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ABSTRACT

In this study, it is aimed to examine the differences in written expressions of Turkish learners as a
second language from Turkey Turkish in terms of typological features of Turkish. It is aimed to
examine Turkish in terms of typological features. The data sources of the research consist of the
written expression studies of at least B2 or C1 level learners who learn Turkish as a second language
in language centers affiliated to various higher education institutions in Turkey. Participants
consisted of 164 adults in total from 17 different countries: Egypt, Iraq, Afghanistan, Burkina Faso,
Pakistan, United Arab Emirates, Palestine, Yemen, Chad, Tanzania, Ethiopia, Iran, Saudi Arabia,
Indonesia, Syria, Bangladesh and the Philippines. In the 2021-2022 academic year, the differences
from Turkey Turkish were examined by using the descriptive analysis method on the written
expression studies, which were obtained by performing written expression practices within the
current course hours and the end-of-course exam periods in three different language centers. In
determining these differences in the written expressions of the learners, the criteria of “Typology
of Turkish” developed by Johanson and updated by Yilmaz (2016) in terms of Turkey Turkish were
taken as basis. According to the results of the study it was observed that the differences from
Turkey Turkish in the written expressions of Indo-Iranian, Afro-Asiatic, Austro-Asiatic, Niger-Congo
languages and Indo-European Romanian and Germanic language speakers were mostly in
phonological features, and this was followed by morpho-phonological, morphological and morpho-
syntactic differentiations, respectively and also syntactic typological differences were observed to
be relatively less. In addition, the learners showed examples of differentiation mainly in the
categories of atypical sounds of Turkish, typical vowels, vowel harmony, suffixes, absence of
definite article, sentence dependence with verbs, limited pronoun use and left branching in syntax.

Keywords: Second language teaching, language typology, Turkish teaching, writing skills, language
differences.
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INTRODUCTION

The majority of studies on language acquisition, teaching, development and change have been systematized as
linguistics has become a discipline. Linguistic typology is highly significant especially when the relations between
languages are in question. Linguistic typology “seeks to reveal differences as well as similarities based on data
from traditionally unrelated/irrelevant languages, and thus explores interlingual diversity” (Daniel, 2010: 44-45).
While revealing the differences of languages by making comparisons in terms of sound, form, syntax and
meaning, it especially concentrates on the common communicative purposes of all languages (Goékge, 2019). In
addition, it reveals the general characteristics of language groups and families based on the common features
between languages and tries to explain how languages resemble each other and how they differ from each other
(Uzun, 2013). The studies such as linguistic classifications (Charles Ferguson & William Stewart), relations
between languages and community relations (Heinz Kloss), Ethnolinguistic Theory of Vitality (Howard Giles)
(Edwards, 2012) reveal the boundaries of linguistic typology extending to cultures and geographies, as well as
many linguistic data. Linguistic typology encompasses the sequential or simultaneous interpretation of linguistic
systems, and is closely related to linguistic universals research, which seeks to identify common features of
languages. Greenberg (1966) created 30 language samples on this subject and analyzed them in terms of item
order, syntax and morphology, and reached 45 universal general rules. Therefore, in addition to syntax studies
on a singular language, he performed typological comparisons with inferential universals that went beyond
languages and language families (Venneman, 1974). Comrie (1989) presented information in the context of word
order, subject, case marking, relative clauses, and causative constructions. The proponents of Generative
Grammar Theory, led by Chomsky, examine absolute universals, while typologists present classifications based

on systematic differences between languages (Hawkins, 1983).

In the 'World Atlas of Language Structures', known as WALS in the field of linguistic typology, linguistic
similarities/dissimilarities are presented in percentile formulas based on certain grammatical criteria, and
languages are classified according to their place on a typological linear scale (Velupillai, 2012: 96). “The
contemporary typological approach tends to determine the values that languages have according to typological
parameters. In other words, a certain linguistic feature is likely to have a value such as yes/no in any language,
as well as less, more, much more etc. According to the WALS database, 2560 world languages were considered
to have at least 2, at most 9 different values out of 142 features, and each feature was coded in terms of values
in at least 35 different languages, at most 1370. Therefore, it means that the coding was performed in terms of
values in 398 different languages. Hundreds of features have been questioned in WALS, from numbers of
consonants and vowels to accent and tone types, whether there is a separation in verb conjugations, the
functions of personal and sign pronouns, word orders in sentences and how colors are separated and named in
the language” (Uzun, 2012b: 1). The distribution of WALS properties by fields is as follows: Nominal categories
28; simple clauses 24; phonology 19; word order 17; verbal categories 16; morphology 10; lexicon 10; nominal
syntax 7; complex sentences 7; others 4 (Uzun, 2012b: 3). Although WALS provides important data for linguistic

research in terms of indicating the correlations between structural features in different areas of grammar and
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presenting the relationship of structural features with geographical patterns, it has been criticized by some

researchers for whether it is a solid database.

