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Abstract

The purpose of this study was twofold. The first was to detect the wrong transition mistakes of the Turkic
originated foreign students in written expression while studying Anatolian Turkish, within the frame of European
Language Development File Criteria, and the second was to determine their reasons regarding doing these
mistakes. Based primarily on the European Language Development File Criteria, “Personal Information Form”
was prepared in order to analyze the “Language Passport, Language Biography, and Language File” of the
students. The form was prepared in four main parts consisting of Personal Records (I.D. and Education Records,
Family Members), Language Learning Past (Different Languages S/he Learned and the Language Courses S/he
Attends, Which Way / Channel S/he Learned Anatolian Turkish, Turkish Course Completion Level), a multiple
choice test prepared in order to measure the Turkish knowledge level and planned sample scripts that the students
were made to write in Anatolian Turkish. The prepared form was applied on 30 foreign students that study in
different faculties and departments in Atatlirk University and most of whom are Azerbaijanis from Iran and
Azerbaijan and Turkmens. The personal records and the language learning past in the first two parts were
classified as per the objectives of the study, and graphically expressed by means of Excel 0.6 program. The
Anatolian Turkish sufficiency levels of the students were detected as per the multiple choice questions in the third
part. Finally, the planned sample scripts that the students were made to write were examined through “document
examination” method and were applied to “conceptual analysis.” In the conceptual analysis, the wrong
transition mistakes were examined under four topics of “phonetic level,” “morphologic level,” “vocabulary
level,” and “syntactic level”. The results showed that the foreign Turkic originated students of mostly tended to
make mistakes in phonetic level, and that they made frequent wrong transitions due to their mother tongues.
According to the results of this study, in preparing ‘Turkish writing curriculum or courses’, it’s necessary to pay
attention to the related wrong transitions and the related features of the mother tongues of the target groups.

1. Introduction

The communication need that occurs in various reasons throughout the history has always required the necessity
of a common communication language between the individuals, the larger societies or the states. This led the
formation and development of “learning and teaching of foreign language” as a scientific activity area. When
dealing with the teaching / learning of foreign language, whatever the similarity or difference level might be, it is
an accepted fact that, with the encounter of two separate structures (one’s own language /mother tongue — the
language one started to learn / target language) some difficulties occurred and this case causes the language
learner to make many mistakes.

1 A part of this paper was orally presented at the International Journal of Arts & Sciences’ (IJAS) which was held at Harvard
University, MA-27-31 May 2012.
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Even though such mistakes might be a result of not knowing the target language, sometimes -especially when the
languages are of the same language family or similar- it might be a result of the mother tongue. Besides, it’s been
established by the researchers that the second and/or the third languages learned have influences on this case.

In the process of learning foreign language, it’s observed that after the one started to learn the target language and
noticed that the conceptualization systems are different, one makes some comparisons between the mother tongue
and the target language. Persons, in their usages of the target language, are tended to compare the rules and the
concepts of the two languages and make mutual transitions (Soral, 2009, 19).

Comparative linguistics that includes the studies aiming to find out the similarities and differences between the
two or more languages have offered several proposals regarding the related transitions, since it was started to be
used in the language learning (Dede, 1983, 123). Among them, Lado’s theory of “the simplicity and the difficulty
in learning a foreign language is to figured out by a regular comparison between the mother tongue and the
foreign language” that he mentioned in his work Linguistics Across Cultures has gained common popularity.
According to Lado (1957) “people transfer the patterns, meanings and their distributions in the mother tongues
and cultures into the foreign languages and cultures. They make this transfer while both actively speaking the
foreign language and act according to its culture and passively trying to comprehend that language and the
culture through the speeches and behaviors of its owners” (Isler, 2006, 126).

After Lado, different opinions were proposed regarding the comparative linguistics and its application to the
foreign language learning, as well as the mutual analysis that are produced. The “weak version (Newmark, 1966)”
that offers that the difficulties may be pre-determined claiming that the difficulties in the language learning may
be explained in a better way as well as the moderate version (Oller and Ziahosseniy, 1970) which try to
compromise the previous two opinions have taken their places among the others (Dede, 1983, 123-125; Isler,
2006, 124-127). Examine the opinions regarding the mutual analysis in this concept, it is seen that the analysis is
based on transfer. Hence, the term transfer needs to be explained.

