns in the preverbal position and 14.54% of the first person pronouns
during the 10" sessions. The clients who the lowest score reduction used 20.94% of the
first person pronouns in the initiation sentence position, 18.06% of the first person
pronouns in the preverbal position and 6.42% of the first person pronouns during 15%
sessions. The clients who had a higher score reduction used 31.36% of the first person
pronouns in the initiation sentence position, 11.19% of the first person pronouns in the
preverbal position and 10.59% of the first person pronouns during the 5th sessions. The
clients who had a higher score reduction used 25.21% of the first person pronouns in the
initiation sentence position, 15.60% of the first person pronouns in the preverbal position
and 6.94% of the first person pronouns during the 10" sessions. The clients who had a
higher reduction used 32.80% of the first person pronouns in the initiation sentence
position, 10.83% of the first person pronouns in the preverbal position and 12.42% of the

first person pronouns in during the 15" sessions.

Table 3.5. First Person Pronoun Usage in Higher and Lower Score Reduction
Outcome groups of Clients

% Sentence %
] L % Postverbal
Psychotherapy Sessions Initiation Preverbal .
. . Position
Position Position
5th Session Total 26,44 15,20 7,27
5th Session Best Score Red. 20,94 23,53 6,42
5th Session Worst Score Rd. 31,36 11,19 10,59
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10th Session Total
10th Session Best Score Rd.

10th Session Worst Score Rd.

15th Session Total
15th Session Best Score Rd.

15th Session Worst Score Rd.

24,85
23,18
25,21

28,56
28,79
32,80

13,50
16,71
15,60

12,57
18,06
10,83

8,81
14,54
6,94

8,06
12,96
12,42

3.2.2. Analyses on First Person Pronoun Usage Information Structure Positions

First person pronoun usage in preverbal position was investigated by 2 (Scores) x 2
(Time) mix design ANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor. According to 2
(Scores) x 2 (Time) mix design ANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor results
significant Time effect was found for first person pronoun usage in preverbal postion (see
Table 3.6. and Table 3.7.)

Table 3.6. Effects of Time and Scores on Usage Percentage of First Person

Pronoun in Preverbal Position

SS Df MS F Partial n°
Score 6328 1 63.28 1.36 .09
Error 650.94 14 46.50
Time 5778 1 57.78 4.40* 24
Score x Time 22.78 1 2278 1.73 A1
Error 18394 14 13.14
Note. *p <.05
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Table 3.7. 2 (Score) x 2 (Time) Interaction Effect for Usage Percentage of First

Person Pronoun in Preverbal Position

5th Session 15th Session
Better Outcome Group 17.50, 13.13p
Worse Outcome Group 13.00ab 12.00p

Note. The mean scores that do not share a common letter subscript on each raw are
significantly different from each other.

The clients used the first person pronoun in the preverbal position significantly more
during the 5" session when compared to the 15" session F(1,14)=4.40, p=.05, n?= .24.
During the 5 session the clients in the higher outcome group used the first person
pronoun in the preverbal position more often than the clients in the lower outcome group
but the difference was not significant F(1,14)=2.38, p>.05, n? =.15. During the 15"
session the clients in higher outcome group used the first person pronoun in the preverbal
position more often than the clients in the lower group but the difference was not
significant F(1,14)=0.2, p> .05, n?=.01. The usage of the first person in preverbal position
pronoun decreased in the lower outcome group between the 51 and the 15" sessions, but
the difference was not significant: F(1,14)=0.3, p>.05, n? =.02.The usage of the first
person in preverbal position pronoun significantly decreased in the higher_outcome group
from the 5% to the 15" sessions: F(1,14)=5.83, p< .05, n2=.29 (see Figure 3.2.).
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Figure 3.2. Usage First Person Pronoun During 5" and 15™ Sessions

Clients had different diagnosis; however their diagnosis can be categorized under two
major kategories. About half of the clients had anxiety, depression realted disorders
(Axis 1) and the other half had personality disorders (Axis Il1). Nature of disorder could
have change results of analysis. To understand the effect of diagnosis mix design
ANOVA analysis conducted. First independent variable of analysis was diagnosis, which
had two cateogies, namely Axis | and Axis Il. Second independent variable was time,
which also had two categories, namely 5 session and 15™ session. Dependet variable
was usage offirst person pronoun in information structure positions. Acording to 2
(Diagnosis) x 2 (Time) mix design ANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor
results it was found that clients with Axis | and Axis Il did not differentiate on using first

person pronoun in sentence initial position F(1,14)=0.65, p> .01, n?=.04.

According to 2 (Diagnosis) x 2 (Time) mix design ANOVA results in 15" session clietns
with Axis I disorder used significantly less first person pronoun in preverbal position ‘in

15" session when compared with 5" session F(1,14)=8.31, p< .05, n2=.37.
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3.3. LIWC Analysis

LIWC2007 was used for transcripts of the 48 speeches (16 clients’ speeches, 3 sessions
of each client). Some systematic spelling errors and some missing words in the
dictionary were recognized in the first analysis. After correcting the spelling errors and
adding missing words to the dictionary, the LIWC2007 analysis was done for the second
time. In order the o cross check findings of LIWC2007, the researcher chose 4 random
transcripts and codded words in the transcripts based on the dictionary categories of
LIWC2007.

Each word of each client’s transcribed speech was counted under 2 basic categories of
LIWC2007. Keeping literature in mind, 2 major categories, which were proven to be the
most effective on psychology, namely affect and cognitive mechanism categories, were
chosen to be analyzed. The affect category had 5 subcategories: negative emotion,
positive emotion, anxiety, anger and sadness. The cognitive mechanisms had 2
subcategories: insight and causality. The affect and the cognitive mechanisms were
analyzed with the use of Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS 20). The data
analysis based on the 2(Scores) x 2(Time) Mixed Factorial Design repeated the measures
on the last factor. The first independent variable of the study was scores. The scores
were calculated by comparing the BDI, BAI and PANAS scores from 1% session to the
BDI, BAI and PANAS scores from the15™ session. Continues scores were divided in to
two categories by using cumulative percentages. The score group 1 had eight subjects
with the best score reduction and the score group 2 had eight subjects with the worst
score reduction. The second independent variable of the study was time. The Variable
Timehad 2 levels as well: time 1 was the 5" session and time 2 was the 15" session. The
dependent variable of the present study was the LIWC word count scores of the Affect
and the Cognitive mechanism categories (Appendix B). A Post Hoc analysis was

conducted with the use of Bonfforoni.

The word count of the 4 transcripts handled by the researcher was proven to be 87.2%
consistent with the findings of LIWC2007. LIWC2007 could not classify names of
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people (e.g., Ahmet, Mehmet, Fatma) and places (e.g., Ankara, Armada, Italya), daily
slang (e.g., salak, aptal), synonymous words (e.g., ylz, gll, yaz), quoted usage of
personal pronouns (e.g., annem ‘eve gedim’ dedi (my mother said that ‘I came home”),
Sinem ‘ben bdyle seylerden anlamam’ diyerek odadan c¢ikti (Sinem said: ‘I don’t
understand this kind of things’ while she was living room) and metaphors. On avarage

LIWC coded 90% of word in all texts.

The average usage of the total affect words was 5.99 % during the 5th sessions, 6.44%
during the 10th sessions and 6.89% during the 15" sessions. The average usage of
positive affect words was 2.54% during the 5th sessions, 2.41% during the 10th sessions
and 2.57% during the 15" sessions. The average usage of negative affect words was
3.30% during the 5th sessions, 3.52% during the 10th sessions and 3.66% during the 15"
sessions. The average usage of anxiety words was 0.83% during the 5th sessions, 0.86%
during the 10th sessions and 0.97% during the 15" sessions. The average usage of anger
words was 0.73% during the 5th sessions, 0.89% during the 10th sessions and 0.92%
during the 15" sessions. The average usage of sadness words was 1.19% during the 5th
sessions, 1.09% during the 10th sessions and 1.31% during the 15" sessions. The
average usage of cognitive mechanism words was 20.96% during the 5th sessions,
21.76% during the 10th sessions and 21.83% during the 15" sessions. The average usage
of insight words was 4.44% during the 5th sessions, 4.78% during the 10th sessions and
4.94% during the 15" sessions. The average usage of causality words was 2.90% during
the 5th sessions, 3.21% during the 10th sessions and 3.29% during the 15" sessions
(Table 3.8.).
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Table 3.8. LIWC Results of Affect and Cognitive Mechanism Words

Percentages of Categories during the 5th Session

Client Affect Z?fséct Neg. Affect Anxiety Anger Sadness CogMech Insight Causality
T1.C1 798 211 4,81 1,48 0,82 1,59 23,57 6,02 4,57
T1.C2 104 185 2,23 0,58 0,48 094 22,5 5,08 3,34
Ti0. C1 781 248 4,8 0,98 0,3 1,95 26,43 6,91 1,03
T11 C1 348 1,96 1,33 0,28 0,15 0,78 18,07 3,26 2,96
T12.C1 6,67 283 3,36 0,48 0,87 1,57 24,02 5,27 2,75
T12.C2 74 3,16 4,12 0,54 1,01 2,09 20,94 3,52 3,64
T2.C1 648 286 3,13 0,78 0,75 09 21,85 5,68 1,04
T3_.C1 658 342 2,86 0,62 0,67 1,16 22,32 3,89 2,67
T4 C1 534 211 2,71 0,92 0,46 0,92 20,37 3,98 3,22
T6_C1 761 1,89 4,72 0,89 1,87 1,24 20,84 4,85 3,26
T6_C2 527 21 3,01 0,78 0,73 0,73 19,02 3,59 2,62
T7_C1 592 281 2,77 0,87 0,37 1,08 20,4 3,85 2,73
T8 C1 6,29 1,99 3,77 1,34 0,81 1,21 17,35 3,18 3,08
T8_C2 586 247 3,14 0,92 1,08 1,02 16,67 3,98 3,24
T9_C2 537 285 2,16 0,91 0,36 0,61 19,81 31 2,99
T9.C4 68 2,25 3,87 0,87 1,01 1,22 21,22 4,9 3,28
Average 5,99 2,45 3,30 0,83 0,73 1,19 20,96 4,44 2,90
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Percentages of Categories during the 10th Session

Client Affect Zcf)?éct Neg. Affect Anxiety Anger Sadness CogMech Insight Causality
T1.C1 9,04 295 5,58 3,27 0,45 1,54 22,88 5,58 4,17
T1.C2 486 159 2,74 0,75 0,18 1,55 21,61 5,49 2,76
T10_C1 6,6 2,44 3,53 1,3 094 0,78 30,34 8,21 3,64
Ti1. C1 269 1,03 1,55 0,59 0,34 0,52 17,61 3,99 3,06
T12.C1 6,38 22 3,73 1,28 054 091 23,32 5,05 3,48
T12.C2 783 3,37 3,92 0,34 1,68 1,26 19,84 3,66 2,82
T2.C1 814 312 4,62 0,45 1,35 1,66 20,13 4,22 3,07
T3_.C1 6,16 2,99 2,86 1,02 0,29 1 23,06 4,37 3,03
T4 C1 654 1,98 4,02 0,89 11 1,29 19,63 3,64 3,74
T6_C1 6,7 1,98 4,13 0,35 141 0,92 19,72 4,41 2,36
T6_C2 505 23 2,43 0,98 045 0,93 21,8 3,97 3,35
T7_C1 569 285 2,69 0,19 0,72 041 23,97 5,94 4,07
T8_C1 82 2,49 4,99 0,85 1,87 1,21 19,65 4,13 3,35
T8_C2 508 259 2,13 0,32 0,68 054 21,45 5,44 2,99
T9.C2 682 271 3,02 0,35 0,74 1,79 21,28 4,55 2,27
T9.C4 721 2,04 4,34 0,87 1,51 1,09 21,9 3,85 3,13
Average 6,44 241 3,52 0,86 0,89 1,09 21,76 4,78 3,21
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Percentages of Categories during the 15th Session

Client Affect Zcf)?éct Neg. Affect Anxiety Anger Sadness CogMech Insight Causality
T1.C1 757 1,84 4,84 3,73 023 0,73 24,59 5,69 3,65
T1.C2 435 212 1,97 0,52 0,33 0,64 24,06 5,52 3,28
T10_.C1 6,75 33 2,38 0,83 0,39 0,49 32,17 9,38 3,64
T11. C1 486 2,29 1,02 0,61 0,42 0,89 21,44 4,81 3,55
T12_C1 567 1,74 3,56 0,63 0,93 1,41 22,47 5,01 3,11
T12_C2 1084 28 7,58 0,47 1,98 4,08 21,45 4,08 39
T2_.C1 10,01 4,76 47 1,16 1,95 1,34 22,53 5,92 2,93
T3_.C1 758 47 2,44 0,99 0,56 0,48 24,09 4,38 3,41
T4 C1 756 2,66 4,32 0,81 1,09 1,62 20,65 4,9 3,7
T6_C1 8 2,12 513 0,59 153 2,32 22,31 5,18 2,81
T6_C2 562 219 3,12 0,82 0,6 1,05 20,12 3,35 3,94
T7_C1 796 2,77 4,77 0,59 1,27 251 21,41 5,74 3,46
T8.C1 6,5 2,17 4,08 1,46 1,28 0,89 15,94 3,27 2,95
T8.C2 55 1,02 3,16 0,54 1,01 0,95 16,24 3,54 2,94
T9_C2 553 1,98 3,13 1,11 0,52 1,08 17,78 3,48 2,47
T9.C4 59 2,6 2,28 0,65 0,65 0,46 22,03 4,83 2,97
Average 6,89 2,57 3,66 0,97 0,92 1,31 21,83 4,94 3,29
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3.3.1. Analyses on Usage Percentage of Affect Words
The time and the score variables were proven to be significantly different for the 2

categories of LIWC: the Affect and the Insight. In the Affect category the main effect of
time was proven to be significant. The clients used significantly more affect words
between the 5™ session (6.58%) and the 15" session (7.49%) F(1,14)=4.71, p< .05, n?=
.25 (See Table 3.9.).

Table 3.9. Effects of Time and Scores on Usage Percentage of Affect Words

Source SS Df MS F Partial n°
Score 11.31 1 11.31 2.50 15
Error 63.22 14 4.52
Time 6.39 1 6.39 4.71* .25
Score x Time 0.01 1 0.01 0.00 .00
Error 19.02 14 1.36
Note. *p <.05

In negative emotion category the main effect of time F(1,14)=1.10, p> .05 and the main
effect of the score F(1,14)=1.65, p> .05 were proven to be insignificantly different. In
the positive emotion category the main effect of the time F(1,14)=0.30, p> .05 and the
main effect of the score F(1,14)=0.02, p> .05 were proven to be insignificantly different.
In the anxiety category the main effect of the time F(1,14)=0.81, p> .05 and the main
effect of the score F(1,14)=1.47, p> .05 were proven to be insignificantly different. In
the anger category the main effect of the time F(1,14)=0.81, p> .05 and the main effect
of the score F(1,14)=2.41, p> .05 were proven to be insignificantly different. In the
sadness category the main effect of the time F(1,14)=0.31, p> .05 and the main effect of
the score F(1,14)=2.90, p> .05 were proven to be insignificantly different.

