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Abstract

This study aimed to examine the written expression of students who have learnt Turkish abroad as a second language by conducting error analysis. In line with the
study purpose, we analyzed 35 different samples written by 19 students who were at A1, A2, and B1 levels. The study data included the written products by students
at Comenius University in Slovakia in Turkish classes throughout six semesters consecutively. At the end of the data analysis, we found that there were 691 errors
in students’ written expression in total. The study findings showed that the students had errors in grammar (61%), spelling and punctuation (19%), choice of words
(14%), and syntax (6%). When we examined the sources of the errors, we found out that the errors resulted from misinformation (43%), omission (37%), addition
(14%), and syntax error (6%). When we examined students’ errors in terms of communicative effects, we concluded that most of the errors (77%) were local errors
that did not affect the whole communication, while only a small portion (23%) led to global errors that affected communication. In light of the study findings, we sug-
gest that students who learn Turkish abroad should be provided with more in-class activities by which they can use grammar structures and rules.
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Introduction

The process of language learning naturally includes errors by stu-
dents who learn a language as a second/foreign language. Identifying
and correcting these errors is of crucial importance for language
teaching.

Analyzing students’ errors is necessary to think over these errors
and give students constructive feedback about them. Analyzing such
errors will show that the errors are mostly made in some specific topics,
or students have difficulty in the same or similar topics. Student errors
can arise from misinformation, transfer from the native language, or
overgeneralization. Error analysis makes it possible to identify in which
topics students mostly make errors and give effective and constructive
feedback after identifying the actual sources of errors. Error analysis
is one of the methods frequently used to examine student errors in lan-
guage teaching. Error analysis is a method based on examining students’
written and oral products to identify and analyze these errors.

Analyzing the errors in the written and oral products of students who
learn Turkish as a second language will guide teachers as well as those
who prepare curriculum and material in the field.

Emergence of Error Analysis

The behaviorist theory, which considers language learning the same
as acquiring a habit, affected language learning until the late 1960s.
With the effect of behaviorist theory, it was widely thought that errors
arose from making the same errors in the target language as in the native
language, and so, researchers mostly focused on comparing the native
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language with the target language (Erdogan, 2005, p. 262). This type
of analysis, which aims at analyzing students’ errors by comparing the
native language and target language, is called contrastive analysis.

Contrastive analysis emerged as a product of a period when lin-
guistics and psychology were shaped by structuralist and behaviorist
theories (Corder, 1975, p. 202). It means examining the native language
and the target language comparatively, and it relies on the idea that the
more similarities there are between the two languages, the fewer dif-
ficulties there will be as a result of positive transference, while there
will be more difficulties as the differences increase (Brown, 2014, pp.
254-255). Contrastive analysis has received some criticism. Onder
(2017, pp. 18-19) divides the criticisms against contrastive analysis
into four categories. These categories include ignoring the other factors
that affect second language teaching, having difficulties arising from
similarities between the two languages, describing the process of learn-
ing the target language insufficiently, and associating all the errors with
native language attempts.

On the other hand, the developments in linguistics and psychology
have changed the idea that all the errors resulted from students’ native
language (Corder, 1967, p. 162). When it became obvious that all the
errors did not arise from transferring the native language into the target
language, contrastive analysis turned out to be insufficient to address
student errors. As a result of all these, error analysis emerged as an
alternative to contrastive analysis.

Error analysis emerged as a sub-branch of applied linguistics in the
1960s, and it started from the idea that many of the errors did not arise
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from students’ native language, but they reflected global learning strate-
gies (Richards & Schmidt, 2010, p. 201). This approach differs from
previous ones in that it examines not only the errors led by the transfer-
ence from the native language into the target language but also all other
possible errors (Brown, 2014, p. 250). Error analysis can be described
as observing students’ errors, categorizing them in accordance with a
particular system, and analyzing them accordingly (Béliikbas, 2011, p.
1359). It relies on observing, analyzing, and categorizing learners’ errors
in order to reveal the system operating in them (Brown, 2014, p. 250).

One of the most important differences between contrastive analysis
and error analysis is timing. As stated by Isler (2002, p. 130), contras-
tive analysis is performed in advance, while error analysis is performed
afterward as it addresses the data gathered from students’ products.