The researchers, within the frame of the mistake analysis works that include mutual analysis, usually have divided
the student mistakes in two categories: 1. Wrong transition mistakes due to the mother tongue
(Interlingual/Transfer errors): The habits of the student in her/his mother tongue (grammar, language system,
etc.) prevents or causes a confusion while learning the rules in the target language. Wrong transition is the
negative effect of the mother tongue on the target language. 2. Development mistakes within the language
(Intralingual/Developmental errors): These are the mistakes that are done independently from the mother tongue,
while learning a target language (Boliikbas, 2011; Corder, 1971; Lado, 1964, 2).

In the acquisition of the second language, the structure of the new language is positioned on the mother tongue, in
a similar fashion to the formation of the mother tongue in the memory of the person while learning the mother
tongue; hence the learning of the new language is formed in the frame of the mother tongue’s knowledge. The
reason of the mistakes, that are determined between languages, is accepted as that the student considers the
foreign language as a simile to her/ his mother tongue while the learning of the similar or even considerably
similar languages form the same language family may increase the probability of making mistakes, in parallel to
the increase of similarity level.

There are languages, whose development and changes in the historical process are not fully independent, and that
display common features in terms of either roots or structures in the world, while there are languages that are of
totally different roots and with different structures. It is a well known fact that there exist some differences such as
phonetic, morphologic, syntactic, etc. In fact, we’d better add the differences of the writing system used as well as
the differences in emphasis and pronunciation, too.

When we consider the teaching of Turkish as a foreign language, the degree of similarity or distance of the culture
that the students bring along with themselves to the Turkish culture, and the language to the Turkish language,
makes up one of the most important factors that affect the learning process. In the recent years, in parallel to the
level of economical and cultural relations of Turkey, the demand for the Anatolian Turkish increases especially in
the Asian countries. Therefore, an important portion of those who demanded to learn in the last twenty years is
formed by Kazakh, Kyrgyz, Uzbek, Turkmen, Azerbaijani, and Tatar ethnicities, which are of the Turkish origin.
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The common and the similar features of the mother tongues of these people, each of which makes up a different
branch of Turkish, with the Anatolian Turkish usually affects the learning process in a positive way, while the
feature that are different between the Anatolian Turkish and these languages affect the learning process in a
negative way. Therefore, in order these difficulties to be taken down to a minimum; it is necessary to describe and
analyze the mistakes of the aforementioned students while learning Turkish, and thence to prepare teaching
programs accordingly.

Examining the domestic and foreign studies in this matter, it is observed that the studies took place in the form of
general evaluation of the written expression mistakes. But the studies that classify these mistakes according to
their types, and comparatively explaining the reasons for such mistakes are very rare if not none. Yet, it is a fact
that in the learning a foreign language, the language of the target group, the culture that language belongs to, and
the language development processes of those learning the language are supposed to be paid attention to, and is
necessary to elucidate the mistakes done in this frame. It was also detected that the present studies were done on
the persons or groups from the languages that are not related with Turkish rather than the students of Turkic origin
and that limited number of studies were carried out on the students from the Turkic origin.

In his work “Teaching of Anatolian Turkish to the Groups Speaking in Turkish Grammar (1998)”, which is one of
the rare theses prepared in the matter, Barin was focused on the Anatolian Turkish learning process of
Azerbaijani, Kazakh, Kyrgyz, Uzbek and Turkmen students. In this work, the mistakes the students do in their
written expressions regarding the phonetic, morphologic features, suffix and stem, syntax, phrase, meaning, and
shifts in meaning were detected.

Boliikbas (2011), in his work titled “Evaluating the Turkish Writing Skills of Arab Students,” evaluated Turkish
expression skills of Arab students learning Turkish, in terms of the mistake analysis method. This study was
carried out on 20 Arab students studying Turkish as a foreign language at the Istanbul University. The data of the
study was collected through the 250-300 words compositions of the students with the theme “What have you
thought about Turkey before coming to Turkey?” the obtained data was at first classified as: Grammar mistakes,
syntactic mistakes, vocabulary mistakes, and spelling-punctuation mistakes. These mistakes, then, were grouped
and evaluated, according to the mistake analysis method, as wrong transition mistakes and language development
mistakes. Referring to the mentioned case, the purpose of this study was to investigate the wrong transition
mistakes in written expressions done by foreign Turkic originated students attended in a public university in
Turkey, while studying Anatolian Turkish, within the frame of ‘European Language Development File Criteria’.