Clients had different diagnosis; however their diagnosis can be categorized under two

major kategories. About half of the clients had anxiety, depression realted disorders
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(Axis 1) and the other half had personality disorders (Axis Il1). Nature of disorder could
have change results of analysis. To understand the effect of diagnosis mix design
ANOVA analysis conducted. First independent variable of analysis was diagnosis, which
had two cateogies, namely Axis | and Axis Il. Second independent variable was time,
which also had two categories, namely 5™ session and 15™ session. Dependet variable
was usage of affect words. Acording to 2 (Diagnosis) x 2 (Time) mix design ANOVA
with repeated measures on the last factor results it was found that clients with Axis |
disorder used significantly more insight words in 15" session when compared with 5™
session F(1,14)=5.18, p< .05, n?=.27. However, clients’ use of affect words in Axis Il

disorder group, did not change when 5™ session and 15™ session compared.

3.3.2. Analyses on Usage Percentage of Cognitive Mechanism Words

In the cognitive mechanisms category the main effect of the time F(1,14)=3.24, p> .05
and the main effect of the score F(1,14)=2.80, p> .05 were proven to be insignificantly
different. In the causality category the main effect of the time F(1,14)=2.92, p> .05 and
the main effect of the score F(1,14)=3.00, p> .05 were proven to be insignificantly
different. In the insight category the main effect of the time F(1,14)=5.51, p< .05, n*=.28
(Table 3.10.) were proven to be significant. The clients used the insight words

significantly more between the 51 session (4.44%) and the 15" session (4.94%)
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Table 3.10. Effects of Time and Scores on Usage Percentage of Insight Words

Source SS Df MS F Partial n?
Score 2.14 1 2.14 0.68 .05
Error 4446 14 3.18

Time 2.01 1 2.01 5.51* .28
Score x Time 0.92 1 0.92 0.25 .02
Error 5.11 14 0.37

Note. *p <.05

Clients had different diagnosis; however their diagnosis can be categorized under two
major kategories. About half of the clients had anxiety, depression realted disorders
(Axis 1) and the other half had personality disorders (Axis I1). Nature of disorder could
have change results of analysis. To understand the effect of diagnosis mix design
ANOVA analysis conducted. First independent variable of analysis was diagnosis, which
had two cateogies, namely Axis | and Axis Il. Second independent variable was time,
which also had two categories, namely 5" session and 15" session. Dependet variable
was usage of insight words. Acording to 2 (Diagnosis) x 2 (Time) mix design ANOVA
with repeated measures on the last factor results it was found that clients with Axis |
disorder used significantly more insight words in 15" session when compared with 5™
session F(1,14)=5.80, p< .05, n?=.28. However, clients’ use of insight words in Axis Il

disorder group,did not change when 5" session and 15" session compared.

3.4. Discourse Markers
3.4.1. Descriptive Statistics

In transcripts of 48 client speeches frequency of ‘sey’ was 2.658 (1.74%), and usage
frequency of total suffixed ‘sey’ was 4.429 (2.87%). Frequency of discouse marker

53



‘yani’ was 1.545 (1%) and frequency of discourse marker ‘iste’ was 688 (0.45%) (see
Table 11).

Table 3.11. Frequency and Percentage Distribution of Discource
Particles Yani, Iste, Sey

5th 10th 15th
Word Frequency % Session Session Session
Yani 1545 1 648 551 346
Word Frequency % 5. seans Selsgti:)n Selszz)n
Iste 688 0,45 317 270 101
Word Frequency % 5. seans Selsgti:)n Selszz)n
Sey 2658 1,74 937 929 792
Seyler 470 0,31 140 173 157
Seyi 371 0,24 123 145 103
Seyleri 184 0,12 56 68 60
Seye 155 0,10 50 59 46
Seyde 57 0,04 25 16 16
Seyden 50 0,03 24 11 15
Seydi 49 0,03 23 17 9
Seylere 48 0,03 16 17 15
Seyin 43 0,03 20 13 10
Seyim 41 0,03 16 12 13
Seyle 35 0,02 14 12 9
Seylerin 32 0,02 9 12 11
Seylerle 29 0,02 8 7 14
Seylerden 22 0,01 8 7 7
Seyini 20 0,01 6 9 5
Seylerde 20 0,01 7 11 2
Seydir 19 0,01 3 12 4
Seyine 11 0,01 5 4 2
Seyse 11 0,01 5 4 2
Seyimiz 9 0,01 4 4 1
Seyimi 8 0,01 4 3 1
Seyinde 8 0,01 2 4 2
Seylerim 8 0,01 4 2 2
Seymis 8 0,01 4 0 4

54



Seydim
Seyinden
Seyiyle
Seyime
Seyimin
Seylerdi
Seylerini
Seyimle
Seyindeyim
Seyinin
Seyken
Seylerimi
Seylerinden
Seylermis
Seysi
Seysin
Seydeki
Seydeyken
Seyimde
Seyimden
Seyimdi
Seyimdir
Seyimizi
Seyindeydim
Seyiniz
Seyleride
Seylerimiz
Seylerimizde
Seylerken
Seyligi
Seylik
Seymis

Total

PP FRPPFRPPFPFPPFPPFPFPPFPFPPFPPFPEFPFEFPEPNNDNDDDNDDNDNDNDDNDNDPNDOOOWOOIOOO

4429

0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
0,00
2,87

P PP ORPRRFPOOORRPRRPRPRORPRORPRORRPRPRPRPOOOWRORERERMNDN

1540
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3.4.2 Analyses on Usage Percentage of Discourse Markers
Usage percentage of discourse markers were investigated by 2 (Score) x 2 (Time) mixed

design ANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor. According to 2 (Score) x 2
(Time) mixed design ANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor results,
significant time main effect was found for usage percentage of ‘sey’ F(1,14)=11.35,
p<.01, n?= .45 (see Table x). The clients’ usage percentage of ‘sey’ during 15™ session
was significantly more than the clients’ usage percentage of ‘sey’ during 5" session
F(1,14)=11.35, p. < .005, n? = .45. The clients in better outcome group used less ‘sey’
than the clients in worse outcome group, however difference was not significant
F(1,14)=0.03, p>.05, n?=.01.

Table 3.12. Effects of Time and Scores on Usage of 'sey'

SS df  MS F Partial n°
Score .09 1 .09 .03 .01
Error 40.89 14 2.92
Time 17.16 1 17.16 11.35* 45
Score X Time 2.49 1 2.49 1.65 A1
Error 2158 14 151

Note. *p <.005

The clients’ usage of ‘sey’ in better outcome group was significantly more than during
15" session when compared with 5" session. The clients’ usage of ‘sey’ in better
outcome group was more during 15" session when compared with 5 session, however
difference was not significant. During 5" sessions better outcome group’s usage
percentage of ‘sey’ was less than worseoutcome group’s usage percentage of ‘sey’,
however the difference was not significant. During 15" sessions better outcome group’s
usage percentage of ‘sey’ was higher than worse outcome group’s usage percentage of

‘sey’, however the difference was not significant (see Table x and Figure 2).
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Table 3.13. 2 (Score) x 2 (Time) Interaction Effect for Usage Percentage of 'sey'

5th Session 15th Session
Better Outcome Group 2,17, 4,19,
Worse Outcome Group 2,76ap 3,67

Note. The mean scores that do not share a common letter subscript on each raw, are
significantly different from each other.

Usage 25
Percentage of
Is eyl

5th Session 15th Session

Better Outcome Group = ------- Worse Outcome Group

Figure 3.3. Usage Percentage of ‘sey’ during 5" and 15" Session

The clients’ usage percentage of “yani’ during 15" session was less than the clients’

usage percentage of ‘yani’ during 5" session, however the diffecence was not significant

F(1,14)=1.5, p>.05, n?=.10. The clients in better outcome group used less ‘yani’ than the

clients in worse outcome group, however difference was not significant. F(1,14)=3.84,
p=.07, n?=.22.

The clients’ usage percentage of “iste’ during 15" session was less than the clients’ usage

percentage of ‘iste’ during 5" session, however the diffecence was not significant
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F(1,14)=2.67, p=.12, n* = .16. The clients in better outcome group used less ‘iste’ than
the clients in worse outcome group, however difference was not significant.
F(1,14)=2.62, p=.13, n2=.16.

Clients had different diagnosis, however their diagnosis can be categorized under two
major kategories. About half of the clients had anxiety, depression realted disorders
(Axis 1) and the other half had personality disorders (Axis Il). Nature of disorder could
have change results of analysis. To understand the effect of diagnosis mix design
ANOVA analysis conducted. First independent variable of analysis was diagnosis, which
had two cateogies, namely Axis | and Axis Il. Second independent variable was time,
which also had two categories, namely 5™ session and 15™ session. Dependet variable
was usage of discourse markers. Acording to 2 (Diagnosis) x 2 (Time) mix design
ANOVA with repeated measures on the last factor results it was found that clients with
Axis | disorder used significantly more “yani’word in 15" session when compared with
5t session F(1,14)=8.18, p< .01, n?=.45.

According to 2 (Diagnosis) x 2 (Time) mix design ANOVA results in 15" session clietns
in Axis Il group significantly less ‘iste’ word when compared with clients in Axis |
group F(1,14)=9.26, p< .01, n?=.40. Clients with Axis I disorder used significantly more

‘iste’ word in 15" session when compared with 5" session F(1,14)=5.18, p< .05, n2=.37.

According to 2 (Diagnosis) x 2 (Time) mix design ANOVA results in 15" session clietns
in Axis II group significantly less ‘sey’ word when compared with clients in Axis I group
F(1,14)=9.54, p< .01, n*=.41. Clients with Axis I disorder used significantly more ‘sey’
word in 15% session when compared with 5" session F(1,14)=12.24, p< .005, n2=.47.
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CHAPTER IV DISCUSSON

First hypothesis of the present study was that clients will use significantly more
cognitive mechanism words in 15" session when compared with 5" session. First
hypothesis of present study was not approved; clients did not use significantly more
cognitive mechanism words in 15" session when compared with 5™ session. Second
hypothesis of present study was that clients who had more BDI, BAI and PANAS score
reduction from 5" to 15" session will use more cognitive mechanism words in 15
session when compared with 5 session than clients who had less BDI, BAl and PANAS
score reduction from 5" to 15" session. Second hypothesis of present study was not
approved, clients who had more BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5" to 15"
session did not use more cognitive mechanism words in 15" session when compared
with 5% session than clients who had less BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5%

to 15" session

Third hypothesis of present study was clients will use more positive affect words in 15™
session when compared with 5" session. Third hypothesis of present study was not
approved, clients did not use more positive affect words in 15" session when compared
with 5™ session. Fourth hypothesis of present study was clients who had more BDI, BAI
and PANAS score reduction from 5™ to 15" session will use more positive affect words
in 15" session when compared with 5™ session than clients who had less BDI, BAI and
PANAS score reduction from 5" to 15" session. Fourth hypothesis of present study was
not approved, clients who had more BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5 to
15" session did not use more positive affect words in 15" session when compared with
5t session than clients who had less BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5™ to

15™ session.
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Fifth hypothesis of present study was that clients will use less negative affect words in
15™ session when compared with 5™ session. Fifth hypothesis of present study was not
approved, clients will use less negative affect words in 15" session when compared with
5t session. Sixth hypothesis of present study was that clients who had more BDI, BAI
and PANAS score reduction from 5" to 15" session will use less negative affect words
in 15" session when compared with 5" session than clients who had less BDI, BAI and
PANAS score reduction from 5™ to 15" session. Sixth hypothesis of present study was
not approved, clients who had more BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5 to
15" session did not use less negative affect words in 15" session when compared with
5™ session than clients who had less BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5™ to

15™ session.

Seventh hypothesis of presnt study was that, clients’ usage of first person pronoun in
sentence initial position will increase from 5" to 15™ session. Seventh hypothesis was
not approved, clients’ usage of first person pronoun in sentence initial position will
increase from 5™ to 15" session. Eighth hypothesis of present study was that clients who
had more BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5% to 15 session will use more
first person pronoun in sentence initial position in 15" session when compared with 5™
session than clients who had less BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5% to 15%
session. Eighth hypothesis of present study was not approved clients who had more BDI,
BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5" to 15" session used significantly more first
person pronoun in sentence initial position in 15" session when compared with 5%
session than clients who had less BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5% to 15%

session.

Nineth hypothesis of present study was that, clients’ usage of first person pronoun in
preverbal position will decrease from 5™ to 15" session. Nineth hypothesis of present
study was approved, clients’ usage of first person pronoun in preverbal position

siginificanly decreased from 5" to 15" session. Tenth hypothesis of present study was
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that, clients who had more BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5% to 15"
session will use less first person pronoun in preverbal position in 15" session when
compared with 5 session than clients who had less BDI, BAI and PANAS score
reduction from 5 to 15" session. Tenth hypothesis of present was approved, clients who
had more BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5" to 15" session | used
significantly less first person pronoun in preverbal position in 15" session when
compared with 5™ session than clients who had less BDI, BAI and PANAS score

reduction from 5™ to 15™ session.

Eleventh hypothesis of present study was that, clients’ usage of first person pronoun in
postverbal position will increase from 5% to 15" session. Eleventh hypothesis of present
study was not approved, clients’ usage of first person pronoun in postverbal position did
not increase from 5" to 15™ session. Twelveth hypothesis of present study was that,
clients who had more BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5" to 15" session will
use more first person pronoun in postverbal position in 15" session when compared with
5™ session than clients who had less BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5™ to
15" session. Twelveth hypothesis of present study was not approved, clients who had
more BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5" to 15" session did not use more
first person pronoun in postverbal position in 15" session when compared with 5%
session than clients who had less BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5% to 15"

session.

Thirteenth hypothesis of present study was that clients’ usage of discourse markers
‘yani’, ‘iste’ and ‘sey’ will decrease from 5" to 15" session. Thirteenth hypothesis of
present study was not approved; clients’ usage of discourse markers ‘yani’, ‘iste’ and
‘sey’ did not decrease from 5" to 15" session. Fourteenth hypothesis of present study
was that clients who had more BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5" to 15"
session will use less discourse markers ‘yani’, ‘iste’ and ‘sey’ in 15™ session when

compared with 5" session than clients who had less BDI, BAI and PANAS score
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reduction from 5" to 15" session. Fourteenth hypothesis of present study was not
approved, clients who had more BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5" to 15"
session did not use less discourse markers ‘yani’, ‘iste’ and ‘sey’ in 15" session when
compared with 5™ session than clients who had less BDI, BAI and PANAS score

reduction from 5" to 15™ session.