The approach of error analysis differs from contrastive analysis in
that it does not assume that students’ errors do not result from the effect
of their native language. In contrast, this approach does not have any
assumptions about the reasons for the types of errors; it prescribes col-
lecting data from the real conversations of those who learn the lan-
guage and then categorizing the types of errors in light of the collected
data (Burt, 1975, p. 54).

It would be better to consider contrastive analysis not as an alterna-
tive to error analysis but as its supplement and support (Isler, 2002,
p- 131). According to Dede (1983, p. 123), error analysis starts from the
idea that errors do not only result from native language attempts, and
it makes up the deficiencies of contrastive analysis. Because of that,
it is necessary to consider error analysis as an approach that replaces
contrastive analysis but that gives the opportunity to verify the data
gathered from contrastive analysis and to overcome the restrictions and
problems of contrastive analysis as a supplement. On the other hand, it
should be noted that although contrastive analysis falls short of explain-
ing the reasons for students’ errors, the data gathered from it will con-
tribute to language teaching. Boliikkbas (2011, p. 1365) indicates that
some of the errors made by students are caused by the transference from
their native language, and so it is necessary to benefit from contrastive
analysis. Similarly, Dede (1983) underlines the importance of examin-
ing the similarities and differences between the native language and tar-
get language, and listing them in the order of difficulty, adds that it is of
crucial importance to prepare teaching materials accordingly, and lastly
explains how to benefit from contrastive analysis in language teaching.

On the Concepts of Error and Mistake

The literature review shows that the concepts of error and mistake
refer to different aspects of difficulties learners face. Knowing the dif-
ference between the two concepts is significant for teachers to adopt an
appropriate attitude regarding errors and mistakes in class.

The distinction between error and mistake is based on Chomsky’s
(1965) concepts of performance and competence. Errors are basi-
cally divided into two as performance errors and competence errors.
Competence errors generally result from lack of knowledge, and it is
about competence. Performance errors are, on the other hand, errors
related to performance such as carelessness and tiredness. The litera-
ture uses the concept of mistake for performance errors in order to dif-
ferentiate between these two errors (Dulay et al., 1982, p. 139).

While errors result from lack of knowledge, mistakes result
from carelessness, tiredness, and any other aspect of performance
(Richards & Schmidt, 2010, p. 201). Similarly, Ellis (2003, p. 17) states
that errors arise from students’ lack of knowledge, and they consis-
tently appear in their performance at different times. On the other hand,
mistakes occasionally arise in students’ performance, and they occur
when students cannot reflect their knowledge on their performance.

48

Error can be described as the use of a language unit by learners of a
second/foreign language in their written/oral expression in a way that
is accepted to be wrong or deficient learning by the native speakers
of a language or by those who can speak a target language fluently
(Richards & Schmidt, 2010, p. 201). Dulay et al. (1982, p. 138) define
errors as deficient aspects of students’ written or oral expression.

In light of aforementioned knowledge, it seems possible to state that
mistakes do not appear systematically, and they emerge depending on
physical, emotional, or psychological factors, whereas errors appear
systematically, and they result from lack of knowledge, not from other
external factors. Hence, it is obvious that it is not necessary for teachers
to address mistakes seriously, while it is important to address errors in
class with effective and right feedback.

The Process of Error Analysis
Ellis (2003) suggests the following steps for error analysis:

1. Identifying the errors: It should be decided if the deficiencies in
students’ oral or written expression are a mistake or an error.

2. Defining errors: After errors are identified, they can be categorized
in many different ways. Errors can be categorized grammatically
or under titles such as deficiency, misinformation, or misordering.

3. Explaining the errors: Errors are generally systematic, and they
do not appear casually. After identifying errors, it is necessary to
examine why they appear. Errors can arise from various cases such
as creating a rule, deficiency, overgeneralization, and transference.

4.  Evaluating the errors: The main goal of error analysis is to help
students with language learning, which makes it important to eval-
uate errors carefully. As some errors hinder communication, they
should be evaluated more carefully, and students should focus on
these errors more carefully. In this line, we can examine errors
under two categories, which are global errors and local errors.
Global errors distort the general structure of a sentence and make
it difficult to understand the sentence, whereas local errors affect
only a single component of a sentence and are less likely to affect
communication negatively (Ellis, 2003, pp. 19-20).