2. Method
2.1. The Model of the Research

This study is qualitative in type, and is the product of a research done in definitive way, which is one of the most
suitable methods for the works that aim to determine a present situation (Kaptan, 1995: 59-72). A survey model
was used, that aims to describe a situation that happened in the past or that still exists as it is, and that seeks to
define the case, individuals or substances that are subject to the research as they appear in their own conditions
(Karasar, 2006: 77). Besides, document analysis was done in order to get to the mistakes in writings of
participants. Document analysis enabled the researchers to obtain written expressions in the materials of the
participants and to analyze them thoroughly (Yildirim and Simsek, 2008).

2.2. Participants

In this work, the foreign students who study at the Atatiirk University were the participants but they were limited
due to the facts such as the difficulty in reaching all students and the need to select the target group according to
some criteria. The process was carried out on a total of 30 Turkic foreign students, 11 of which are Azerbaijanis
(6 from Azerbaijan and 5 from Iran), 9 Turkmens, 7 Kyrgyzes, and 3 Kazakhs, who were still studying in
different faculties and departments at the Atattirk University, Turkey.
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2.3. Data Collection

In order to reach any and every information that might influence the language learning processes of the students
covered in the research, “Personal Information Form” was prepared, based on the European Language
Development Criteria.> This form was prepared in four main parts which are Personal Information (Identity and
Education Information, Information Regarding Their Family Members), Language Learning Past (Different
Languages S/he Learned and the Language Courses S/he Attends, Which Way / Means S/he Learns Anatolian
Turkish, Turkish Course Completion Level), a test of 45 open ended questions that were prepared in order to
measure the Turkish level, and planned sample script in Anatolian Turkish to the students.

2.4.Data Analysis

The data obtained through the Personal Information Form which was prepared in four levels was examined by the
“document analysis” technique. First, the personal information given in the first two parts and the language
learning past were classified in parallel to the objections of the work, and graphically expressed by means of
Excel 2010 program. According to the test results of the multiple choice questions in the third part, the Anatolian
Turkish efficiency levels of the students who didn’t know their level or didn’t have a certificate in that regard,
were determined.

Finally, the planned sample written scripts, which the students were made to write on different matters, were
evaluated in the “content analysis”. In the content analysis, the researchers first scanned the literature in the
related field, referring to the opinions and the works of the related researchers, the planned sample scripts of the
students were examined under four topics such as the wrong transition mistakes done “in the phonological level”,
“in the suffix level”, “in the vocabulary level” and “in the syntactic level”. During this analysis, the potential
mistake types regarding these mentioned topics were coded, besides the previously coded mistake types were
added to the work, where noticed. Then, statistics of the decoded mistake types were determined and_evaluated in
terms of grammar.

3. Results

In this part, in order to determine the wrong transition mistakes done by the Turkic foreign citizen students who
study at the Atatuirk University, in the written language, while learning the Anatolian Turkish, the data obtained
from the Personal Information Form, which was prepared according to the European Language Development File,
were taken into consideration.

The answers given regarding the personal information and the language learning past that make up the first two
parts of the form that was prepared in four levels, were evaluated. As a result, any factor has a role in the process
of learning a foreign language, from the personal features of the individual to the official or second and third
language(s) spoken in the society / country where they live; from their levels to use their language skills to the
language learning devices / channels. In this concept, the personal information of the students as determined in
terms of the aforementioned file is as follows:

2 The Language Development File, which was prepared within a project that aims to provide a language passport for each
citizen and thus providing them an opportunity to be multilingual and to encourage them to learn languages, is a document
that records the successes a student achieved in learning foreign language and that displays the sufficiency regarding the
language development (Demirel, 2010: 23).
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Student  Nationality Gender  Age Country Mother Official Program
(S) tongue Language(s) in
their Country
S1 M 20 Turkmenistan Turkmen Turkmen Undergraduate
S2 M 18 Turkmenistan Turkmen Turkmen Undergraduate
S3 M 19 Turkmenistan Turkmen Turkmen Undergraduate
S4 M 23 Turkmenistan Turkmen Turkmen Undergraduate
S5 M 19 Turkmenistan Turkmen Turkmen Undergraduate
S6 Turkmen M 21 Turkmenistan Turkmen  Turkmen Undergraduate
S7 F 25 Turkmenistan Turkmen Turkmen Under Graduate
S8 M 22 Turkmenistan  Turkmen Turkmen Under Graduate
S9 F 21 Turkmenistan Turkmen Turkmen Under Graduate
S10 M 20 Kazakhstan Kazakh Kazakh/Russian Under Graduate
S11 Kazakh F 26 Kazakhstan Kazakh Kazakh/Russian Graduate
S12 M 22 Kazakhstan Kazakh Kazakh Russian  Undergraduate
S13 M 20 Azerbaijan Azerbaijani Azerbaijani Undergraduate
Turkish Turkish
S14 M 20 Azerbaijan Azerbaijani Azerbaijani Undergraduate
Turkish Turkish
S15 M 19 Azerbaijan Azerbaijani  Azerbaijani Undergraduate
Turkish Turkish
S16 M 20 Azerbaijan Azerbaijani  Azerbaijani Undergraduate
Turkish Turkish
S17 M 18 Azerbaijan Azerbaijani  Azerbaijani Undergraduate
o Turkish Turkish
S18 Azerbaijani M 18  Azerhaijan Azerbaijani  Azerbaijani Undergraduate
Turkish Turkish
S19 F 20 Iran Azerbaijani  Persian Graduate
Turkish
S20 F 24 Iran Azerbaijani  Persian Graduate
Turkish
S21 F 20 Iran Azerbaijani  Persian Undergraduate
Turkish
S22 F 21 Iran Azerbaijani  Persian Undergraduate
Turkish
S23 F 19 Iran Azerbaijani  Persian Undergraduate
Turkish
S24 M 20 Kyrgyzstan Kyrgyz Kyrgyz/Russian  Undergraduate
S25 M 18 Kyrgyzstan Kyrgyz Kyrgyz Undergraduate
Russian
S26 M 21 Kyrgyzstan Kyrgyz Kyrgyz Undergraduate
Russian
S27 Kyrgyz F 19 Kyrgyzstan Kyrgyz Kyrgyz Undergraduate
Russian
S28 F 19 Kyrgyzstan Kyrgyz Kyrgyz Undergraduate
Russian
S29 M 22 Kyrgyzstan Kyrgyz Kyrgyz/Russian  Undergraduate
S30 M 20 Kyrgyzstan Kyrgyz Kyrgyz/Russian  Undergraduate
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The ratio of the students in the working group regarding the nationalities may be seen in the graphic below:

Students as per Their Nationalities

W Turkoman

W Azerbaijani (from
Azerbayjan)

Azerbaijani
(from iran)

m Kyrghyz

m Kazakh

In the part named “Language Learning Past” given in the Personal Information Form, it was aimed to determine
the language learning processes of the students (different languages s/he learned and the language courses s/he
attends, which way / channel s/he learned Anatolian Turkish, Turkish Language Course completion level), and the
obtained data is given below, thinking that it might be useful to explain the reasons of the determined mistakes:

The Ratio of the Foreing Languages that the Student
Know Other Than the Turkey’s Turkish

1l

No other Knowing 1 Knowing 2 Knowing 3
language Language Languages Languages

14
12
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o N B O

It was detected that the foreign languages the students learned other than the Anatolian Turkish are mainly
Russian and English. One of the factors effective on this is that the second language spoken in the lands where the
students live is Russian. Besides, as preferred across the entire world countries, Turkic students who studied
Anatolian Turkish prefer learning English, too. Other than these, it was detected that the Azerbaijani students
from Iran have learned Farsi (Persian language), due to that the official and education language in the country is
Farsi. However, some of them study in the foreign languages or theology departments, hence speak Arabic or
French.