There were four unexpectional findings of present study. Even though usage of negative
affect words did not increase nor usage of positive affect words did not increased in 15"
session compared with 5" session, usage of affect words (emotion total category)
significantly increase in 15" session when compared with 5 th session. Second
unexpectional finding was that, even though percentage of words in cognitive
mechanisms category did not increased in 15" session compared with 5" session,
percentage of insight words (which is subcategory of cognitive mechanism words)
significantly increase in 15" session when compared with 5" session. Third
unexpectional finding was that usage ‘sey’ increased significantly in 15" session when
compared with 5 session. Fourth unexpectional finding was that clients who had more
BDI, BAI and PANAS score reduction from 5" to 15" session used significantly more
‘sey” in 15" session when compared with 5 session than clients who had less BDI, BAI

and PANAS score reduction from 5™ to 15" session.

Present study analyzed word frequencies in 48 transcripts. 153.089 words counted and
‘bir’ (one) found to be most frequently used word with frequency of 5.497 (%3.59).
‘Sey’ was most frequently used 3™ word with frequency of 2.658 (1.74%). ‘Ben’ was 7\
most frequently word with frequency of 2.115 (1.38%). Word ‘yani’ had a frequency of
1.537 (1.00%). Frequency of ‘iste’ was 575 (0.38%) and frequency of word ‘ve’ (and)
was 552 (0.36%).

Ilyas Goz (2003) published word frequency dictionary of written Turkish. Ilyas Goz
analyzed 1.006.306 words in media, novel, science, popular science, fine arts, biography,

hobby, religion, text book and other texts. According to his analysis ‘bir’ found to be
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most frequently used word in written Turkish with a frequency of 29.29 (2.9%). Word
‘ve’ was the 2" frequently used one with frequency of 22.86 (2.28%). Word ‘ben’ was
used 5.83 times with percentage of 0.58; it was the most frequently used 7" word in
analysis of Goz. Word ‘sey’ was used for 2.55 times (0.25%), word ‘yani’ had frequency
0f 950 (0.09%) and word ‘iste’ had a frequency of 789 (0.08).

When word frequencies of recent study compared with G6z’s dictionary study; in both
of the studies ‘bir’ found to be most frequently used word with similar percentages (0.69
differences in percentage). In both of the studies ben had a frequency rank of 7 with a
percentage difference of 1.16. This 1.16% difference between usages of ‘ben’ in two
studies might be resulted from context. In a self-focused conversation (psychotherapy)
first person pronouns are accepted to be used more often (Pennebaker & Graybeal 2001)
than in in media, novel, science, popular science, fine arts, biography, hobby, religion,

text book and other texts.

Conjunction ‘ve’ is used more frequent in study of Go6z (about 2% more frequent than
present study), whereas disourse particles ‘yani’ (about 1%) and ‘sey’ (about 1.5%) were
used more frequent in present study. It is known that one of the functions of discourse
particles’ is conjunction function (Hansen, 1998) and discourse particles ‘yani’ and ‘sey’
are most frequently used discourse particles in conjunction position (Yilmaz, 2004).
Discourse particles occur primarily in spoken language, discourse particle are found to
be informal to be used in written language (Jucker & Ziv, 1998; Schourup, 1985). So, it
might be possible to claim that conjunction function of ‘ve’ in written language might be

replaced by discourse particles ‘yani” and ‘sey’ in spoken language.

4.1. Information Structure

There was a significant difference in the first person pronoun usage in the preverbal
position. The clients in the higher outcome group used the first person pronoun in the
preverbal position significantly less often during the 15" session when compared to the

5t session. However, the usage of the first person pronoun in other positions showed a

63



change in the different direction (increased) in all conditions, which was also worth

discussing.

In the present study an average of the clients' uses of the first person pronoun in the
sentence initial, preverbal and postverbal positions during the 5%, the 10" and the 15%
sessions of psychotherapy was calculated. According to the results the average number
of uses of the first person pronoun in the initial positions of the sentence changed by
2.12% between the 5" and the 15" session. The average number of uses of the first
person pronoun in the preverbal positions changed by 2.63% between the 5" and the 15%
session. The average number of uses of the first person pronoun in the postverbal
positions changed by 0.80% between the 5" and the 15" session. At the second level, the
use of the first person pronoun in the sentence initial, preverbal and postverbal positions
during the 5, the 10" and the 15" sessions was calculated among the clients who had a
higher score reduction in BDI, BAI and PANAS. In this study they were named as
highest scores. Among the highest scores, the average number of the uses of the first
person pronoun in the sentence initial positions changed by 7.85% between the 5" and
the 15" session. The average number of uses of the first person pronoun in the preverbal
positions changed by 5.47% between the 5™ and the 15™ session. The average number of
uses of the first person pronoun in the postverbal positions changed by 6.54% between
the 51 and the 15 session. At the third level, the use of the first person pronoun in the
sentence initial, preverbal and postverbal positions during the 5", the 10" and the 15™
sessions was calculated among the clients who had a higher score reduction in BDI, BAI
and PANAS. In this study they were named as lowest scores reduction. Among the
highest scores, the average number of the use of the first person pronoun in the sentence
initial positions changed by 1.43% between the 5™ and the 15" session. The average
number of uses of the first person pronoun in the preverbal positions changed by 0.36%
between the 5™ and the 15" session. The average number of uses of the first person
pronoun in the postverbal positions changed by 1.83% between the 5" and the 15™

sessions.Based on these findings it can be stated that under all conditions (all scores,
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highest score reduction and lowest score reduction) and after having 10 sessions of
psychotherapy, the usage of the first person pronoun in the sentence initiation position
increases, the usage of the first person pronoun in the preverbal position decreases and

the usage of the first person pronoun in the postverbal position increases.

Research found a close relation between topic and subject words. It is discussed that a
topic becomes a subject when the topic is an agent (Givon, 1976; Mallinson & Blake,
1981). In the present study all topic words are first person pronouns, namely agents, so
all topic words are also subjects of sentences. It can be stated that the use of the first
person pronoun in the subject position increases after 10 sessions of psychotherapy. This
could be related to subjectification of self in the process of psychotherapy. Post-
structural research also supports the relation of subjectification and psychotherapy
(Frewin, 2002).

While there was increase in the usage of the first personal pronoun in the sentence initial
(topic) position, the usage of the first person pronoun in the preverbal (focus) position
decreased after 10 sessions of psychotherapy. In linguistic studies the preverbal postion
in sentence belongs to an object (Gundel & Fretheim, 2004). Accordingly it can be
stated that psychotherapy can be leading to a decreased objectification of self. In
previous research self-objectification was proven to be related to psychopathology
(especially to eating disorders) and a decrease in self-objectification was proven to be

related to recovery (Morry & Staska, 2001; Calogero, Davis & Thompson, 2005).

4.2. LIWC
Other categories of LIWC were also analyzed as dependent varibles but consistent with
literature there was not significance difference on any categories of LIWC in time and

score variables.

The main effect of time was proven to be insignificant in the categories of positive

affect, negative effect, anxiety, anger and sadness. However, the main effect of time was
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proven to be significantly different in general affect category. The clients used affect

words significantly more during the 15" session when compared to the 5" session.

The usage percentage of both negative and positive affect words increased between the
50 and the 15" session; however this increase was not significant. There was a
significant increase in the general affect category between the 5™ and 15" session. This

could result from the effect of cumulative increase of negative and positive affect.

According to the findings of Tausczik and Pennebaker (2010), an effective psychological
intervention leads to a decrease in the negative affect word usage and an increase in the
positive affect word usage. Findings of the present study support Pennebaker’s findings
about the positive affect words, but do not support Pennebaker’s findings regarding the
negative affect words.

There was an increase in usage of general cognitive words and its subcategories: insight
and causality between the 5" and the 15" session. However, the main effect of time was
proven to be significant only for insight words. The main effect of scores was also
significant for insight words. The clients used more insight words during the 15" session
than during the 5™ session. The clients in the higher symptom reduction group used more

insight words during the 15" session than during the 5" session.

Literature suggests that the usage of causal and insight words increases with mental
health improvement. This was proven to be related with reconstruction of experiences.
Reconstruction of experiences leads to mental health improvement (Harter, 1988;
Pennebaker & Francis 1996; Pennebaker, Mehl, & Niederhoffer, 2003). Pennebaker
states that cognitive words are proven to be more related to mental health than the affect
words (Pennebaker & Tausczik, 2010).

Many approaches of psychotherapy emphasized the importance of insight as one of the
main targets of psychotherapy (McAleavey & Castonguay, 2014). The present study
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proved that the clients with higher score reduction used more insight words during the

15" session than during the 5™ session.

However, according to the literature (Pennebaker & Tausczik, 2010) causal words were
also shown to increase during the psychotherapy process. There was an increase in the
average usage percentage of causal words between the 5 (2.90%) and the 15" (3.29)
session; however this increase was not significant. This could be due to the small sample
size of study; the increase in the usage of causal words might be significant if the sample

size of study increased.

4.3. Discourse Markers

Although the frequencies of discourse markers decreased from 5" to 15" session their
usage percentage increased. This increase can be understood by understanding functions
of discourse particle. Present study did not analyze discourse particle according to their
functions, however further research can have deeper understaning of functions of these

particles.

4.4. Further Suggestions
To have deeper understanding of psychotherapy, more studies should be conducted on
analysis of psychotherapy texts. Present study focused on client speech. Similar
linguistic properties can be investigated in speech of psychotherapist. These results
would give clue about change in speech of psychotherapist. Future studies can also
compar psychotherapist’s speech with client’s speech to understand how psychotherapist

effects the change in client’s speech.

Understanding the use of language and phonology is an important component and gives
a grammatical structure. The information structure is mainly a combination of syntax
and phonology. The focus and the topic can be better understood in this combination

(Steedman, 2000). Further studies can be implemented in order to understand
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psychology and information structure relation by combining text analysis and phonology
with a larger sample. People can use their voices in order to put an emphasis on a

specific part of a sentence.

4.5. Weaknesses & Strengths

A major limitation of the study was the sample size, as it was limited to 16 clients. The
data collection period was 15 months. Each client, who visited AYNA, was asked to
participate, however some clients did not accept to to be a part of the study. Some of
them did not want to share their type recordings, others did not pursue the psychotherapy
process for 15 sessions and some of the clients accepted to participate in study, but
changed their mind during the 15 week period. A 4 month time period had to be
completed in order to collect the data from a single client.

The second step of the study was a transcription of the type recordings. This was a labor
intensive period as well. The transcription of each type record took about 7 hours;
approximately 336 hours were thus spending for the transcription process in the period
of about 50 days (more than 1.5 month). The third step of the study was coding the
transcribed data and discussing the codes with linguists, which was a time consuming
step as well. The data collection process of the present study was labor intensive and

time demanding, which is what makes the study valuable and limited at the same time.

The second limitation of the present study was the use of a word count program. Word
count programs have both advantages and disadvantage. Like most of the computer
based word count programs LIWC misses synonymous words, sarcastic words and
metaphors. However, having a valid and reliable tool to analyze text overcomes other
difficulties. When the word count is done by people, it becomes nearly impossible to
work on large number of texts. People get tired and can have subjective interpretations
while coding words. With experience, judges get used to overcoming this difficulty.

However, due to the labour intensive nature of coding it always becomes limited.
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4.6. Clinical Implications

Regardless of different theoretical models of therapists, some variables lead
psychotherapies of all approaches to success (Wampold, 2007). In 1936 Saul
Rosenzweig argued that common factors were effective for a success of different kinds
of psychotherapies and all therapies were equally effective. A successful psychotherapy
is associated with change in the client (Bandler & Grinder, 1975; Kiesler, 1973).
Necessary and sufficient factors leading to the change in psychotherapy are known to be
therapeutic relationship, empathy and unconditional positive regard (Rogers, 1992). In
addition to these factors, it is known that a successful psychotherapy is also dependent
on the communication between the therapist and the client, as the primary means of
communication is language (Buehler & Richmond, 1965; Kiesler, 1973). Language is
the client’s and the therapist’s tool of communication during therapy (Streeck, 2002) and
as language is the basic element of communication, coordination of its actions is

essential in order to attain change in therapy (Habermas, 2001).

As Lacan stated, language can be perceived as the bridge to reality (Lacan, 1968).
Through communicational interaction the client and the therapist are building a new
reality, which is a psychological change of client (Reyes et al., 2008). The message is
not transmitted from the client to the therapist but “constructed between, like an
ideological bridge; it is constructed in the process of their interaction” (Bakhtin, 1986, p.
49). The way to a new reality is through creation of meaning. Specification of meaning
and the constitution of a new reality become possible through the usage language.

Language usages provide significant cues about the way people process information and
interpret it to make sense of their environment and experiences. A change in thought
reflects itself in the words people use to connect thoughts. Language usage changes
when people reevaluate a past experience and create new meanings based on it. The

experience itself does not have a meaning; the meaning is created through language. The
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recreation of meaning is made possible by putting experiences into linguistic symbols,
namely words (Clarke, 1989). A client lives an experience and then creates linguistic
symbols to represent this experience. The meaning is formed by an interaction of
experience and something that symbolizes that experience (Gendlin, 1962). In other
words, the creation of meaning is a formation of linguistic symbols for the experience
felt. The crucial point in psychotherapy is the meaning not the word. The word is just a
signifier, but without words one cannot have meaning. For most of the psychotherapy
systems, a creation of meaning leads to a change in the client and this change is a means
of treatment for many disorders. The creation of meaning involves perceptual, affective
and cognitive processes and leads to the therapeutic change (Clarke, 1989; Janoff-
Bulman, 1985).

Other important aspects of psychotherapy the increase in self-awareness and the insight
are possible through the creation of meaning by language (Pennebakar & Graybeal,
2001; Morin, 2006). From Freud to Cognitive Behavioral Psychotherapy many
approaches of psychotherapy emphasized the importance of self-awareness and insight
as one of the main targets of psychotherapy. The crucial aspects of mental health such as
self-awareness, insight and introspection can only be possible through language-
experience connection (Musacchio, 2002; Wittgenstein, 1958).

The therapists listen to the clients in order to understand what they say. The present
study stresses the importance of how the clients use language to say what they say. A
sentence can be verbalized in various ways. The way the client chooses to compose a
sentence gives out information about the client’s psychology. The psychological change
then follows a different construction of language. By changing the language usage the
clients can change their meaning of reality. So it is important to understand change in the

language usage of the clients in order to understand the psychological change.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

Beck Depression Inventory

Asagida kisilerin ruh durumlarin1 ifade ederken kullandiklar1 bazi ciimleler
verilmistir. Her madde, bir ¢esit ruh durumunu anlatmaktadir. Her maddeye o ruh
durumunun derecesini belirleyen 4 secenek vardir. Liitfen bu segenekleri dikkatle
okuyunuz. Son iki hafta i¢indeki (su an dahil) kendi ruh durumunuzu géz Oniinde
bulundurarak, size en uygun olan ifadeyi bulunuz. Daha sonra, o maddenin yanindaki
harfi isaretleyiniz.