Similar to Ellis’s classification, the literature is rich with various
classifications to explain and evaluate errors according to the types and
sources of errors. Corder (1973, 1975) divides errors into four groups,
which are lack of a basic unit (1), adding an irrelevant or unnecessary
unit (2), choosing a wrong unit (3), misordering the units (4), and adds
that it would be better to consider different categories such as spelling,
phonologic, morphologic, and syntactic categories in classifying errors.
Dulay et al. (1982, p. 150) indicate that errors should be examined in
four different groups such as “misinformation, omission, addition, and
misordering” in order to analyze the errors in surface structure.

Richards and Schmidt (2010, p. 201) divides errors into two as
intralingual and interlingual errors in its most basic sense. While
interlingual errors appear when learners make transference from their
native language (Richards & Schmidt, 2010, p. 294), intralingual errors
depend on different reasons such as educational process and factors
related to learners.

Richards (1974, p. 174) states that intralingual errors have four
basic sources, which are (1) overgeneralization, (2) not knowing the
rules, (3) applying the rules insufficiently, and (4) developing a con-
cept. Richards and Schmidt (2010, pp. 201-202) list the reasons for
intralingual errors as follows:

1. Overgeneralization: Errors resulting from generalizing the rules in
the target language in inappropriate contexts.

2. Simplification: Errors resulting from using the grammatical rules
of the target language in a simpler way.
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3. Developmental error: Errors reflecting the natural steps of
development.

4. Communication-based error: Errors resulting from communica-
tion strategies.

5. Induced error: Errors resulting from transference in education.

6. Error of avoidance: Errors resulting from not using particular
structures in the target language because of considering them
difficult.

7. Error of overproduction: Errors resulting from using structures
often.

Benefits of Error Analysis

Error analysis is necessary to identify why students make errors,
give teachers insight about students’ errors, and provide students with
the opportunity to correct their own errors (Ellis, 2003, p. 15). Being
familiar with students’ actual errors is a valuable guide in language
classes to identify the order and emphasis of teaching (Burt, 1975,
p- 53). Error analysis can be a guide for teachers to review their teach-
ing methods and materials, evaluate teaching process, and re-arrange
curriculum (Béliikbas, 2011, p. 1359). Corder (1967, p. 167) indicates
that error analysis has three main contributions to teaching a language.
The first one is that error analysis will guide teachers about how much
students have progressed and how close they are to learning objectives.
Furthermore, error analysis will contribute to researchers about how a
language is learnt/acquired by giving information on which strategies
students use and what kind of a process they go through. The third
and most important contribution of error analysis is to provide students
with new learning opportunities starting from their errors. In this con-
text, making an error can be considered as a tool which is used by
students to learn.

Literature Review

Aktas (2021) conducted a study to examine the writing skills of
secondary school students in Turkey, found that the students had a low
level of success in writing skill, and also concluded that the students
could not gain the learning outcomes in writing skill.

Bayazit (2019) found in a study that students’ errors in syntax
resulted from morphological and grammatical errors.

Cergi et al. (2016) examined students’ errors in writing according to
their level of language. They found out that the least number of gram-
matical errors appeared at Al level, which was thought to result from
the fact that there is a limited variety of grammatical topics included in
Al level. They also concluded that the most common grammar errors
were about affix. They observed that syntax errors were most common
at Al and A2 levels. They also noticed that errors of spelling and punc-
tuation decreased in number as students’ level of language increased.

Giiler and Eylip (2016) conducted a study to examine the use of
oblique by students who were learning Turkish in London. They
found out that the most common errors were about inessive case and
dative case.

Cetinkaya (2015) carried out a study to identify the errors in writ-
ing by students who were at B2 level. The study findings showed that
the most common errors of students were morphological, syntactic,
orthographic, and lexical. Moreover, it was found that the errors mostly
resulted from cognitive processes such as displacement, addition, and
omission.

Yilmaz and Bircan (2015) conducted a study in which they exam-
ined A2 students’ writing via error analysis. They concluded that the
errors mostly resulted from spelling and punctuation, grammar, syntax,
and choice of words.