The process of learning Anatolian Turkish of the students covered in the research is among the factors that affect
the mistake ratio. In the graphics below, the languages the students learned and the language courses they attend,
which way / channel they learned Anatolian Turkish, and their completion levels of the Turkish language courses
are presented to your attentions:
Language Learning Channels of the Studentsthat
Learned Turkish in Their Own Land

14 \ l J

TV Channels

Turkish Schools / Colleges

Private Courses

1]
Business of Turkey’s Turks T:
|

Formal Education
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Language Learning Channels of the Students Who Study
Turkey’s Turkish
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60 % of the Turkic students (18 persons) who studied Anatolian Turkish came learning Anatolian Turkish in their
countries. 40 % of them (12 persons) started to learn Anatolian Turkish in Turkey. Only 2 of the students started
to study in their countries first, then received course support after coming to Turkey. A test of 45 questions was
given to those who didn’t receive a course support, hence didn’t know of their language level, by the researchers,
and their levels were determined according to the answers given. The Anatolian Turkish sufficiency level of the
students is as follows:

Anatolian Turkish Sufficiency Levels According to
the
European Portfolio

0o 1
’ 3 HAL mA2

mBl mB2

uCl mC2

After analyzing the written documents of the students, the results yielded four different thematic mistakes done by
the students: phonetic, morphological, semantic and syntactic level mistakes. Following section presents the
findings regarding these mistakes. Examining the data of the written expression works taken from the students, a
sum of 149 related mistakes were detected in the 30 works. It was detected that 61 (40.93 %) of these were in
phonetic, 45 (30.20 %) were in morphologic, 35 (23.48 %) were in semantic, and 8 (5.36 %) were in syntactic
levels.

Classification of the Mistakes

3.1. Phonetic wrong transition

Examining the written expression works of the Turkic students, it was detected that the wrong transition mistakes
in the phonetic level were affected by the mother tongue; no samples were met with the effect of the second or
third languages.
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Wrong transition samples in the phonetic level are 61 in total, and their ratio is highest among the general

mistakes by 40.93 %.

Examining the mistakes generally done in the phonetic level, it was detected that the students, by the influence of
their mother tongue, even though they know the little vocal differences, they make wrong transitions in the words
that exist both in their own language and in the Anatolian Turkish. In other words, students prefer to write the
words not as they are used in the Anatolian Turkish, but as the versions of the same words that are used with

slight differences in the own languages.

The wrong transition mistakes, in terms of consonants, found in the written expressions of the students who made

mistakes in consonants rather than vowels might be classified as:
s k< g/q<kdegismesi seklinde olumsuz aktarim drnekleri

Azerbaijanda bu bayramlar ¢ok keyifli keger. Azerbaijani / 13 keg- < geg-
Daha bagari igin okumak kerek. Kyrgyz /24 kerek < gerek
Otken kiin okula baralmaymin. Kazakh /42 kin < gun

Novruzda yumurtalart kirmizi yesil ve basqa renglerle boyuyorlar.  Azerbaijani/ 17  basqa < bagka
+« Wrong transition mistakes such as the changes of y < &:

Erzurumda havalar soyuk. Azerbaijani / 15  soyuk < soguk

Ders calismakla belimi iydi. Kyrgyz / 21 iy-< eg-

Atatiirk Universitet bize cok sey dyretti. Kazakh / 40 Oyret- <ogret-
+«+ Wrong transition mistakes such as the changes of t < d:

Atladimiz zaman “agwrligim ugurlugum bu odun tistiine Azerbaijani / 17 tokil- < dokul-

tokiilsiin” soyliiyoruz.

Bu sene ders notlarum tiisiik. Kazakh / 43 tistik < diisiik

Simdi tort sinif var. Kyrgyz / 24 tort < dort

++ Wrong transition mistakes such as the changes of b < p:
Ev sahibleri papagin icerisine seker yumurta falan doldurub ~ Azerbaijani/ 17  ev sahibleri < ev

kapinin éniine birakiyolar. sahipleri
«» Wrong transition mistakes such as the changes of g (hidden voice) < v:
Savolsun abim sayesiyle bu diistincem degisti. Turkmen /3 savol- < sagol-
Burasi giizel ve biraz sovuk ama bu sovukla buras giizel. Turkmen /4 sovuk < soguk
% Wrong transition mistakes such as the changes of g < g:
Daglari deryalari golleri ormanlart ¢esmeleri gibi ¢ok giizel ~ Turkmen /3 dag < dag
bir dogaya sahipdir. doga< doga
% Wrong transition mistakes such as the changes of g < k:
Novruzda yumurtalar: kirmizi yesil ve basqa renglerle Azerbaijani / 17 renglerle < renklerle
boyuyorlar.
Asgerlikde olan arkadagim Sahibe mektup yaziyorum. Azerbaijani / 15 asgerlik < askerlik