1. (@) Kendimi zguln hissetmiyorum.
(b) Kendimi tzgun hissediyorum.
(c) Her zaman i¢in lizgliniim ve kendimi bu duygudan kurtaramiyorum.

(d) Oylesine iizgiin ve mutsuzum ki dayanamryorum.

2. (a) Gelecekten umutsuz degilim.
(b) Gelecege biraz umutsuz bakiyorum.
(c) Gelecekten bekledigim higbir sey yok.

(d) Benim icin bir gelecek yok ve bu durum diizelmeyecek.

3. (a) Kendimi basarisiz gérmiiyorum.

(b) Cevremdeki bircok kisiden daha fazla basarisizliklarim oldu sayilir.
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(c) Geriye doniip baktigimda, ¢cok fazla basarisizligimin oldugunu goériiyorum.

(d) Kendimi tiimiiyle basarisiz bir insan olarak goriiyorum.

4. (a) Her seyden eskisi kadar zevk alabiliyorum.
(b) Her seyden eskisi kadar zevk alamiyorum.
(c) Artik higbir seyden gercek bir zevk alamiyorum.

(d) Bana zevk veren higbir sey yok. Her sey cok sikici.

5. (a) Kendimi suclu hissetmiyorum.
(b) Arada bir kendimi suglu hissettigim oluyor.
(c) Kendimi ¢ogunlukla su¢lu hissediyorum.

(d) Kendimi her an ic¢in suclu hissediyorum.

6. (a) Cezalandirildigimi diisiinmiiyorum.
(b) Baz1 seyler i¢in cezalandirilabilecegimi hissediyorum.
(c) Cezalandirilmay1 bekliyorum.

(d) Cezalandirildigimi hissediyorum.

7. (a) Kendimden hosnutum.
(b) Kendimden pek hosnut degilim.
(c) Kendimden hi¢ hoslanmiyorum.

(d) Kendimden nefret ediyorum.
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8. (a) Kendimi diger insanlardan daha kotii gérmiiyorum.
(b) Kendimi zayifliklarim ve hatalarim i¢in elestiriyorum.
(c) Kendimi hatalarim i¢in ¢ogu zaman sugluyorum.

(d) Her kotl olayda kendimi sucluyorum.

9. (a) Kendimi 6ldirmek gibi diisiincelerim yok.
(b) Bazen kendimi 6ldiirmeyi diisliniiyorum, fakat bunu yapamam.
(c) Kendimi oldirebilmeyi isterdim.

(d) Bir firsatin1 bulsam kendimi 6ldiiriirdiim.

10. (a) Her zamankinden daha fazla agladigimi sanmiyorum.
(b) Eskisine gore su siralarda daha fazla agliyorum.
(c) Su siralarda her an agliyorum.

(d) Eskiden aglayabilirdim, ama su siralarda istesem de aglayamiyorum.

11. (a) Her zamankinden daha sinirli degilim.
(b) Her zamankinden daha kolayca sinirleniyor ve kiziyorum.
(c) Cogu zaman sinirliyim.

(d) Eskiden sinirlendigim seylere bile artik sinirlenemiyorum.

12. (a) Diger insanlara kars1 ilgimi kaybetmedim.
(b) Eskisine gore insanlarla daha az ilgiliyim.

(c) Diger insanlara kars1 ilgimin ¢ogunu kaybettim.
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(d) Diger insanlara kars1 hig ilgim kalmadi.

13. (a) Kararlarimi eskisi kadar kolay ve rahat verebiliyorum.
(b) Su siralarda kararlarimi vermeyi erteliyorum.
(c¢) Kararlarimi vermekte oldukca glicliikk ¢ekiyorum.

(d) Artik hi¢ karar veremiyorum.

14. (a) D1s goriintisiimiin eskisinden daha kétii oldugunu sanmiyorum.
(b) Yaslandigimi ve cekiciligimi kaybettigimi diisiiniiyor ve iiziiliiyorum.

(c) Dis gorlintisiimde artik degistirilmesi miimkiin olmayan olumsuz degisiklikler
oldugunu hissediyorum.

(d) Cok ¢irkin oldugumu diigtiniiyorum.

15. (a) Eskisi kadar iyi ¢alisabiliyorum.
(b) Bir ise baslayabilmek i¢in eskisine gore kendimi daha fazla zorlamam gerekiyor.
(c) Hangi is olursa olsun, yapabilmek i¢in kendimi ¢ok zorluyorum.

(d) Higbir is yapamiyorum.

16. (a) Eskisi kadar rahat uyuyabiliyorum.
(b) Su siralarda eskisi kadar rahat uyuyamiyorum.
(c) Eskisine gore 1 veya 2 saat erken uyaniyor ve tekrar uyumakta zorluk ¢ekiyorum.

(d) Eskisine gore ¢ok erken uyaniyor ve tekrar uyuyamiyorum.
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17. (a) Eskisine kiyasla daha ¢cabuk yoruldugumu sanmiyorum.
(b) Eskisinden daha ¢abuk yoruluyorum.
(c) Su siralarda neredeyse her sey beni yoruyor. ,

(d) Oyle yorgunum Ki higbir sey yapamiyorum.

18. (a) Istahim eskisinden pek farkl1 degil.
(b) Istahim eskisi kadar iyi degil.
(c) Su siralarda istahim epey kotii.

(d) Artik hi¢ istahim yok.

19. (a) Son zamanlarda pek fazla kilo kaybettigimi sanmiyorum.
(b) Son zamanlarda istemedigim halde ii¢ kilodan fazla kaybettim.
(c) Son zamanlarda istemedigim halde bes kilodan fazla kaybettim.
(d) Son zamanlarda istemedigim halde yedi kilodan fazla kaybettim.
- Daha az yemeye calisarak kilo kaybetmeye calisiyor musunuz?

EVET () HAYIR ()

20. (a) Sagligim beni pek endiselendirmiyor.
(b) Son zamanlarda agr1, s1z1, mide bozuklugu, kabizlik gibi sorunlarim var.
(c) Agr, s1z1 gibi bu sikintilarim beni epey endiselendirdigi i¢in baska seyleri
diistinmek zor geliyor.
(d) Bu tiir sikintilar beni dylesine endiselendiriyor ki, artik bagka higbir sey

diisiinemiyorum.
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21. (a) Son zamanlarda cinsel yasantimda dikkatimi ¢eken bir sey yok.
(b) Eskisine oranla cinsel konularda daha az ilgiliyim.
(¢) Su siralarda cinsellikle pek ilgili degilim.

(d) Artik, cinsellikle higbir ilgim kalmadi.
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APPENDIX B

Beck Anxiety Inventory (BAI)

Asagida insanlarin kaygili ya da endiseli olduklari zamanlarda yasadiklari bazi
belirtiler verilmistir. LGtfen her maddeyi dikkatle okuyunuz. Daha sonra, her

maddedeki belirtinin bugun dahil son iki haftadir sizi ne kadar rahatsiz ettigini

asagidaki olgekten yararlanarak maddelerin yanindaki uygun yere (x) isareti
koyarak belirleyiniz.

0. Hig 1. Hafif derecede 2. Orta derecede 3. Ciddi derecede

Sizi ne kadar rahatsiz etti?

Hic Ciddi
1. Bedeninizin herhangi bir yerinde uyusma veya karincalanma ....® 0 & ©
2. Sicak / ates basmalar..............eeuuiiiiiiiiie e © 0 6 ©
3. Bacaklarda halsizlik, titreme.........cccooouiiieiiiiie e ©O 0 ® 6
4, GEVSEYEMEME. ... .ccc i i et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eaees © 0 6 ©
5. Cok kot seyler olacak korkusu.............coevviiiiiiiiieiiiiiiiieeiiiin, 0O 0 86 ©
6. Bas donmesi veya Sersemlik ...........ccccoovieeniiiiiiiien ®© 0 8 ©
A = | T o= T o T ] (] T ©O 0 6 ©
8. Dengeyi kaybetme duyguSU............ccoooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e, © 0 6 ©
9. Dehgete kapilma.........ooooiiiiii e O 0 6 ©
IO S T T 11 PSSR ©0 & ©
11. Boguluyormus gibi olma duygusu............ccccooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee, © 0 © ©
12. Ellerde titremMe.....cooeeeeieie e 0O 0 6 ©
13, THIEKIK. .ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e © 0 @ ©



14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

Kontroll kaybetme KOrkUSU.........cccooeeiieiiiieiiiiiiciiieee e, © 0 6
Nefes almada QUCIUK.............uuvveiiiiiiiiie e ©O 0 6
OlUM KOTKUSU. ...ttt ettt © 0 ©
Korkuya Kapilma..........ooooiiiiiieee e © 0 6
Midede hazimsizlik ya da rahatsizlik hissi.........ccccccccciiininni. © 0 6
BaygINTK....ooeeeeee e © 0 6
YUZUN KIZAMMIAST. ittt © 0 6
Terleme (sicaga bagli olmayan) .........ccccceeeeieeieiiiiiiieiees © 0 6
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APPENDIX C

PANAS

Bu 6l¢ek farkli duygulart tanimlayan bir takim sozciikler igermektedir. Son iki hafta
nasil hissettiginizi diisliniip her maddeyi okuyun. Uygun cevab1 her maddenin yaninda
ayrilan yere (puanlari daire i¢ine alarak) isaretleyin. Cevaplarinizi verirken asagidaki
puanlar1 kullanin.

Cok az veya hig

Biraz

Ortalama

Oldukga

Cok fazla
1. Tgili 1 2 3 4 5
2. Sikintili 1 2 3 4 5
3. Heyecanl _1 2 3 4 5
4. Mutsuz 1 2 3 4 5
5. Glglu 1 2 3 4 5
6. Suclu 1 2 3 4 5
7. Urkmiis __ 1 2 3 4 5
8. Diismanca _1 2 3 4 5
9. Hevesli 1 2 3 4 5
10. Gururlu __1 2 3 4 5
11. Asabi 1 2 3 4 5
12. Uyanik __ 1 2 3 4 5
(dikkati agik)
13. Utanmisg __ 1 2 3 4 5

14. flhamli___ 1 2 3 4 5
(yaratici diistincelerle dolu)
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15. Sinirli

16. Kararhi

17. Dikkatli

18. Tedirgin

19. Aktif

20. Korkmus

NN NN NN

W (W (W (W (W (W

N N N £ F =N N

[S2 B (@2 I (& 2 NN (62 BN (62 B (6]
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APPENDIX D

Working Alliance Inventory

Asagidaki her bir ciimleyi okuduktan sonra, ifadelerle ilgili degerlendirmenizi sagdaki
yedi kutucuktan birinin i¢ine (x) isareti koyarak yapiniz.

Hicbir
zaman
Cok
Seyrek
Seyrek
Bazen
Sik sik
Cok sik
Her zaman

1 Terapistimin yaninda kendimi rahat hissetmiyorum.

2. Terapistim ve ben sorunlarimin diizelmesi i¢in terapide
neler yapmam gerektigi konusunda ayn1 sekilde
diisiiniiyoruz.

3. Bu goriismelerin sonucunda ne olacagi konusunda
endiselerim var.

4. Terapide yaptiklarim, bana sorunumla ilgili yeni bir
bakis acis1 kazandiriyor.

5. Terapistim ve ben birbirimizi anliyoruz.

6. Terapistim, terapiden neler bekledigimi dogru anliyor.

7. Terapide yaptiklarimi kafa karistirici buluyorum.

8. Terapistimin bana yakin hissettiine inantyorum.

9. Terapistimle goriigmelerimizin amaglarini
belirleyebilmis olmayi isterdim.

10. Terapiden ne elde etmem gerektigi konusunda
terapistime katilmiyorum.

11. Terapistimle zamani etkin kullanmadigimiza
inaniyorum.

12. Terapistim terapide neye ulagmak istedigimi
anlamyor.

13. Terapide lizerime diisenlerin ne oldugunu biliyorum.

14. Bu goriismelerin amaglart benim i¢in 6nemli.

15. Terapide yaptiklarimizin, sorunlarimla iligkili
olmadigini diislinliyorum.

16. Terapide yaptiklarimin, istedigim degisikliklere
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ulagmamda bana yardimci olacagini hissediyorum.

17. Terapistimin iyiligimi gercekten diigiindiigline
inaniyorum.

18. Goriismelerde terapistimin benden ne bekledigini
biliyorum.

19. Terapistim ve ben birbirimize saygi duyuyoruz.

20. Terapistimin bana gdsterdigi duygularinda tam olarak
diirtist olmadigini hissediyorum.

21. Terapistimin bana yardim edebilecegine inantyorum.

22. Terapistim ve ben, ortak hedeflerimize dogru
ilerliyoruz.

23. Terapistimin beni takdir ettigini hissediyorum.

24. Benim icin neyin Uzerinde durmamizin daha 6nemli
olacagi konusunda hemfikiriz.

25. Bu goriismelerin sonunda neler yaparak
degisebilecegimi daha iyi anladim.

26. Terapistim ve ben birbirimize giiveniyoruz.

27. Terapistim ve ben sorunlarimin neler oldugu
konusunda farkl diisiiniiyoruz.

28. Terapistimle olan iligkim benim i¢in ¢ok 6nemli.

29. Eger yanlis seyler soyler ya da yaparsam, terapistim
terapiye devam etmeyecekmis gibi geliyor.

30. Terapistim ve ben terapiden neler kazanmam gerektigi
konusunda hemfikiriz.

31. Terapide yaptigim seyler bana yerimde saydigimi
hissettiriyor.

32. Ne tiir degisikliklerin benim yararima olacagi
konusunda anlagmaya vardik.

33. Terapistimin yapmami istedigi seyler bana anlamli
gelmiyor.

34. Terapimin sonucunda neye ulasacagimi bilemiyorum.

35. Sorunumu ele alma yollarimizin dogru olduguna
inantyorum.

36. Onun onaylamadig: seyler yaptigimda da terapistimin
beni 6nemsedigini hissediyorum.
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APPENDIX E