49

Ak-Basogul and Can (2014) examined the errors in writing by
Balkan students. In their study, they examined students’ errors in two
groups, which were grammar and spelling. They found out that the stu-
dents had the most common errors in phonology-based spelling fol-
lowed by cases and noun phrases.

Emiroglu (2014) identified in which areas foreign students who were
learning Turkish had the most difficulties in writing. The study findings
showed that the students had difficulty in phonology the most, while
they were better at vocabulary, relations of meaning, types of words,
and word groups. On the other hand, it was concluded that spelling and
punctuation was another topic in which students had difficulty.

Biiyiikikiz and Hasire1r (2013) conducted a study to examine B2
students’ writing via error analysis. They found out that the most com-
mon errors were in spelling and punctuation, grammar, word choice,
and syntax.

Boliikbas and Yargin (2012) used error analysis to examine the use
of Turkish tenses by students learning Turkish at Kirghizstan Manas
University. They found out that the students mostly had errors in past
indefinite. They observed that the students had difficulty using the
structures that were lacking in their native language, and instead, they
preferred using the structures that were present in their native language.
As students’ level of language increased, they got better at using tenses.

Bolikbas (2011) conducted a study to examine writing skills of
Arabian students and found that the most frequent errors among stu-
dents were in spelling and punctuation, grammar, choice of word, and
syntax. Boliikbas (2011) stated in the study that student errors resulted
from transference from native language, teaching and learning pro-
cesses, as well as materials.

Adalar-Subasi1 (2010) conducted a study to analyze errors in essays
of Arabian students learning Turkish in Turkey and found out that the
errors mostly resulted from differences between students’ native lan-
guage and the Turkish language.

Albayrak (2010) carried out a study to evaluate Mongol students’
writing. The study focused on phonology, conceptual signs, conceptual
relations, sentence, spelling, and punctuation individually.

Ersoy (1997) concluded in a study that the students mostly had errors
in palatal harmony. On the other hand, morphological errors mostly
resulted from conjugation, declension, and accusative case. Syntactic
errors were mostly about object and verb agreement, while spelling and
punctuation errors were mostly about the use of apostrophe.

The current study aims at evaluating errors in writing by students
who were learning Turkish in another country as a foreign language
via the method of error analysis. In this line, we sought answers to the
following questions:

1. What kind of errors are there in students’ writing?
2. What are the sources of students’ errors in writing?
3. What are the communicative effects of students’ errors in writing?

Methods

Research Model

In the current study, we employed descriptive analysis, one of the
qualitative study designs. Descriptive analysis is a qualitative analysis that
relies on summarizing the data according to previously identified themes
and interpreting them accordingly (Yildirim & Simsek, 2018, p. 239).

Study Group

The study group of the current study is composed of 19 foreign stu-
dents who were learning Turkish at Comenius University in Slovakia
between 2019 and 2022. Table 1 shows the qualities of the participants.
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Table 1.

Qualities of the Participants

Student Native Language Level of Language Age
S1 Slovak Bl 37
S2 Slovak Bl 23
S3 Hungarian A2 27
S4 Slovak A2 28
S5 Slovak A2 26
S6 Hungarian A2 22
S7 Slovak A2 22
S8 Hungarian A2 23
S9 Slovak Al 24
S10 Slovak Al 21
S11 Slovak Bl 30
S12 Slovak Al 25
S13 Slovak Al 23
S14 Slovak Al 21
S15 Hungarian Al 21
S16 Hungarian A2 24
S17 Slovak Bl 23
S18 Slovak A2 27
S19 Hungarian A2 26

As is seen in Table 1, the native language of 13 participants was
Slovak, while it was Hungarian for 6 of them. Six of the participants
had a language level of Al, nine of them were A2, and four of them
were B1. The participants’ ages varied between 21 and 37.

Collecting and Analyzing the Study Data

We collected the study data from among the written products of
students who took Turkish courses at the University of Comenius in
Slovakia for six terms consecutively. As stated by Sasi and Lai (2021),
the duration of the study is a very significant element when the study
employs error analysis, and extending the duration of a study makes it
possible to consider the fluctuation in the language proficiency levels
of the participants. Because of that reason, the current study data were
collected from the writing products of 19 students who took Turkish for
6 consecutive terms.