The wrong transition mistakes, in terms of vowels, found in the written expressions of the Turkic students

who learn Anatolian Turkish might be classified as:
«» Wrong transition mistakes such as the changes of a < e:

Dostum herkese salam soyle. Turkmen /4 salam< selam
Ayin 13 baslyor ve 21 kadar davam eder. Azerbaijani / 17 davam< devam
Annem kardasim ve ben. Turkmen /9 kardas < kardes
«» Wrong transition mistakes such as the changes of o<e:
Novruzda yumurtalar: kirmizi yesil ve bagqa renglerle Azerbaijani / 17 novruzda < nevruzda o
boyuyorlar. <e
«» Wrong transition mistakes such as the changes of 0 < a:
Havanin mimdigi pek te hosumo gitmedi. Kyrgyz / 24 hosumo < hosuma
+» Wrong transition mistakes such as the changes of 6 <e:
Benim sdygili okulum. Turkmen /1 soygili < sevgili
+» Wrong transition mistakes such as the changes of a < u:
O kalabalikta okamak ne kadar giizel. Turkmen /6 oka- < oku-
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3.2. Wrong transitions in morphological level

Examining the written expressions of the Turkic students, it was detected that the 45 of the mistakes done were in
the morphological level. All of them were the wrong transitions from the mother tongue. The majority of the
mistakes in the morphological level that occupied a 30.20 % ratio among all of the mistakes done are made up of
the usages of the Standard Anatolian Turkish tonal / atonal versions of the sounds that make up the members in
the mother tongues of the students. Samples were encountered in which Azerbaijani, Kyrgyz, Turkmen and
Kazakh students used the suffixes such as /+dA/, /+dlr/, /+dAn/, /+Ib/, +cA/, /4+ngl/ ... etc., as per the features in
their own mother tongues, and they didn’t follow the rule to use them tonal / atonal according to be suffixed to
related words as in the Standard Anatolian Turkish. Hence, these particles are as /+TA/, /[+TIr/, [+TAn/, [+1p/,
[+CA/, [+ncl/ in the Standard Anatolian Turkish.

& [+dA/ < [+TA/

1993-de Turkmenistanda dogdum. Turkmen /3 1993-de < 1993°te
Bu devletde okumakdan ve yasamakdan ¢cok memnunum. Azerbaijani / 16  devletde< devlette
s [+dlr/ < [+Tlr/
Gordiigiiniiz gibi en ¢ok zorlandigim beceri Tiirkce yazmakdir.  Turkmen /3 yazmakdir < yazmaktir
Azerbaijan halkinn kiiltiir ise ¢ok genigdir. Azerbaijani / 13 genisdir < genistir
% [+dAn/ < /+TAn/
Yabanct uyrukiu 6grencilere yardim ettigi icin esas da Azerbaijani / 13 dersden < dersten
finallarda dersden gecirdigi icin tesekkiir ederim.
Bu devletde okumakdan ve yasamakdan ¢ok memnunum. Azerbaijani/ 16  yasamakdan <
yasamaktan
o [+Ib/ < /+1p/
Benim dogub biiyiidiiyiim ilinse asirlarca yagi vardir. Azerbaijani / 13 dogub < dogup
Gece cocuklar kapilart ¢alib papak atib saklanyyorlar. Azerbaijani / 17 atib <atip
% [+cAl < [+CA/
Dolaysiyla tiirkce quce olsa yarist tiirkge yarist Turkmenge eve  Turkmen /4 Turkmenge <
geldikten son kendi yazanlarimi kendim okuyabilmiyordum. Turkmen

Tiirkiyenin bize sundugu imkanlardan rahatca yararlaniyoruz.  Azerbaijani /16  rahatca < rahatca
< [+nc¢l/ < /[+ncl/
Su an ikingi sinifta okuyorum. Kyrgyz / 24 ikingi < ikinci