LIWC2007 Output Variable Information

Category
Linguistic
Processes

Word count
words/sentence
Dictionary words

Words>6 letters

Total function
words

Total pronouns
Personal pronouns
1st pers singular

1st pers plural
2nd person
3rd pers singular

3rd pers plural

Impersonal
pronouns

Articles
Common verbs
Auxiliary verbs
Past tense
Present tense

Future tense
Adverbs

Prepositions

Abbrev

Wc
Wps
Dic
Sixltr

Funct

pronoun

ppron
I

We
You
Shehe

They

Ipron
Article
\erb
auxverb
Past
Present
Future

Adverb

Prep

Examples

I, them, itself
I, her, them
I, me, mine

We, us, our
You, your, thou

She, her, him

They, their,
they’d

It, it's, those

A, an, the
Walk, went, see
Am, will, have
Went, ran, had
Is, does, hear

Will, gonna

Very, really,
quickly

To, with, above

94

Number of Words in
category

464

116
70
12

12
20
17

10

46

383
144
145
169
48

69
60




Conjunctions
Negations

Quantifiers

Numbers
Swear words

Psychological
Processes

Social processes

Family

Friends
Humans

Affective Processes

Positive emotion

Negative emotion

Anxiety

Anger
Sadness

Cognitive
Mechanisms

Insight
Causation
Discrepancy

Tentative

Certainty

Conj
Negate

Quant

Number

Swear

Social

Family

Friend
Human

Affect

Posemo

Negemo

Anx
Anger

Sad

cogmech

Insight
Cause
Discrep

Tentat

Certain

And, but,
whereas

No, not, never

Few, many,
much
Second,
thousand

Damn, piss, fuck

Mate, talk, they

Daughter,
husband, aunt

Buddy, friend,
neighbor

Adult, baby, boy
Happy, cried,
abandon

Love, nice,
sweet

Hurt, ugly, nasty

Worried, fearful,
nervous

Hate, Killed,
annoyed

Crying, grief,
sad

cause, know,
ought

think, know,
consider

because, effect,
hence

should, would,
could

maybe, perhaps,
guess

always, never
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28
57
89

34
53

455
64

37

61

915

406
499

91

184

101

730

195

108

76

155
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Inhibition
Inclusive

Exclusive

Perceptual
Processes

See
Hear

Feel

Biological
Processes

Body
Health
Sexual

Ingestion
Relativity

Motion
Space

Time

Personal Concerns

Work

Achievement

Leisure

Home
Money
Religion

Death

Inhib
Incl

Excl

Percept

See
Hear

Feel
Bio
Body
Health
Sexual
Ingest
Relativ
Motion
Space

Time

Work
Achieve

Leisure

Home
Money

Relig

Death

block, constrain,
stop

And, with,
include

But, without,
exclude

Observing,
heard, feeling

View, saw, seen
Listen, hearing

Feels, touch

Eat, blood, pain

Cheek, hands,
spit

Clinic, flu, pill
Horny, love,
incest

Dish, eat, pizza
Area, bend, exit,
stop

Aurrive, car, go

Down, in, thin

End, until,
season

Job, majors,
Xerox
Earn, hero, win

Cook, chat,
movie

Apartment,
kitchen, family

Audit, cash, owe

Altar, church,
mosque

Bury, coffin, kill
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111

18

17

273

72
51
75

567

180
236
96
111

638

168
220

239

327
186
229

93
173
159

62




Spoken Categories

Assent Assent Agree, OK, yes

Nonfluencies Nonflu Er, hm, umm

Fillers Filler Blah, | mean,
you know
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APPENDIX F

Demographic Information Form

Yasiniz:

Cinsiyetiniz:

Egitiminiz (okudugunuz ya da mezun oldugunuz boliim):

Mesleginiz:

Medeni Durumunuz;

Cocugunuz var mi1 (kag¢ ¢ocugunuz var)?

Daha 6nce psikolojik destek aldiniz mi (ne kadar siire)?

AYNA’ya bagvuru sebebiniz nedir?
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APPENDIX G

Informed Consent

Bu calisma, Prof. Dr. Tiilin Gengdz damsmanhginda Ogretim Gérevlisi Cigdem Kose
Demiray tarafindan yiiriitiilmektedir. Arastirmanin amaci, psikolojik destek siirecinin,
kisinin i¢sel yasantilarinin dilsel siireclerle ifade edilmesi lizerindeki etkisine iligskin bilgi
edinmek ve buna bagli olarak psikolojik destek alanindaki ¢caligsmalara katki saglamaktir.
Deneyimlerinizle ilgili paylasimlariniz alandaki bilgi birikimini desteklemek amaciyla
bilimsel yayinlarda kullanilacaktir. Bu yayinlarda isminiz ya da kimliginizi

belirleyebilecek olabilecek bilgiler tamamiyla gizli tutulacaktir.

Icsel yasantilarin dilsel siireglerle ifade edilmesi konusunda bilgi edinmek amaci
ile size yoneltilecek olan Olgekler ve sorular genel olarak kisisel rahatsizlik verecek
sorular1 igermemektedir. Ancak goriismeler ya da Ol¢limler sirasinda sorulardan ya da
herhangi baska bir nedenden otiirii kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz, katiliminizi
sonlandirmak i¢in belirtmeniz yeterli olacaktir. Calismaya yonelik sorularinizi

istediginiz zaman yonelttiginizde, ¢aligmac size agiklama yapacaktir.

Bu calismaya katildiginiz i¢in tesekkiir ederiz. Calisma hakkinda daha fazla
bilgi almak igin

Prof. Dr. Tulin Geng6z: tgencoz@metu.edu.tr (0312 210 3131 - 5114) Psikoloji Bolimdi
Oda: B 214

Ogr. Gér. Cigdem Kose Demiray: cigdemkose@arel.edu.tr (0212 540 96 96-2158)
Istanbul Arel Universitesi Sefakdy Kampiisii Oda: A 411
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Bu ¢calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak katilyyorum ve istedigim zaman yarida
kesip ctkabilecegimi biliyorum. Verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amach yayimlarda

kullanilmasini kabul ediyorum. (Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri

veriniz).

Isim Soyad Tarih Imza
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APPENDIX I
TURKISH SUMMARY

Dil psikoterapinin temel unsuru olan iletisimin 6nemli bir aracidir ( Streeck & Streeck,
2002). Danisanlar psikolojik problemlerini dili kullanarak aktarir, terapistler danisanlari
dinleyerek anlar ve yardim ederler. Psikoterapi sonucu degisim de yine dil kullanimi
araciligi ile anlasilir ve olctliir. Dil tiim psikoterapi siirecinde oldukc¢a énemli aktordiir.
Biligsel siiregler, dilin kullanilip deneyimin kelimelere dokiilmesi ile miimkiin olur.
Psikolojik sorunlarin ¢éziimi kisilerin duygularin1 ve i¢sel deneyimlerini adlandirmasi
ile baglar (Habermas & Fultner, 2002; De Shazer, 1994; Streeck, 2002; Whort, Carroll,
Levinson, & Lee, 2012; Wittgenstein, 1958). Psikoterapi alaninda dile olan ilgi Freud’un
dil siirgmelerinin psikolojik anlamina yaptig1 vurgu ile baglamistir. Freud sonras1 Lacan
biling disinin kendini dilde ifade ettigini ortaya koymustur. 1987 yilinda Russell dilin
psikoterapideki ©Onemini anlatan ilk kitab1 yayinlamistir. 1994 yilinda ise Shazer
psikoterapi sonucu ortaya c¢ikan degisimin ancak dilin sinirlar1 i¢inde olabilecegini
anlatan ve ne sOylendiginin degil nasil sdylendiginin 6nemini vurgulayan bir kitap

yayinlamistir.

Dil kullanimu kisilik 6zellikleri, sosyal statiiler, duygusal ve bilissel siirecler hakkinda
bilgi verir. Psikolojik ruh hali ve dil kullanimi iliskisini inceleyen g¢alismalar en ¢ok
birinci kisi zamiri kullanimina odaklanmislardir. Yapilan ¢alismalarda, birinci kisi zamiri
kullanimi1, duygusal mesafe (Pennebaker, 2001), depresyon (Bucci & Freedman, 1981,
Rude ve ark., 2002; Weintraub, 1981) ve narsisistik kisilik ile iligkisi bulunmustur.
Depresyondaki kisilerin birinci sahis zamirini ikinci ve ii¢lincli sahis zamirlerinden daha
stk kullandig1 diisiiniilmektedir (Bucci & Freedman, 1981). Ayrica narsistik kisilik
bozuklugu olan kisilerin birinci tekil kisi zamirini, birinci ¢ogul kisi zamirinden daha sik
kullandiklar1 bulunmustur (Raskin & Shaw, 1988). Pennebaker ve King 1999°da
yaptiklar aragtirmada nevrotik kisilerin daha fazla olumsuz kelime ve daha az olumlu

kelime kullandiklarini ortaya koymuslardir.
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Dil kullanimint ¢alismanin temel kosulu dil kullaniminin ve kelime se¢imlerinin zaman
icinde tutarlilik gostermesidir. Dil kullanimindaki ve kelime seg¢imindeki tutarlilig
anlamak tizere ¢esitli calismalar yapilmistir. Kimi ¢alisma 5 dakikalik ses kayitlarinin i¢
tutarliligint incelemis, kimi c¢alisma yazarlarin ve sairlerin farklt donemde yaptiklar
caligmalardaki kelime kullanim oOriintiilerini, kimi c¢aligmalar ise periyodik olarak
bireylerin ses kayitlarini inceleyerek dilin tutarliligini anlamaya caligmistir. Arastirma
sonuglarma gore dil kullanimi bir yillik bir zaman diliminde degisim gostermemektedir,
ve zaman i¢inde tutarliligin1 korumaktadir (Gleser ve ark., 1959; Mehl ve Pennebaker,
2002; Pennebaker ve King, 1999). Dil kullaniminin yasa gore degisim gosterdigi, yas
yiikseldik¢e kullanilan karmasik kelimelerin arttigi, daha fazla birinci tekil sahis
kullanildigi, daha ¢ok olumlu duygu ifade eden kelime kullanildigi ve daha ¢ok gelecek
zaman kullanildig1 bulunmustur (Pennebaker ve Stone, 2002). Cinsiyet bakimindan dil
kullanim1 incelendiginde ise, erkeklere gore daha fazla kibarlik iceren kelime kullandigi,
daha az kiifiir ve belirsizlik ifade eden kelime kullandigi bulunmustur. Erkeklerin ise
kadinlara gore daha fazla yargi kelimesi, direktif kelimesi, daha fazla nicel kelime ve
daha fazla birinci tekil kisi zamiri kullandigi bulunmustur (Lokoff, 1975; Mulac ve ark.,
2001).

Psikoterapi siirecindeki dil kullanima ile ilgili yapilan arastirmalarda, basarili psikoterapi
siireci sonrasinda danisanlarin kullandiklar1 kelimelerin gesitlerinde artis bulunmustur.
Danisanlarin stres altinda oldugunda daha figiirsel bir dil kullanmaya meyilli olduklar
diisiiniilmektedir (Reynes, Martindale ve Dahl, 1984). Bucci ve Mergenthaler
psikoterapiden alinacak olumlu sonuglari dil kullanimi ile 6ngdrmeye calismiglar ve
psikoterapi seanslarinda duygusal tonu, soyut kelime kullanimini ve gondergesel dil
kullanimin1 incelemislerdir. Sonug olarak basarili psikoterapi seanslar1 ile soyut kelime
kullanimi1 artis1 arasinda iliski bulmuslardir (Bucci, 1995; Mergenthaler, 1996;
Mergenthaler & Bucci 1999). Penenbaker 1997 yilinda yaptigi calismada benzer
bulgular bulmus ve psikolojik durumunda iyilesme olan kisilerin daha fazla biligsel

kelime kullandigini ortaya koymustur.
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Van Staden 2004 yilinda yaptigi calismada, psikoterapinin dil kullanimi tizerindeki
etkisini anlamak i¢in, psikoterapi siirecinden iyi sonu¢ alan danisanlar ile kotii sonug
alan danmisanlarin dil kullanimlarin1 karsilastirmistir. Arastirma 20 danisanin birinci tekil
sahis kullanimina odaklanmistir. Psikoterapide olumlu sonu¢ alan danisanlarin birinci
tekil sahis kullanimlarinin s6z dizimi ya da pragmatik olarak farklilagmadigi ancak
semantik olarak farklilastigi bulunmustur. Bu bulgu dogrultusunda Van Staden
kelimelerinin semantik kullanimindaki degisimin psikolojik iyilesme ile iligski oldugunu
ortaya koymustur. Van Staden bulgusunu Frege (1966)’nin teorisine dayandirmigtir.
Frege’nin teorisine gore climlede iki pozisyon vardir iliski simetrik oldugunda bu iki
pozisyon yer degistirebilir. Ornegin ‘Ayse Fatma’nin arkadasidir.” Ciimlesi ele
alindiginda Ayse ve Fatma climlede simetrik pozisyondadirlar ve yer degistirebilirler bu
durumda ciimle ‘Fatma Ayse’nin arkadasidir.” Seklinde yeniden kurulabilir. Ancak
climledeki pozisyonlar simetrik olmadigi durumlarda bu degisim miimkiin olmaz.
Omegi ‘Ayse Fatma’ya vurdu.” Ciimleleri ele alimirsa bu ciimlede pozisyonlar simetrik
degildir. Dolayist ile pozisyonlar arasinda yer degisimi yapilamaz. ‘Fatma Ayse’ye
vurdu.” Seklinde yapilacak olan yer degisimi climlenin anlamin1 tamamen degistirecektir
Iliskide ilk pozisyon, eylemi gerceklestiren kisiye aittir ve bu pozisyon alfa olarak
adlandirilir. Ikinci pozisyon ise eylemin hedefindeki pozisyondur ve omega olarak
adlandirilir (Frege, 1966). Psikoterapiden iyi sonu¢ alan danisanlarin dil kullanimlart
incelendiginde, birinci tekil sahis kullanimlarinin eylemin sorumlusu olmayan omega
pozisyonundan eylemin sorumlusu olan alfa pozisyonuna gectigini bulmustur. Bu gecis

psikoterapi siirecinde kazanilan otonomi ile iliskilendirilmistir (Van Staden, 20024).

Pennebaker ve arkadaglart ruh sagligi iyilesmesi ile dil kullanimi arasindaki iliski
lizerine ¢alismis bir diger arastirma grubudur Pennebaker ve arkadaslari ¢aligmalarinda
duygular hakkinda yazmanmn psikolojik ruh sagligi {iizerindeki olumlu etkisini
calismislardir. Grubun bulgularina gore sistematik olarak duygularin yazimi hem ruh
hem de beden sagligin1 olumlu yonde etkilemektedir. Pennebaker ve arkadaslarinin

(2010) gerceklestirdigi c¢alismada psikolojik iyilesmenin daha az olumsuz duygu
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(6rnegin; aci, mutsuzluk, endise, korku gibi kelimeler) daha fazla olumlu duygu
(6rnegin; sevgi, ask, mutluluk gibi kelimeler) ve daha fazla bilissel kelime kullanimina
yol agtigr bulunmustur. Ayrica bulgular bilissel mekanizma kelimelerinin (6rnegin,
¢linkii, biliyorum, diistinmek gibi kelimeler) kullanimin da ruh saglhigindaki iyilesme ile

iligkili oldugunu gostermektedir.