Writing tasks given to Al level students during a semester included
daily routines, festivals and special days, camping, describing physical
qualities and personality, and describing a famous person; A2 level stu-
dents were asked to write a recipe, a letter of apology, description of a
house, holiday plan, a tale; B1 level students were asked to write about
comparison of languages, types of intelligence, raising a child, and a letter
of apology. We analyzed 35 different texts including 4714 words in total.

We analyzed the study data according to the method of error analy-
sis. We did not include interlingual errors in the current study; we only
focused on intralingual errors. We categorized the intralingual errors
which we identified at the end of the analysis as grammatical errors,
syntactic errors, and errors resulting from choice of word, spelling, and
punctuation. Furthermore, we relied on Corder’s (1973, 1975) classi-
fication of errors as “lack of a basic element, adding an irrelevant ele-
ment, choosing a wrong element, and misordering elements” and we
identified intralingual sources of errors as omission, addition, choos-
ing a wrong element, and misordering. On the other hand, considering
Ellis’ (2003) classification of local and global errors about identifying
to what extent errors affect communication, we evaluated the errors in
terms of their communicative effects.

We received opinions from a lecturer and an instructor about the cat-
egories of error classification and error analysis of the data set in order
to ensure the validity and reliability of the analysis. We conducted the
data analysis in line with the opinions of the experts.

Results

We found 691 errors in 35 different texts included in the current
study. The first sub-problem of the study is “What kind of errors are
there in students’ writing?” In this line, Figure 1 shows the results of
the analysis regarding 691 errors in the texts.

As is seen in Figure 1, the participant students had errors resulting
mostly from grammar (61%). On the other hand, they had the least
errors in syntax (6%).

When we examined students’ errors in detail, we found out that the
category of grammar included morphological errors (52.21%), the cate-
gory of spelling and punctuation included phonological errors (51.2%),
the category of word choice included errors in vocabulary (77.55%),
and the category of syntax included ordering elements (70.73%).

Examples of Errors
Examples of Regarding Grammatical Error
Errors of Morphology
Tatil gittim: Tatile gittim.'

Giizellik karistirmadan sonra diger malzemeleri ekliyoruz:
Giizelce karistirdiktan sonra diger malzemeleri ekliyoruz

Hafta sonunda ailemle 1zgara yaparken ¢ok seviyorum: Hafta
sonunda ailemle 1zgara yapmay: ¢ok seviyorum.

Errors of Phrases

Evimiz iyi ve avantajli bolgesindedir: Evimiz Bratislava 'nin iyi
ve avantajli bolgesindedir.

Slovak yemekler biraz farkli: Slovak yemekleri biraz farkl.

Patates hamurdan kiigliik makarna gibi ve slovak tuzlu peynirle
servis edilir: Patates hamurundan kiigik makarna yapilir ve
tuzlu Slovak peyniriyle servis edilir.

Errors of Mood
Bu kadin sik sik sarhos oldu: Bu kadm sik sik sarhos oluyordu.
Gel, bakin: Gelin, bakalim.

Errors of Lacking Elements

Kocalarin da kadinlarin hayatlarinda ¢ok 6nemli rolu var. Onlar
desteklemeliler: Kocalarin da kadinlarin hayatlarinda ¢ok dnemli
rolii var. Onlar eslerini desteklemeliler.

Asansér seyredelim: Asansorden /zmir’i seyredelim.

Bugiin ¢ok giizel Tiirk yemek: Bugiin ¢ok giizel Tiirk yemegi
yapacagim.

Errors of Punctuation and Spelling
Phonology-Based Spelling Errors

Bir arkadas bana gece aradi. “Yasemin yoldayim ve benzimi
yok.” dedi: Bir arkadas beni gece aradi. “Yasemin yoldayim ve
benzinim yok.” dedi.

1 In the current study, students’errors are underlined and in italic. The correc-
tions are given in italic after a colon.
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[’

Types of the Errors

Figure 1.
Types of Errors in Students’ Writing.

Hos geldiniz: Hos geldiniz.

Annesine ve babagina yaptig1 gibi ¢ocugun da dyle: Annesine ve
babasina yaptig1 cocugun da Oyle.