One of the wrong transition mistakes the students of Turkic origin learning Anatolian Turkish in the morphologic
level due to their mother tongues is that they prefer the vocals of their own mother tongue, in the intermediate
vocals in the suffixes added to the meaningful members. The most characteristic sample detected in the study is
the n <y change in the junction of the meaningful member and the suffix. The reason for this is that the
accusative case marker /+1/ after a vowel in the Standard Anatolian Turkish is different in Turkmen, Azerbaijani
and Kyrgyz Turkish languages. In the Standard Anatolian Turkish, a word ending in a vowel takes and
intermediate “y” when a suffix beginning with a vowel is added. One of the functions of the member /+1/ is to
point the accusative form. But in Turkmen, Azerbaijani and Kyrgyz Turkish languages, this function is
accomplished by the suffix /+nl/ (Ministry of Culture, 1991: 1102, 1050, 1028). Therefore in the Anatolian
Turkish the intermediate vocal is “y” while it is “n” in the other Turkish languages, which is present in the form
of the suffix already.

Senin elinden yemek yemeni ¢zledim anne. Turkmen /1 yeme-+ni<yeme+(y)i
Tilrkgeni biraz ogrendim. Turkmen /4 Turkge+ni< Tirkge+(y)i
Turkiyeni hep lider gérmek bizimde hayalimizin Azerbaijani / 16 Turkiye+ni< Turkiye+(y)i
bir parcasidir.

Bu diinyan iilkeni ¢ok sevdim. Kazakh / 40 Diinya+ni1 < diinya+(y)
Bu diinyan iilkeni ¢ok sevdim. Kazakh / 40 Ulke+ni < tilke+(y)i

It was detected that some of the mother tongue usages preferred in the written expression were made up of the
tense particles / tense suffixes; and it was figured that the students preferred the tenses as in their mother tongues,
because they are quite similar in two languages.
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layor/ < [-lyor/

Opyorum hoscakal. Turkmen /7 Op-gyor+um < gp-uyor+um
Tiirkgeyi ogrendigim ve ogrenyor olmam beni ¢cok mutlu Turkmen /8 Ogren-gyor < 6gren-iyor
ediyor.

Other examples
Stikiirler olsunki hayalim gercekiesdi. Azerbaijani/  gerceklesdi < gergeklesti

16

Arada sirada sizi ozliiyorum diymezsen. Turkmen /6 diymezsen < demem
Biz bu iiniversitetde ¢ok hos kiinler kéripiz. Kazakh / 40 koripti < gormiisiiz
Erzurumda gtizel kiinler kérgénum. Kyrgyz / 24 korgonim < gordim.
Burasinin halkina “Dadaglar” diyyerler. Turkmen /4 diyyerler < derler

The wrong transition examples seen in the negative form of the ability modal verb are:
Dolaysiyla yarist tiirkce yarist Turkmence eve geldikten son Turkmen /4 okuyabilmiyordum <
kendi yazanlarumi kendim okuyabilmiyordum. okuyamiyordum
Otken kiin okula baralmaymin. Kazakh /42 baralmaymin <
varamadim (gelemedim)

The wrong transition mistake in the /suffix+ postposition/ form was met in the written expression of just one
student. In the Turkmen Turkish, one of the postpositions forming the last /suffix+postposition/ form with several
members is “son” (Buran and Alkaya, 2010: 148). It was detected that the Turkmen students studying Anatolian
Turkish preferred the form /-TIKtan son/ from their mother tongues instead of the form /-TIKtan sonra/ in the
Standard Anatolian Turkish.

Dolaysiyla yarist tiirkce yarisi Turkmence eve Turkmen /4 geldikten son < geldikten sonra
geldikten son kendi yazanlarimi kendim
okuyabilmiyordum.

3.3. Wrong transition mistakes in the semantic level

Examining the written expression works of the Turkic students, it was detected that the 35 (23.48 %) of the wrong
transition mistakes done were in the semantic level. All of these are the wrong transitions done from the mother
tongue. Examples were given below, regarding the wrong transitions mistakes in this topic:

Once onunla alay ettim sonra ¢ok fikirlestim. Azerbaijani / 33 fikirles- < diisiin-
2020’de Tiirkiyedeki neft serbestge tiretilebilir. Kyrgyz / 22 neft< petrol

Havanin mimdigi pek te hosumo gitmedi. Kyrgyz / 24 nimdig1 < nemliligi
Otken kiin okula baralmaymin. Kazakh /42 Otken < gecen
Arkadas bu benim okadik iiniversitetim harika. Turkmen /6 Universitet < (iniversite
Tarkiye bilim kultlr medeniyet konukperver insaniyet Azerbaijani / 13 konukperver <
bakimindan ¢ok iyi devlet. misafirperver

Annem ve babam kardesim daha dogulmadan bosandilar. Turkmen /9 dogul-< dog-

3.4. Wrong transitions in the syntactic level

The written expression works of the Turkic students were examined; no mistakes were seen in the phrasal level,
but 8 (5.36 %) syntactic mistakes were detected in the word cluster level.