Metinlerde kelime frekans sayimlari bilgisayar programlarindan 6nce bagimsiz hakemler
tarafindan gerceklestirilmistir. Ancak bu yontemle yapilan analizler ¢cok uzun zaman
almis, anlagsmazliklara yol agmis, ekonomik, verimli ve etkin bir yontem olamamustir.
Metin analizlerini ve kelime sayimini daha hizli, sistematik ve ekonomik olmasi
amaciyla teknolojiden faydalanilmis ve bilgisayar programlar1 gelistirilmistir. Psikoloji
alaninda s6zciik sayimi yapan ilk programin adi ‘General Inquirer’dir. Bu program 1966
yilinda gelistirilmistir. Program psikanalitik teoriye ve ihtiyac teorisine dayanir. 1996
yilinda Mergenthaler ‘Therapeutic Cycle Model’ isimli bilgisayar programini
gelistirmistir. Program duygu ifade eden kelimeler ile soyut kelimelerin birlikte
goriilmesine odaklanmistir. Kelime kullanim sikligi saymak icin gelistirilen bir diger
bilgisayar programi ‘Computerized Referential Activity’dir. Program 1999°da Bucci ve
Mergenthaler tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Program kelimelere dokiilmesi zor olan
deneyimlerin kelimelere dokiilme oranina odaklanir. Weintraub 1981°de kelime sayimi
amaciyla gelistirdigi bilgisayar programinda savunma mekanizmalarinin analizine
odaklanmistir. Weintraub bu programi kullanarak yaptig1 calismada depresyon ile birinci

kisi zamiri kullanimi arasindaki iligkiyi ortaya koymustur (Weintraub, 1989).

1997 yilinda gelistirilen Linguistic Word Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC) programi
psikolojik kelime sayimi yapan programlar arasinda en kapsamli olanidir. Program
zaman i¢inde yenilenmis ve 2007 versiyonu ortaya ¢ikmistir. Programin amaci kelime
kullanima ile psikoloji arasindaki iligkiyi anlamaktir. Program bir metin i¢inde kullanilan
kelimeleri psikoloji ile ilgili olan 90 ayr1 kategoride siniflandirmaktadir. Bu kategoriler;
.dslevsel kelimeler, toplam zamir, birinci kisi zamirleri, birinci tekil kisi zamiri (ben),

birinci cogul kisi zamiri (biz), ikinci tekil kisi zamiri (sen), ikinci ¢ogul kisi zamiri (siz),
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tictincii tekil kisi zamiri (o), ticlincii ¢ogul kisi zamiri (onlar), diger zamirler (bu, su, 0),
eylemler (6rn; yiirimek, gormek, istemek), olumsuzlastirmalar (6rn; hayir, olmaz, asla),
gecmis zaman (Orn; gitti, kosu), soru kelimeleri (6rn; mi, acaba), birinci tekil kisi
tarafindan yapilan eylemler (6rn; gittim, yapiyorum), diger kisiler tarafindan yapilan
eylemler (6rn; okumus, anlayacaklar), -ebil ge¢mis zaman (6rn; yazabilmisti,
konusabilmis), istek/arzu toplam (6rn; keske, -se, -sa), istek/arzu ge¢mis zaman (Orn;
yapsaydim, gitseydim) zorunluluk kelimeleri (6rn; mecburen, mutlaka), betimleyici
kelimeler (6rn; uzun, ince) edatlar (6rn; gibi, baska), baglaglar (6rn; ama, ¢linkd, ancak) ,
nicel kelimeler (6rn; az, ¢ok), sayilar (6rn; ¢, bes), argo kelimeler (6rn; ulan, aptal),
sosyal kelimeler (6rn; konusmak, bulusmak), aile ile ilgili kelimeler (6rn; anne, abi)
arkadaglik ile ilgili kelimeler (6rn, kanka, arkadas, komsu), insanlarla ilgili kelimeler
(6rn; yetiskin, ¢ocuk, bebek), duygu kelimeleri (6rn; mutluluk, iiziintii, 6fke), olumlu
duygu (0rn; agk, mutluluk, giilmek), gérme ile ilgili kelimeler (6rn; manzara, izlemek),
duymak ile ilgili kelimeler (6rn; dinlemek, duymak), hissetmek ile ilgili kelimeler (6rn;
dokumak, sicak), biyolojik kelimeler (6rn; yemek, kan, aci), bedenle ilgili kelimeler
(6rn; yanak, eller, mide), saglik ile ilgili kelimeler (6rn; klinik, grip, ila¢g), cinsellik ile
iligkili kelimeler (6rn; ask, ensest), yemek yemek ile iliskili kelimeler (6rn; pizza,
kahvalti), goreceli kelimeler (6rn; durmak, ¢ikmak, disarisi), hareket kelimeleri (6rn,
gitmek, varmak), mekan ile iliskili kelimeler (6rn; asagi, igeri), zaman ile iliskili
kelimeler (6rn; y1l, giin, saat), is ile ilgili kelimeler (6rn; isyeri, miidiir), basar1 kelimeleri
(6rn; kazanmak, kahraman), ev ile iligkili kelimeler (6rn; apartman, salon, mutfak), bos
zamanlar ile ilgili kelimeler (6rn; sinema, hobi), iiglincii tekil kisi eylemleri (6rn; gitti,
sattyor), birinci ¢ogul kisi eylemleri (6rn; konustuk, alacagiz), ikinci ¢ogul kisi eylemleri
(6rn; anlamadiniz, arayacaksiniz), iiclincli cogul kisi eylemleri (6rn, gittiler, gelecekler),
genis zaman (0rn; yapar, okur), simdiki zaman (6rn; geliyor, goriiyor), gecmis zaman
toplam (6rn; yaptim, yapmis), di’li ge¢mis zaman (6rn; geldi, aldim), mis’li gecmis
zaman (0rn; okumus, anlatmis), kipler, -meli, -mali, toplam, -meli, -mali gegmis, -ebil

toplam, olumsuz duygu kelimeleri (6rn; 6fke kaygi, korku), anksiyete (6rn; endise,
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kayg1), ofke (6rn; sinirlenmek, oldiirmek), {iziintii (6rn; mutsuz, keyifsiz), biligsel
mekanizma kelimeleri (6rn; ¢iinkii, bilmek), i¢gorii kelimeleri (6rn; diisiinme, bilmek),
nedensellik kelimeleri (6rn; ¢iink), geliski igeren kelimeler , belirsizlik i¢eren kelimeler
(6rn; belki, sanki), kesinlik iceren kelimeler (6rn; her zaman, asla), dahil eden kelimeler
(6rn; birlikte, beraber), dislayan kelimeler (6rn, hari¢, ama), algi kelimeleri (6rn;
gormek, duymak), para ile iliskili kelimeler (6rn; satmak, nakit), din ile iligkili kelimeler
(6r; cami, imam), Olim ile iliskili kelimler (6rn; cenaze, mezar) onaylamak ile ilgili
kelimeler, doldurmak i¢in kullanilan kelimeler (yani, iste, sey), akiciligi olmayan
kelimeler (hih, th, hm, gibi) birinci tekil kisi toplam, ikinci tekil kisi toplam, ii¢iincii tekil
kisi toplam, birinci ¢ogul kisi, ikinci ¢ogul kisi, ligiincii cogul kisi toplam mis’ li gecmis
zaman ve sayilardan olugsmaktadir. LIWC’ da hiyerarsik kategoriler vardir bu hiyerarsik
icinde bir kelime birden cok kategoride kodlanabilir. Ornegin giildii kelimesi, hem
geemis zaman, hem di’ li ge¢mis zaman, hem duygu hem de olumlu duygu

kategorilerinde kodlanir.

Bugiine kadar, psikoloji ve kelime arasindaki iliskiyi anlamak i¢in yapilan
aragtirmalarda bilgi yapisinin kullanilmadigr goriilmiistii. Bu ¢aligmada psikoterapi
sirecinde birinci kisi zamirlerinin bilgi yapis1 pozisyonlarinda kullanimindaki
degisimine odaklanilmistir. Bilgi yapis1 Halliday tarafindan tanimlanmis olup konusulan
ciimledeki bilginin organizasyonu olarak tamimlanir (Halliday, 1967, 2000). Bilgi
yapisina gore odagin, ciimledeki yeni ve 6nemli bilginin yeri eylem oncesi pozisyondur.
Cimledeki odak pozisyonu ile ilgili yapilan ¢calismalar 19. ylizyilda baglamistir. Odak
climlenin en 6nemli 6gesidir. Odak ciimlenin kurulma amacidir, kars: tarafa iletilmek
istenen temel bilgidir (Paul, 1999). ‘Ogrenciler sal1 giinii miizeye gidecek.” Ciimlesinde
odak miizedir. Climlenin kurulug amaci miizeye gidilecegini dinleyiciye iletmektir.
Wegener (1885), odagin, bu climlenin yaniti olan bir soru ile bulunabilecegini ifade
etmistir ve bu yontem bilgi yapisi ¢alismalarinda kullanilan bir yontem olmustur.

Yukarida 6rnek ciimlenin sorusu; ‘Ogrenciler Sali giinii nereye gidiyor? ‘dur. Gundel
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(1988) climlenin daha oOnceden dinleyicinin bildigi, konusulmus olan Ogeleri

barindirdigini, sadece odagin yeni bilgi 6zelligi tasidigini ortaya koymustur.

Bilgi yapis1 teorisine gore, ciimlenin konusu ciimlenin ilk kelimesinde belirlenir. Ilk
kelime konuyu belirler ancak yeni ve énemli bir bilgi icermez (Vallduvi, 1992). Amman
(1928) konu kavramini kullanan ilk arastirmacidir. Climlenin semantik anlam disinda
baska bir anlam tasiyabilecegini ortaya koyan ilk arastirmacit olmustur. Konuyu
aciklamaya ¢alisan {i¢ teori olmustur. Birinci teoriye gore 6zne climlenin konusudur.
Ciimle 6zne ile ilgili bilgi vermektedir, boyle diisiiniildiigiinde konu 6zneden baskasi
olmamalidir. Bu yaklagim sezgisel bulundugu icin fazla kabul goérememistir. Konu ile
ilgili ikinci tanim Chafe (1976) aittir. Chafe’nin yaklagimina gore climlenin ilk kelimesi
climlenin ¢ercevesini olusturur. Teori ilk kelimenin climlenin ¢ercevesi mi yoksa konusu
mu oldugu ayrimini net olarak yapmadigi icin elestirilmistir. Prag okulunun yaklagimina
gore ciimlenin en az iletisim degeri tasiyan Ogesi konudur (Vallduvi, 1992). Von der
Gabelentz (1891) ciimlenin ilk kelimesini; dinleyicinin aklinda ilk beliren diislince
oldugunu ortaya koyar. Yukarida bahsedilen aragtirmalar sonucunda bir ¢ok arastirmaci
konunun climlenin ilk kelimesi oldugu hakkinda fikir birligine varmislardir (Hockett,
1958; Fairbas 1971, 1975; Vallduvi , 1994). Climlede eylem sonrasi pozisyon ise artik

bilginin oldugu vurgunun en az oldugu pozisyondur.

Bilgi yapis1 ciimledeki kelimelerin hangi konumda oldugu hangi kelimenin vurgulanmak
istendigini belirler. Bilgi yapisinin daha iyi anlagilmasi i¢in bir 6rnek vermek dogru
olabilir. ‘Mehmet tatile gitti’ ve ‘Tatile Mehmet gitti’ ciimleleri verdikleri bilgi
bakimindan birbirinden farklilasmamaktadir. Ancak ciimleler hangi bilgiyi 6n plana
cikardiklar1 bakimindan birbirlerinden ayrigirlar. Ik ciimlede odak tatildir. Ciimle
Mehmet nereye gitti sorusunun yanitidir. Ciimlede dgrenilen yeni bilgi tatildir. ikinci
climlede ise odak Mehmet’tir. Ciimle tatile kim gitti sorusunun yanitidir. Ciimlede

Ogrenilen yeni bilgi Mehmet’tir.
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Soylem belirleyiciler bir diger dilbilimsel yapiya isaret eder. SGylem belirleyiciler 1987
yilinda Schiffrin tarafindan tanimlanmistir. Soylem belirleyiciler anlami olmayan
kelimelerdir. ‘Sey’, ‘yani’ ve iste Tiirk¢ce ‘de en sik kullanilan sdylem belirleyicilerdir.
Konusma sirasi alma, konusma konusunu tutma, diislinme, konugmayi1 sonlandirma,
sOyledigini diizeltme ve aciklama gibi cesitli islevleri vardir. Soylem belirleyiciler
climlenin s6z diziminden bagimsizdirlar. S6ylem belirleyiciler climleden ¢ikartilabilirler
ya ciimle i¢inde cesitli konumlarda bulunabilirler. Bir anlamlar1 olmadig1 i¢in ciimlenin
hem basinda, hem ortasinda hem de sonunda olabilirler ve ciimlenin semantik anlamini
etkilemezler. Soylem belirleyiciler climlenin pragmatik anlami ile iligkilidirler ve
iletisim ile ilgili dolayl bilgi verirler (Yilmaz, 2004). Temel olarak iletisimsel olgulardir
(Biber, 1988).

Soylem belirleyicileri ¢esitli amaglarla kullanilirlar bu amaglar temel olarak iki farkli
yaklagim ile ele alinabilir; soylem/iletisimsel alan ve islevsel alan. Soylem/iletisimsel
yaklasima gore, bir onceki soz/sdylem ile bir sonraki sozii/sdylemi birbirine baglar
(Blakemore, 1987). Ayrica sdylem belirleyicilerin séze baslama, s6zili tutma ya da soézii
bitirme islevleri vardir (Trillo, 1997). Islevsel yaklasima gore sdylem belirleyiciler
iletisimde kisiler arasi iletisimi diizenler. (Ozbek, 1995; Wierzbicka, 1976). Sdylem
belirleyicilerin ayn1 zamanda konusan kisinin etkilesim (interactive) ihtiyaglar1 ile de
iliskili olabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir (Ostman, 1981). Soylem belirleyiciler kibarlik
gostergesi olarak kullanilabilirler ya da konusan kisinin diisiinmek i¢in zaman
kazanmasini saglayabilirler (Schourup, 1985; Ostman, 1981). Bazanella (1990) sdylem
belirleyicilerin  konugsmada dolaylilik ve kibarlik katma islevleri gordiiglini
vurgulamistir. Tiirkce’ de en sik kullanilan sdylem belirliyi olan ‘yani’, ‘iste’ ve ‘sey’ en
stk nezaket, kibarlik, sdylemi vurgulama ve konusmacinin diisiinmesi ya da kendini

diizeltmesi i¢in kullanilmaktadir.

Bu c¢alisma, psikoterapinin danisanin dil kullanimi {izerindeki etkisini anlamay1
hedeflemektedir. Bu ¢aligmanin amaci psikoterapi siirecindeki danisanlarmn 5., 10. ve 15.

seanslarindan alinan ses kayitlarinin transkriptlerde kullandiklar1 duygu ve bilissel
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kelimelerin kullanim frekanslarindaki degisimini gérmek, bilgi yapis1 pozisyonlarindaki
birinci kisi zamirleri kullanimdaki degisimleri incelemek ve en sik sdylem belirleyiciler
olarak bilinen ‘iste’, ‘sey’ ve ‘yani’ nin kullanim sikligindaki farklilagtirmay1

arastirmaktir. Arastirmada nitel veriler nicel yontemlerle incelenmistir.