Word-Based Spelling Errors

Size kiiltiiriimiiz hakkinda bir ka¢ tavsiye vermek istiyorum:
Size kiiltiirimiiz hakkinda birkag tavsiye vermek istiyorum.

Spelling Errors About Conjunctions
Mutfakta de kiler var: Mutfakta da kiler var.

Sahillerde genellikle restoranlar de var: Sahillerde genellikle
restoranlar da var.

O zamanda siz onlardan daha basarili olacaksiniz: O zaman da
siz onlardan daha basarili olacaksiniz.

Errors of Punctuation

Burada cesitli kitaplarim var - roman, tarihi kitaplar, rehberler,
dil kitaplar,... : Burada cgesitli kitaplarim var: roman, tarihi kita-
plar, rehberler, dil kitaplari...

Parise 6nce hi¢ gitmedim ama ¢ok istiyorum: Paris’e dnceden
hi¢ gitmedim ama ¢ok istiyorum.

Sizin hikayesi ¢ok ilham verici: Sizin hikdyeniz ¢ok ilham verici.

3-tincii glinde sanshiydim ve 6 bizon gordik: 3. giin ¢ok
sansliydim ve 6 bizon gordiik.

Errors About Choice of Word
Errors Resulting from Wrong Choice of Word

Uyumak i¢in uyku tulumu paketledim, 1/1k kiyafetleri ve gadir:
Uyumak i¢in uyku tulumunu paketledim. Kalin kiyafetleri ve
cadirt...

Sarimsagi, tuzu, karabiberi sikin: Sarimsagi, tuzu, karabiberi
ekleyin.

Tiirk kelimeleri Slovaklar i¢in hatirlamak kolay degil: Slovaklar
i¢in Tiirkge kelimeleri hatirlamak kolay degil.

Sizin kocast size yardim ediyour mu? Mesela evde camasir
vapryor_mu? Ve ya vakum yapryor mu: Sizin kocaniz size

51

H Grammar
M Punctuation and spelling
Choice of words

Syntax

yardim ediyor mu? Mesela evde ¢camasir yikiyor mu? Veya evi
stiptiriiyor mu?

Errors Resulting from Choosing Irrelevant Words

Evimiz daireydi ve iiclincli katta vardi: Evimiz daireydi ve
uciincll kattayd.

Anneanne, dede, anne, baba, erkek ve kiz kardesler i¢in ilk kez
tatilde birlikte gittiler: Anneanne, dede, anne, baba, erkek ve kiz
kardesler ilk kez tatile birlikte gittiler.

Errors of Syntax
Errors Resulting from Misordering Elements
Nasil giinii gegti: Giinii nasil gegti?

Ansansor'da en cok giizel manzarasi var: En giizel manzara
Asansor’de var.

Miizik yiiksek sesle dinledi: Yiiksek sesle miizik dinledi.
Errors Resulting from Misordering Phrases
Canim benim arkadagim: Benim canim arkadagim.

Hepsi ekleri bilmeden Tiirk¢e konusmak zor: Eklerin hepsini bil-
meden Tiirk¢e konusmak zor.

The second sub-problem of the current study is “What are the
sources of students’ errors in writing?” In this line, Figure 2
shows the results of the analysis.

As is seen in Figure 2, the students most frequently had errors
resulting from wrong choice (43%), while the percentage of
errors resulting from omission is also quite high (37%). On the
other hand, the students had the fewest errors about misorder-
ing (6%).

Examples Regarding the Sources of Errors
Errors Resulting from Wrong Choice

Gelegek yil bir kucuk turu yapalim: Gelecek yil kiiglik bir tur
yapalim.

Bu odasinda kiigiik bir is_kdsesi yaptim: Bu odada kiiciik bir
calisma kosesi yaptim.
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Sources of Errors

B Wrong choice
M Omission
Addition

Misordering

Figure 2.
Sources of Errors.

Odada bir evlilik yatagi, iki komodin, bir koltuk, iki dolap, bebek
yatag biyiik pencere ve balkon kapist var: Odada iki kisilik
yatak, iki komodin, bir koltuk, iki dolap, besik, biilyiik bir pen-
cere ve balkon kapisi var.

Errors Resulting from Omission

Camasir odasinda ¢amagir makinesi: Camasir odasinda ¢amasir
makinesi var.