In the Standard Anatolian Turkish, “belirtisiz isim tamlamalar: (indefinite noun phrases) that lead among the
expressive permanent concept marking methods formed by more than one meaning member make up a
characterization group in the “determining noun with its adjectives + @ + determined noun + determining
suffix” formation” (Gemalmaz, 2010, 251). Even though the same case is valid for other Turkic languages, the
samples in which the students used “determining noun with its adjectives + @ + determined noun + ¢~
formation, due to the influences of the second, or third languages were observed.
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Nevruz bayraminda giires yapiyorlar Turkmen pilav ~ Turkmen /2 Turkmen pilav+g<Turkmen

pisiriliyor. pilav+

Ben de Turkiyede Atattirk Universitenin Edebiyat Turkmen /9 Edebiyat Fakulte+g< Edebiyat

Fakiiltenin Fransiz Dili ve Edebiyat boliimiiniin 1. Fakiiltetsi

Sinif ogrencisiyim. Atatlirk Universite+g < Atatiirk
Universite+si

Sonra dnce kiz taraf diigiin yapiyor. Turkmen /9 kiz taraf+g < kiz taraf+i

Arkadas bu benim okadik iiniversitetim harika. Turkmen /6 benim okadik+e+g tiniversitetim
< benim okuduk+u+m
universitem

Novruz bizim milli bayramdir. Azerbaijani / 17  bizim milli bayram+g+g< bizim

millT bayram+imiz

One of the mistakes done in the word clusters level is in the marking the plural /+1Ar/ suffix of students of Turkic
origin studying Turkish in the adjective phrases formed in “undetermined adjective + noun + plural suffix”
form.

/adjective+noun+IAr/ > /adjective+noun+g /
Azerbaijanda her bolgelerin kendine ozen siveleri Azerbaijani/ 13 her bélge+ler+in < her
yemekleri oyun havalart vardur. bélge+g+nin

5. Conclusion and Suggestions

Analyzing the wrong transitions detected in the written expression works of the Turkic students learning
Anatolian Turkish, following conclusions were drawn:

It was detected that the majority of the phonological mistakes were based on the influences of the mother
tongues; no samples were found regarding the influence of second or third languages.

It was observed that the most wrong transition mistakes were done in the phonological level with 61 (40.93
%) mistakes.

It was detected in the examined written expression works that the wrong transition mistakes were done more
in the consonants than the vowels.

It was observed that the students adding suffix to the words such as “saat”, kanaat”, “kalp” have generalized
the thick and thin vowels of the Turkish and preferred thick vowels.

It was detected that the students made more mistakes in the words that exist both in their mother tongue and
in Anatolian Turkish.

It was observed that 45 of the wrong transition mistakes done were in the morphological level. Among all the
mistakes done, it was detected that the majority of the particle mistakes that occupy a 30.20 % ratio,
originated from that the students used such particles as /+TA/, /+TIr/, /+TAn/, /+lIp/, /+CA/, /+nCl/ ... as per
the features in their own mother tongues, and neglected the consonant harmony in Standard Anatolian
Turkish.

It was detected that the 35 (23.48 %) of the wrong transition mistakes done in the works were in the semantic
level.

No syntactic mistake was observed in the phrasal level, while 8 (5.36 %) mistakes were seen in the word
cluster level.

It was detected in the work done that both the wrong transition mistakes the Turkic students did in their written
Turkish expression displayed a diversity as per the matters, and the frequency of the mistakes displayed a
diversity.

Referring to these data, these may be proposed to the students of Turkic origin regarding the Anatolian Turkish
learning:

The wrong transition mistakes the students do due to their mother tongues and their frequency should be detected;
instructional programs according to the mother tongues of the students should be developed, paying attention to
the data obtained from this and similar studies.
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