Arastirma ODTU Psikoloji Boliimii’ ne bagl olarak ¢alisan psikolojik destek iinitesinde
(AYNA) gergeklestirilmistir.16 danisan 5., 10. ve 15. terapi seanslarinda 4 0&lgek
doldurmustur ve bu seanslarin ses kayitlar1 alinmistir. Danisanlardan 2’si erken 14’1
kadindir. Daniganlarin yaslar1 18 ile 48 arasinda degismistir (M = 28.69, SD = 8.32).
Calismaya katilan danisanlarin egitim seviyeleri degerlendirildiginde; bes kisi lisans
ogrencisi, dort kisi lisans mezunu, ii¢ kisi yiiksek lisans 6grencisi, iki kisi yliksek lisans
mezunu ve iki kisi doktora 6grencisiydi. Calismada terapileri yapan terapist sayist on
birdir. On bir terapistten 6 tanesi tek danisan ile, 5 tanesi iki danmisan ile ¢alismaya
katilmistir. 7 psikoterapist doktora 0grencisi iken 4 terapist yiiksek lisans 6grencisidir.
Danisanlar c¢esitli olasi tanilar ile takip edilmislerdir. Danisanlarin olas1 tanilar
degerlendirildiginde; ii¢ damisan depresyon, iic danisan anksiyete, iic danisan sinir
durum kigilik bozuklugu, iki damisan narsistik kisilik bozuklugu, bir danisan 6tke
kontrolii problemi, bir danisan ozgiiven eksikligi, bir danisan da bagiml kisilik

tanilariyla takip edilmistir. Bu tanilar terapistler tarafindan konulmus olasi tanilardir.

Caligmaya katilim kosulu danisanlarin Beck Depsyon Envanteri (BDI), Beck Anksiyete
Envanteri (BAI) ya da PANAS 6l¢eklerinden birinden en az 17 puan almis olmasidir. Bu
sebeple tiim katilimcilara ilk seanslarinda Beck Depresyon Envanteri, Beck Anksiyete
Envanteri ve PANAS olgekleri uygulanmistir. 5. 10. Ve 15. Seanslarda daniganlar Beck
Depresyon Envanteri, Beck Anksiyete Envanteri PANAS ve Terapotik Ittifak dlgeklerini
doldurmuslardir. Arastirmada kelime frekans hesaplamalar1t MAXQDA programi

kullanilarak istatistiksel hesaplar ise SPSS programini kullanarak yapilmistir.

LIWC Tirkge sozligii ilk kez bu calismada kullanilmistir. Sozligl gelistirmek igin

14.024.404 kelime analiz edilmistir. Analiz edilen metinlerin bir kism1 roman (53 roman,
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109.106 kelime), bir kism1 hikaye (121 hikaye, 148.396 kelime), bir kismu siir (72 siir,
39.933 kelime), bir kism1 gazete (200 gazete, 132.938 kelime), bir kismu kdse yazisi
(172 kose yazisi, 76.320 kelime), bir kism1 haber (44 haber, 35.206 kelime), bir kismi1
gunlik (24 glnlik, 35.304 kelim), bir kism1 mektup (124 mektup, 19.281 kelime), bir
kismi deneme (40 deneme, 4.701 kelime), bir kismi akademik makale (32 akademik
makale, 84. 289 kelime), bir kism1 makale (14 makale, 27.411 kelime), bir kismi
arastirma ( 4 arastirma, 2.519 kelime), bir kism1 sark1 (42 sarki, 26.777 kelime), bir
kismi1 ansiklopedi (2 ansiklopedi, 1.806 kelime), bir kismi1 blok (177 blok yazisi, 99.431
kelime), bir kism1 goriisme (56 goriisme, 86.406 kelime), bir kismi diger yazili metinler
(26 yazili metin, 21.021 kelime), bir kism1 otobiyografiler (134 otobiyografi, 75.616
kelime), bir kism1 travma (63 travma, 53.697 kelime), bir kism1 kontrol ( 59 kontrol,
50.565 kelime) bir kismi1 konusma dili (160 konusma, 232.621 kelime). Bulgular Ilyas
GOz (2003) tarafindan yazilan Yazili Tirk¢e ’de Sozciik Frekanslari sozligi ile
karsilastirilmis ve iki bagimsiz hakim tarafindan onaylanmistir. Kelime kategorileri son
haline getirilmeden 6nce bu konudaki uzmanlara danisilmistir. LIWC’ un Tiirkce sozliik

calismasi Dogent Doktor Serra Miiderrisoglu tarafindan gelistirilmistir.

LIWC programinin bir ciimleyi nasil kodlandigin1 bir 6rnek ile agiklanmistir. Ornek:
‘Diinden beri annemle yaptifimiz kavgayr diislinliyorum. Hep boyle oluyor. Beni
dinlemeden kendi diisiincelerini dayatiyor. Onunla istedigim gibi tartisamiyorum.
Nedense sdylemek istediklerimi sdyleyemiyorum. igimde kaliyor ve bu beni sikiyor.
Diinden kelimesi, goreceli kelimeler ve zaman kategorilerinde kodlanir. Beri kelimesi,
islevsel kelime, edat, goreceli kelime ve zaman kategorilerinde kodlanir. Annemle
kelimesi, sosyal kelimeler ve aile ilgili kelimeler kategorilerinde kodlanir. Yaptigimiz
kelimesi, eylem kategorisinde kodlanir. Kavgay1 kelimesi, duygu, olumsuz duygu, 6tke
ve sosyal kategorilerinde kodlanir. Diisiiniiyorum kelimesi, bilissel mekanizmalar ve
1¢gorii kategorilerinde kodlanir. Hep kelimesi, islevsel kelimeler, biligsel mekanizmalar,
goreceli kelimeler ve zaman kategorilerinde kodlanir. Boyle kelimesi, iglevsel kelimeler

ve tanimlayic1 kelimeler kategorilerinde kodlanir. Oluyor kelimesi, {igiincii tekil sahis
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eylem kelimesi, genis zaman, toplam iglincli tekil kisi ve eylem kategorilerinde
kodlanir. Beni kelimesi, islevsel kelimeler, zamirler, kisi zamirleri, ben ve toplam ben
kategorilerine kodlanir. Dinlemeden kelimesi, eylem, olumsuz kelimeler, sosyal
kelimeler, algi ile ilgili kelimeler ve duymak ile ilgili kelimeler kategorilerinde kodlanr.
Kendi kelimesi, zamirler, kisi zamirleri, islevsel kelimeler, o, toplam tigiincii kisi tekil ve
sosyal kelimeler kategorilerinde kodlanir. Diisiincelerini kelimesi bilissel mekanizmalar
ve i¢ gorii kelimeleri kategorilerinde kodlanir. Dayatiyor kelimesi, eylem kelimeleri
duygu kelimeleri, olumsuz duygu, ve dfke kategorilerinde kodlanir. Onunla kelimesi,
islevsel kelimeler, zamirler, kisi zamirleri, tiglincii tekil kisi ve toplam {igiincii tekil kisi
kategorilerinde kodlanir. Istedigim kelimesi, eylem, bilissel mekanizmalar ve zithk
iceren kelimeler kategorilerinde kodlanmistir. Gibi kelimesi, edatlar, biligsel
mekanizmalar, belirsizlik igeren kelimeler ve islevsel kelimeler kategorilerinde
kodlanmistir. Tartisamiyorum kelimesi, sosyal kelimeler, duygu, olumsuz duygu, 6fke ve
eylem kategorilerinde kodlanmigtir. Nedense kelimesi, bilissel mekanizmalar ve
nedensellik kategorilerinde kodlanmigtir. S6ylemek kelimesi, eylem, sosyal kelimeler,
alg1 kelimeleri ve duyma ile ilgili kelimeler kategorilerinde kodlanmustir. Istediklerimi
kelimesi, eylem, bilissel mekanizmalar ve zithk igeren kelimeler kategorilerinde
kodlanmistir. Soyleyemiyorum kelimesi, eylem, sosyal kelimeler, algi kelimeleri ve
duymak ile ilgili kelimeler kategorilerinde kodlanmustir. Igimde kelimesi, toplam birinci
tekil kisi kategorisinde kodlanmistir. Kaliyor kelimesi eylem, igiincii tekil kisi
tarafindan gergeklestirilen eylem, simdiki zaman, ve toplam igilincii tekil kisi
kategorilerinde kodlanmistir. Ve kelimesi, islevsel kelimeler, bilissel mekanizmalar,
dahil eden kelimeler ve edatlar kategorilerinde kodlanmistir. Bu kelimesi, islevsel
kelimeler, zamirler ve diger zamirler kategorilerinde kodlanmistir. Beni kelimesi,
islevsel kelimeler, zamirler, kisi zamirleri, ben ve toplam ben kategorilerine kodlanir.

LIWC programi sikiyor kelimesini kodlamaya dahil etmez ¢ilinkii kelime es anlamlidir.

Calisma Oncesinde tlniversitenin etik kurulundan ve AYNA koordinatoriinden gerekli

izin ve onaylar alinmigtir. Danisanlar katilimin goniillii oldugunun belirtildigi goniillii
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onam formunu imzalamislardir. Arastirma kapsaminda, her danisan ilk seansta
demografik bilgi formu, BDI, BAI, PANAS o6lc¢eklerini, 5., 10. ve 15 seanslarda BDI,
BAI, PANAS ve Terapétik Ittifak formlarmi doldurmuslardir. Gizliligin saglanmasi igin
calisma bir asistan yardimi ile gergeklestirilmistir. Terapistlerden, danisanlarin
doldurdugu dlcekleri ve ses kayitlarini toplayan proje asistan1 takma isim kullanarak bu

bilgileri arastirmaciya ulastirmistir.

Calismanin bulgular su sekildedir; 16 danisanin 5. seans terapétik ittifak ortalamalart M
=198.94, SD =21.32, 10. seans terapotik ittifak ortalamalar1 M = 204.37, SD = 21.60 ve
15. seans terapotik ittifak ortalamalart ise M = 203.00, SD = 23.61°dir. Danisanlarin ses
kayitlarindan elde edilen transkriptler incelendiginde 16 daniganin 5., 10, ve 15.
seanslarinda toplam 21.609 farkli kelime kullandiklar1 ve 48 transkriptte toplam 153.089
kelime oldugu bulunmustur. En sik kullanilan kelime 5.497 (%3.59) kullanma siklig1 ile
‘bir’ kelimesi olmustur. ikinci en sik kullanilan kelime 2.689 (%1.76) kullanma siklig1
ile ‘0> kelimesi olmustur. Ugiincii en sik kullanilan kelime 2.658 (%]1.74) kullanma
siklig1 ile ‘sey’ kelimesi olmustur. Dordiincii en sik kullanilan kelime 2.568 (%1.68)
kullanma siklig1 ile ‘¢ok’ kelimesi olmustur. En sik kullanilan 5. kelime ‘da’(2.689,
%1.76) , en sik kullanilan 6. kelime ‘ama’ (2.360, %1.54), en sik kullanilan 7. kelime
‘ben’(2.115, %1.38), en sik kullanilan 8. kelime ‘de’(2.004, %1.31), en sik kullanilan 9.
kelime ‘bu’ (1.620, %1.06) ve en sik kullanilan 10. kelime ‘yani’ olmustur (1.537,
%1.00).

16 danisanin 3’er seansin ses dokiimii olan toplam 48 transkriptten psikoterapistlerin
konusmalar1 ¢ikarilmis ve bu calisma kapsamindaki analizlerin hepsi danisanlarin ses
kayitlarinin  dokiimii  iizerinden yapilmistir. Bilgi yapist ile ilgili analizlerin
gerceklestirmek icin birinci kisi zamirleri metinde aratildi ve her birinci kisi zamiri bilgi
yapist pozisyonuna gore degerlendirildi. Yapilan kodlamalar iki bagimsiz dil bilimi
uzmanina inceletilip, onaylatildi. Bulgular 2(Skor) X 2(Zaman) karisik desen ANOVA

deseni kullanilarak analiz edilmistir.
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Transkriptler birinci kisi zamiri kullanimi bakimindan incelendiginde ‘ben’ en sik
kullanilan birinci kisi zamiri olmustur. Tiim transkriptlerde ‘Ben’in kullanilma siklig
toplam 4.734 (%3.09), ‘kendim’ ’in kullanilma siklig1 toplam726 (%0.48) ve ‘biz ’in
kullanilma siklig1 toplam 276 (%0.18)’ dir. ‘Ben’ ve “’kendim’ zamirlerinin ikisi de 14
ayrt formda kullanilmigtir (ben, benim, bana, beni, bende, bence, benimle, benden,
benle, benimki, benimde, benmisim, bendim, bensiz, benimkinden, kendimi, kendime,
kendim, kendimden, kendimle, kendimde, kendimce, kendimin, kendimize, kendimizin,
kendimizi, kendimizde, kendimiz, kendiminkini) . Ugiincii siklikta kullanilan birinci kisi
zamiri ‘biz’ ise 16 farkli formda kullanilmustir. (biz, bizim, bizi, bize, bizde, bizimle,
bizden, bizimkilerle, bizimkileri, bizimki, bizdeydi, bizlerden, bizle, bizimkinin,

bizimkilerde, bizimkiler)

Birinci kisi zamirinin 5. seanslarda climle basinda kullanim sikligi ortalamasi 31.25
(%26.44), birinci kisi zamirinin 10. seanslarda ciimle basinda kullanim siklig1 ortalamasi
29.75 (%24.85) ve birinci kisi zamirinin 15. seanslarda climle basinda kullanim siklig1
ortalamast 29.63 (%28.56)’dir. Birinci kisi zamirinin 5. seanslarda eylem O&ncesi
pozisyonda kullanim siklig1 ortalamasi 20 (%15.12), birinci kisi zamirinin 10. seanslarda
eylem oOncesi pozisyonda kullanim sikligi ortalamasi 17.56 (%13.5) ve birinci kisi
zamirinin 15. seanslarda eylem Oncesi pozisyonda kullanim siklig1 ortalamasi 13.69
(%12.57)’dir. Birinci kisi zamirinin 5. seanslarda eylem sonrasi pozisyonda kullanim
siklig1 ortalamasi 8.38 (%7.27), birinci kisi zamirinin 10. seanslarda eylem sonrasi
pozisyonda kullanim siklig1 ortalamast 8.13 (%8.81) ve birinci kisi zamirinin 15.

seanslarda eylem sonrasi pozisyonda kullanim siklig1 ortalamasi 7.25 (%8.08) dir.