Evizden okul ve magaza uzak degil: Evimizden okul ve magaza
uzak degil.

Poloniny doga Slovakya'da, Nova Sedlica'ya kiiciik bir sehir
vakin: Poloniny Dogu Slovakya’da, Nova Sedlica'ya yakin kii¢iik
bir sehir.

The third sub-problem is “What are the communicative effects of
students’ errors in writing?” Figure 3 below shows the results of
the analysis conducted in this line.

According to Figure 3, students’ errors in writing mostly affected
communication locally (77%), a small group of the errors
affected it globally (23%).

Eski milze ziyaret ettik: Eski miizeyi ziyaret ettik. Examples of Errors Regarding Their Communicative Effects

Errors Resulting from Addition Errors Affecting Communication Globally

Arkadasimla ile gittik: Arkadasimla gittik.
Bu en sevdigim bayrami: Bu en sevdigim bayram.

Onun hi¢ arkadaslar: yokmus: Onun hi¢ arkadas: yokmus.

Errors Resulting from Misordering

Ezgi arkadagim: Arkadasim Ezgi.

Tatile yanima aldum terlikler, sandalet, elbise, tigortler, sortlar
ve glines gozliigl, sapka, plaj ¢antasi ve giines kremi: Tatilde
yanima terlik, sandalet, elbise, tisort, sort, giines gozIligl, sapka,
plaj ¢antasi ve giines kremi aldim.

Denge bana problem yapmiyor: Dengemi koruyabilirim.
Bazaarda acibeler alayim: Pazardan elbiseler alayim.

Bircok tane bile Cekya’ya tagindigimizda aldik ve simdi onlar
daha az kullanilan odalarda var: Bircok esyamizi Cekya’ya
tasindigimizda aldik ve simdi o esyalar daha az kullandigimiz
odalarda duruyor.

Sizin karar tiniversiteye daha sonra baslamak dogruydu, ¢iinkii
cocuklar olmasindan sonra &zel hayat bitirmez ve kadinlara ne
istiyorlar bu yapmak lazim: Sizin {iniversiteye sonradan baglama
karariniz dogruydu ¢iinkii ¢ocuklar olduktan sonra 6zel hayat
bitmez ve kadinlar ne istiyorlarsa onu yapmalilar.

Communicative Effects of Errors

M Locally

M Globally

Figure 3.
Communicative Effects of Errors.
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Errors Affecting Communication Locally

Ama apartman binasin arkasinda Tuna’nin kanali ve bir ¢ayir
vardi: Ama apartman binasinin arkasinda Tuna’nin bir kolu ve
cay1r vardi.

Tiirk dil eklemeli bir dili, Slovak dil kaynasma dili: Tiirk dili
eklemeli bir dil, Slovak dili ise ¢ekimli bir dil.

Cok hizli Cekge grameri dgrendim: Cekgenin gramerini gok
hizli 6grendim.

Bazi evlerde size musafir terlig1 vereyecekler: Bazi evlerde size
misafir terligi verecekler.

Discussion

The current study aimed to examine the written expression of stu-
dents who learn Turkish abroad as a foreign language. In this study,
we reviewed 35 different texts written by 19 students whose levels of
Turkish were A1, A2, or Bl. At the end of the study, we found out that
there were 691 errors in the written products of the participant students.

We analyzed the errors in the texts according to their type. At the
end of this analysis, we concluded that 61% of the errors were about
grammar, 19% of them were about spelling and punctuation, 14% of
them were about word choice, and 6% of them were about syntax.
Therefore, it is obvious that most of the errors made by the partici-
pant students in the current study were grammatical. Similar studies
in the literature (Boliikbas, 2011; Biiyiikikiz & Hasirc1, 2013; Ozkan,
2021; Yilmaz & Bircan, 2015) concluded that most of the errors were
about spelling and punctuation followed by grammar. Hence, the cur-
rent study findings do not support the previous studies in the literature.
The common feature of the said studies is that they were all conducted
in centers where Turkish was taught in Turkey. On the other hand, we
conducted the current study with students learning Turkish in a foreign
country. We concluded in the current study that the students had gram-
matical errors the most, and this might be because students could not
find enough opportunities to use grammar rules in practice, and so they
could not internalize the grammar rules. Arhan (2015) carried out a
study to examine the errors of case suffixes in writing the expressions
of Al and A2 level students who were learning Turkish in Egypt and
indicated that language learning environment was one of the reasons
why students made errors of case suffixes. Likewise, the study con-
ducted by Emek (2021) with students who were learning Turkish in
Algeria concluded that the most frequent error type was about spell-
ing and punctuation (37%) as well as grammar (37%), which might be
indicating that students who learn Turkish in a foreign country have
more grammatical errors depending on language learning environment.
Considering all these findings, it is clear that those who learn Turkish in
a foreign country have more grammatical errors than any other types of
error when compared to those who learn Turkish in Turkey.

Another finding of the current study is that errors in spelling and
punctuation were fewer when compared to similar studies in the lit-
erature. This might result from the fact that this study was conducted
with students whose native languages were Slovak and Hungarian, and
there are no important differences between Turkish and the other two
languages, so there were fewer errors in spelling and punctuation. In
fact, Aytan and Giiney (2015) found out in a study that students whose
native language was Arabic had errors in spelling and punctuation the
most and observed that the native language of the students affected the
type of the error students made. On the other hand, the current study
finding that students had the fewest errors in syntax supports the pre-
vious study findings in the literature (Boliikbas, 2011; Biiylikikiz &
Hasiret, 2013; Ipek & Aliyeva-Cinar, 2021; Kirbas, 2017).
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We re-classified the types of errors in the current study and tried
to analyze them in detail. In this line, grammatical errors were mostly
about morphology (52.21%). This finding reinforces the previous study
findings by Ipek and Aliyeva-Cmar (2021) as well as Ozarslan (2018),
who concluded that the students had morphological errors the most.
The reason why students had morphological errors the most might be
that Turkish is an agglutinative language. According to another find-
ing of the current study, students had phonology-based errors in the
category of spelling and punctuation the most (51.2%), and this find-
ing supports the findings of the studies conducted by Ak-Basogul and
Can (2014). On the other hand, the most frequent vocabulary errors
resulted from wrong choice of words (77.55%), while syntax errors
were mostly due to misordering elements (70.73%).

In the current study, we also analyzed the sources of errors and
found out that the errors mostly resulted from wrong choice (43%),
omission (37%), addition (14%), and misordering (6%). Jabeen et al.
(2015) conducted a study to examine the errors of Pakistani and Iranian
students who were learning English as a second/foreign language, and
they concluded that the sources of the errors were the same in order
as the current study. Similarly, Sasi and Lai (2021) carried out a study
to analyze the errors in writing of Taiwanese university students who
were learning English, and they concluded that the errors resulted from
wrong choice and omission the most.

When we evaluated students’ errors in terms of their communicative
effects, we found out that 77% of the errors were local errors that did
not affect communication, while 23% of them were global errors that
affected communication. The current finding complies with the study
conducted by Cetinkaya (2015), who concluded in a study that local
errors were 81.31% and global errors were 14.84%. Considering the
fact that the ultimate goal of language teaching is to communicate in
the target language, it is a positive thing to see that most of the errors
were local errors that did not affect the whole communication. On the
other hand, Brown (2014, pp. 250-251) starts from the idea that the
main goal of language teaching is to be able to communicate fluently in
the target language and warns teachers that focusing on students’ errors
will prevent positive reinforcement.

Conclusion and Recommendations

It should be noted that errors are not always bad, and they are a natu-
ral element of language learning process. However, as stated by Ellis
(2003, p. 15), error analysis is necessary to identify why students make
errors, give teachers information about students’ errors, and provide stu-
dents with the opportunity to correct their errors. Using the method of
error analysis in the field of teaching Turkish as a foreign language is
significant to evaluate the issues where foreign students have difficulty
in learning Turkish and to focus on the areas where students have dif-
ficulty. Furthermore, it will be helpful to provide students with more
in-class activities to use grammar structures and practice them in order
to decrease the number of errors made by those who learn Turkish in
a foreign country. On the other hand, further research to comparatively
analyze the errors in writing made by those who learn Turkish in Turkey
and in other countries will contribute to the literature in terms of reveal-
ing the effect of language learning environment on the type of error.
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