ANOVA testi sonuglarina gére daniganlarin eylem oncesi pozisyonda birinci kisi zamiri
kullanimlar1 15. seansta, 5. seansa gore anlamli olarak azalmistir F(1,14) = 4.40, p=0.5,
n2 =.24. 5. ve 15. seanslarda yapilan 0lgek sonuclarina gore terapiden daha fazla fayda
saglayan danisanlarin eylem oncesi pozisyonda birinci kisi zamiri kullanimlari 15.
seansta, 5. seansa gore anlamli olarak azalmistir F(1,14) = 5.83, p<0.5, n2 =.29. Ancak,

5. ve 15. seanslarda yapilan 6lgek sonuglarma gore terapiden daha az fayda saglayan
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danisanlarin eylem oncesi pozisyonda birinci kisi zamiri kullanimlar1 15. seansta, 5.

seansa gore anlamli bir fark bulunmamistir F(1,14) =0.03, p>0.5, n2 =.02.

Bu caligma dahilinde LIWC’ nin 90 kelime kategorisinden 2 iist kategori ve 8 alt
kategori olmak (zere toplam 10 kategorideki kelimeler incelenmistir. Birinci iist grup
duygu kelimeleri kategorisidir. Duygu kategorisinin 5 tane alt grubu vardir bunlar;
olumlu duygu, olumsuz duygu, 6fke, endise ve liziintiidiir. Biligsel mekanizmalar kelime
kategorisi ikinci st gruptur. Bilissel kelime kategorisinin alt kategorileri nedensellik
kelime grubu ve i¢gdrii kelime grubudur. LIWC sonuglarin1 degerlendirirken 10 kategori
icin 2(Skor) X 2(Zaman) karisik desen ANOVA analizi uygulanmistir. Skor bagimsiz
degisken grubunun iki seviyesi vardir. Birinci seviye 5. seans ve 15. seans BDI, PANAS
ve BAI olceklerinde daha fazla diislis olanlar, bu grup daha iyi sonug alan grup olarak
adlandinlmistir. Ikinci seviye ise 5. seans ve 15. seans BDI, PANAS ve BAI
Olgeklerinde daha fazla az olanlar, bu grup daha kotu sonug¢ alan grup olarak
adlandirilmigtir. Zaman bagimsiz degiskenin de iki seviyesi de vardir, birinci seviye 5.
seans, ikinci seviye 15. seans. Zaman bagimsiz degiskeni terapinin etkisini 6l¢erken skor
bagimsiz degiskeni terapiden daha az fayda goren daniganlarla daha fazla fayda goren

danisanlar1 karsilastirmaktadir.

5. ve 15. seans LIWC sonuglart incelendiginde danisanlarin kullandiklar1 duygu
kelimelerinde anlamli bir artis oldugu goriilmektedir F(1,14) = 4.71, p<.05, n2 =.25.
Danisanlar 5. Seansta %6.58 oraninda duygu kelimesi kullanirken 15. seansta %7.49
oraninda duygu kelimesi kullanmislardir. 5. ve 15. seanslar karsilastirildiginda olumsuz
duygu kelimelerinin kullaniminda anlamli fark goriilmemistir. Benzer sekilde, 5. ve 15.
seanslar karsilastirildiginda olumlu duygu kelimelerinin kullaniminda anlamli fark
goriilmemistir. Duygu kategorisinde yer alan 6fke, iizlintii ve endise kelimelerinin
frekanslarina bakildiginda 3 duygu kelime grubundan hi¢ birinin kullaniminin 5 ve 15.
seans karsilastirildiginda anlamli bir farklilik gostermedigi goriilmiistiir. Danisanlarin
bilissel mekanizma kategorisindeki kelime kullanimlar1 incelendiginde anlamali bir fark

ortaya ¢ikmamistir. Danisanlarin nedensellik kategorisindeki kelime kullanimlari
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incelendiginde anlamali bir fark ortaya ¢ikmamustir. I¢gorii kategorisi incelendiginde ise
danisanlarin 15. seansta, 5. seansa gore anlamli olarak daha ¢ok i¢gdrii kelimesi

kullandig1 bulunmustur F(1,14) =5.51, p<.05, n2 =.28.

Iste ve yani kelimeleri sadece eylem belirleyici olarak kullanilirken ‘sey’ kelimesi baska
bir nesneyi ya da durumu ifade etmek i¢in kullanilir ve bu kullanim1 genellikle ek alir.
Bu calismada ‘sey’ kelimesinin 55 ekli haline rastlanmistir ( seyde, seydeki, seyden,
seydeyken, seydi, seydim, seydir, seye, seyi, seyim, seyimde, seyimden, seyimdi,
seyimdir, seyime, seyimi, seyimin, seyimiz, seyimizi, seyimle, seyin, seyinde, seyinden,
seyindeydim, seyindeyim, seyine, seyini, seyinin, seyiniz, seyiyle, seyken, seyle, seyler,

seylerde, seylerden, seylerdi, seylere, seyleri, seyleri de, seylerim, seylerimi, seylerimiz,

seylerimizde, seylerin, seylerinden, seylerini, seylerken, seylerle, seylermis, seyligi,
seylik, seymis, seymis”, seyse, seysi, seysin).

Soylem belirleyicileri ‘yani’, ‘sey’ ve ‘iste’ 2 (Skor) X 2 (Zaman) karisik desen ANOVA
analizi uygulanarak incelenmistir. Skor bagimsiz degisken grubunun iki seviyesi vardir.
Birinci seviye 5. seans ve 15. seans BDI, PANAS ve BAI o6lceklerinde daha fazla diisiis
olanlar, bu grup daha iyi sonug alan grup olarak adlandirilmustir. ikinci seviye ise 5.
seans ve 15. seans BDI, PANAS ve BAI o6lgeklerinde daha fazla az olanlar, bu grup daha
kotii sonug alan grup olarak adlandirilmistir. Zaman bagimsiz degiskenin de iki seviyesi
de vardir, birinci seviye 5. seans, ikinci seviye 15. seans. Zaman bagimsiz degiskeni
terapinin etkisini Ol¢erken skor bagimsiz degiskeni terapiden daha az fayda goéren

danisanlarla daha fazla fayda goéren danisanlari karsilastirmaktadir.

‘Yani’ ve ‘iste’ kelimelerinin kullaniminda zaman ve skor degiskenlerinin anlamli bir
etkisi ¢ikmazken ‘sey’ kelimesinin kullaniminda anlamli fark bulunmustur. 15. Seansta
danisanlar 5. Seansa gore anlamli olarak daha fazla 2 ‘sey’ kelimesi kullanmiglardir

F(1,14) = 11.35, p<.01, n2 =.45.

Ilyas Goéz 2003 yilinda yazili Tiirkgede kelime sikliklarini inceleyen bir calisma

yapmistir. Bu ¢alismanin kelime kullanim sikliklar1 ilyas Goz ’iin (2003) calismast ile
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karsilastirildiginda bulgular Go6z ‘iin calismasimni desteklemektedir. Tipki G6z’ {in
calismasinda oldugu gibi bu calismada da en sik kullanilan kelime bir ¢ikmustir. iki
calismada da ben 7. En sik kullanilan kelime olarak goriilmektedir. S6ylem belirleyiciler
g6z oniinde bulunduruldugunda ‘yani’ ve ‘sey’ kelimelerinin bu ¢alismada Ilyas Goz’ iin
calismasindan daha sik kullamldigi goriilmektedir. Bunun nedeni ilyas Goz ‘iin yazili
metinleri incelemesi olarak agiklanabilir. Ciinkii séylem belirleyiciler daha ¢ok sozlii dil
kullaniminda yazili dil kullannmina gore daha sik kullanildiklart bilinmektedir

(Schourup, 1999; Jucker ve Ziv, 1998).

Bu arastirmanin bulgular1 psikoterapi siirecinde birinci tekil kigi zamirlerinin eylem
oncesi pozisyonda anlamli olarak azaldigini ortaya koymustur. Bu azalma o&zellikle
terapiden fayda goren grupta anlamli ¢cikmistir. Eylem 6ncesi pozisyon ayni zamanda
cumlede nesnenin yerine isaret eder. Birinci sahis zamirlerini nesne pozisyonunda
kullanmak ben kullaniminin nesnellestirilmesi olarak diistiniilebilir (Gundel ve Fretheim,
2004). Kisinin kendini nesnellestirmesinin psikopatoloji ile ilgili oldugu bilinmektedir.
Psikolojik 1iyilesme is kisinin kendini nesnellestirmesinin azalmasi ile iliskili
bulunmustur (Morry & Staska, 2001; Calogero, Davis &Thompson, 2005). Bu bulgu
1s51ginda degerlendirildiginde psikoterapiden i1yi sonu¢ alan danisanlarin birinci kisi

zamirlerini daha az eylem 6ncesi konumda kullanmalart anlamli gdziikmektedir.

LIWC sonuglar1 degerlendirildiginde, Pennebaker ve arkadaslarinin (2010) bulgulari
psikoterapiden fayda goren danmisanlarin olumsuz duygu kelimelerinde azalma, olumlu
duygu kelimelerinde ise artma olmasimi 6ngormektedir. Bu g¢alisma Pennebaker ve
arkadaslarinin olumlu duygu kelimeleri ile ilgili bulgusunu desteklerken, olumsuz duygu
kelimeleri ile ilgili bulgusunu desteklememistir. Bunun nedeni diisiiniildiiglinde
danisanlarin psikoterapi siireclerini tamamlamamis olmalar1 akla gelebilir. 15. seans
danisanlarin son seansi degildir. Terapi siirecinde hala konusulan problemli konular
devam etmektedir. Bu da olumsuz duygu kelimelerinin 15. seansta azalmamis olmasini

aciklayabilir. Icgorii ile iliskili kelime kullaniminin psikoterapi siireci ile arttigini ortaya
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koyan bu calisma psikoterapi silireci ve i¢gorii kazanma arasindaki iliskiyi de

desteklemistir.

Soylem belirleyicilerin islevlerinin incelenmesi bu ¢alismanin kapsamina girmemistir.
Ancak soylem Dbelirleyicilerin psikoterapi siirecinde artis gostermesini sdylem
belirleyicilerin islevlerine bakmadan anlamlandirmak miimkiin olmamistir. Bundan
sonraki calismalarda soOyle belirleyicilerin islevlerinin tek tek anlasilmasinin daha

aydinlatici olacagi diistiniilmektedir.

Bu calisma sadece danisanin kelime kullanimina odaklanmistir ve psikoterapistten
kelime kullanimini incelememistir. Bundan sonraki c¢alismalar psikoterapistin kelime
kullantmiin psikoterapi siirecindeki degisimini ve bu degisimin danisanin kelime
kullanimina nasil yansidigini aragtirabilir. Boyle bir arastirmanin aydinlatic1 sonuglar

ortaya koyacag diistintilmektedir.

Bilgi yapisi konusmada neyin odak oldugunu ortaya koymayi1 hedeflemektedir. Odak
eylem oncesinde gelen kelimededir ancak odak ayni zamanda ses tonundadir (Seedman,
1998). Bu nedenle ses bilim g¢aligmalar1 bilgi yapisin1 anlamanin 6nemli bir parcasini
olusturmaktadir. Bundan sonra yapilacak c¢aligmalarda danisanin ses kayitlarinin ses
bilim kullanilarak incelenmesi psikoterapi siirecinde bilgi yapisinin ve vurgunun daha iyi

anlasilmasina yol acacak ve bu arastirmanin bulgularini zenginlestirir nitelikte olacaktir.

Bu calisma 16 danisanin verileri kullanarak gerceklestirilmistir. Nicel analiz i¢in
aragtirmanin danisan sayist azdir. Ancak arastirma verileri boylamsaldir, bu sebeple
verilerini toplamak 15 ay siirmiistiir. Toplanan veri toplamasi zahmetli ve zor bir veridir,
bir danisandan veri toplanmasmmin tamamlanmasi yaklasik dort ay siirmiistiir.
Danigsanlardan  veri toplamak kadar, danisanlardan alinan ses kayitlarmin
transkriptlerinin alinmasi1 da olduk¢a zahmetli ve zaman isteyen bir istir. Tez
calismasinin zamansal kisithiliktan dolay1 arastirmanin 6rneklem sayisi kisitli kalmigtir.
Cok merkezli yapilacak olan benzer calismalara ile benzer aragtirmalar O6rneklem

sayisini arttirarak yapilabilir.
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Arastirmanin bir diger kisithiligi kelime frekansi Olglimiinde bilgisayar programi
kullanmis olmasidir. Kelime sayimi yapan bilgisayar programlari, metaforlari, es anlamli
kelimeleri ya da sarkastik kelimeleri kodlayamaz. Bu sebeple kelime kullanim sikliginin
bilgisayar ile dlgiilmesi az da olsa veri kaybma yol acar. Ancak bilgisayar programi
kelime kullanim siklig1 sayimini miimkiin kilar. Bilgisayar programi kullanmadan
yapilacak sayimin alacagt zaman g6z Oniinde bulunduruldugunda, bilgisayar

programindan kaynaklanan az miktardaki veri kayb1 kabul edilebilir olmaktadir.

Terapi yaklasimindan bagimsiz olarak psikoterapi siireglerinin olumlu sonu¢ verdigi
bilinmektedir (Wampold, 2001). Basarili bir psikoterapi siireci danisandaki degisim ile
Olgiilir (Bandler & Grinder, 1975; Kiesler, 1973). Psikoterapinin basarili olmasinin
altinda yatan temel faktorlerin, terapdotik iliski, empati ve kosulsuz olumlu kabul oldugu
bilinmektedir (Rogers, 1992). Ayrica psikoterapinin danisan ile terapist arasindaki
iletigimin 6nemi de yadsinamaz (Buehler & Richmond, 1965; Kiesler, 1973). Danisan ile
terapist arasindaki iyilestirici iligkinin temeli iletisim, iletisimin temeli de dildir (Streeck

& Streeck, 2002).

Dil kullanimindaki degisim ge¢misin yeniden yapilandirilmas: ve anlamlandirilmasi
sonucu ortaya c¢ikar. Yeni anlam iiretilmesi deneyimlerin kelimelere dokiilmesi ile
miimkiindiir. Danisan 6nce deneyimi yasar sonrasinda bu deneyimi kelime dokerek
anlamlandirir. Psikoterapide 6nemli olan yeni anlam yaratmaktir ve bunun araci dildir.
Psikoterapi siirecinde degisimin nasil ortaya ¢iktigin1 anlamanin yollarindan biri dili
incelemektir ve bu calisma psikoterapi siirecinde dil kullanimindaki degisimi farkl bir

bakis agisi ile incelemistir. (Detayl bilgi icin tezin orijinaline bakiniz.)
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APPENDIX J

TEZ FOTOKOPISI iZIN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitusi

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitlst
Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii
Enformatik Enstittsu

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitsu
YAZARIN

Soyadr :
Adi
Bolima :

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) :

TEZIN TURU : Yiksek Lisans

1. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.
2. Tezimin igindekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir

Doktora

bolumunden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.
3. Tezimden bir bir (1) yil stireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIiM TARIHi:
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