Linguistic typology provides a variety of data by enabling the analysis, comparison and correlation of language
data in the phonological, morpho-phonological, morphological, morpho-syntactic and syntactic contexts in the
language. Phonological typology reveals the sound structures unique to each language and similar sound
structures with other languages (Erdem Nas & Yalginkaya, 2021). In addition, it provides the analysis of the
relations between languages in terms of the number and qualities of vowels, with similar or different aspects.
Vowels are the main focus of study among the phonetics and phonology branches that study the sound part of
linguistics as the definition of vowels also determines the quality of syllables. Vowels are found in all languages
that are spoken and recognized in the world. Although there are exceptions, in many languages vowels also
denote syllables. There are also syllable structures that have no vowels in the syllable structure, but possess the
gliding vowel feature during pronunciation (Erdem Nas, 2020). While a number of theories regard the ease of
articulation as the reason for the selection of vowels between languages regarding the formation of vowels that
make up the word harmony, in other theories the perceptual selectivity of the listener is cited as the reason
(Tecim, 2017). Phonological typology examines what kind of phonemic transcriptions and sound classes exist in
the language (Schmid, 2012: 48) and rhythm (Moravcsik, 2012: 289). While Greenberg's examinations of sound
systems, nasal vowels, consonant clusters, phonological processes, and values such as tone and melody (Schmid,
2012: 47) gain importance in phonological typology, there are also studies on how speakers create phonetic parts
in interlanguage relations and second language acquisition and how this process is perceived by the listener
(Flege 1995; Best & Tyler, 2007). Morpho-phonological typology is an interdisciplinary field that examines the
properties of phonemes in morphemes (roots and suffixes of words) and the sound changes that occur during
addition (Kulamshaeva, 2018). The changes that occur as a result of the derivation of a word may concern both
the phonetic and morphological areas of the language. Therefore, these sound changes related to inflection are
simultaneous and analyzed under the name of formal phonetics (morpho-phonology) (Demir & Yilmaz, 2011:
76). Morphological typology recognizes the existence of three main language types: "isolating, agglutinative, and
fusional (sometimes 'synthetic' as the fourth)". However, although morphological typology has determined 3/4
ideal types for world languages, it also accepts that the majority of them fail to fit into any of these types in a
complete sense. Instead, it is argued that each of the indexes of synthesis or cohesion of languages falls
somewhere in their extreme regions. Therefore, instead of talking about a piecemeal typology, it presents an
ongoing typology. In an agglutinative language, the word likely contains more than one morpheme, but the
boundaries between the morphemes within the word are clear. A morpheme has at least one invariant form, so
it is obvious that morphemes are defined in phonetic forms (Comrie, 2005: 61-73). Morpho-syntactic typology
aims to assure that the units are exactly the same, rather than trying to identify linguistic units in several
languages whose grammatical features are exactly the same (even in a single language, no two linguistic forms
or expressions are grammatically exactly the same). It also discusses a number of problems of traditional

Greenbergian Morphological-Syntactic Typology, particularly those that arise from the fact that morphological
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typology uses semantic criteria to identify and process elements of formal and morpho-syntactic categories in a
cross-language research. It is argued that a third type of category, a namely interpersonal (‘communicative’,
discourse) functional category is required to make morpho-syntactic typology (Rijkhoff, 2016). Greenberg (1966:
74), in his work on grammatical universals, applied semantic criteria as a basis to determine the members of
interlinguistic categories (such as subject, noun, adjective, phrase, relative sentence), and Hawkins (1983: 12)
and Dryer (1992: 120) followed the same procedure in their post-Greenenberg word order studies. After the
studies of Greenberg in 1966, syntactic typology, both focuses on certain syntactic structures in a language, the
place of prepositions in relation to nouns in one language and compares these usages with other language
groups. In order to make these comparisons, it is suggested that there is a certain basic syntax in the languages
that are studied. But the fact that more than one syntax is possible in a single language raises the question of
how to construct a systematic basic syntax for making cross-language comparisons. “Greenberg, in his findings,
presents the sequence of typology, which includes 13 criteria consisting of features such as the use of
prepositions, the position of the subject, predicate and objects relative to each other, the position of the
adjective relative to the noun, etc. He creates inferential generalizations according to the relative position of his
second criterion, S, N, and Y. In addition, typologists have studied not only the word sequence, but also the
sequence of smaller-than-word morphemes, such as affixes and roots. Because, in fact, a structure that is an affix
in one language can appear as a word or phrase in another language. In addition, the main sentence is taken as
a basis in determining the basic element sequence, because in some languages, such as German, the subordinate

sentence sequence differs from the main sentence sequence” (ikiz, 2019).

Linguistic Typology and Turkish in The Context Of Second Language Learning

The problem of how the similarities and differences between the source language, the mediating language and
the target language affect language teaching in second language learning is one of the main starting points of
language teaching studies. As a matter of fact, the purpose is to give an effective direction to language teaching
based on the dimensions of similarities and differences between languages. Psycholinguistic studies suggest that
language processing is sensitive to frequency of use in terms of reading, spelling, lexicography, grammar,
sentence production, and syntax (Ellis, 2002a). It offers a convincing evidence that language users pay attention
to input frequencies of languge structures for usage-based language acquisition models of their frequency effects
(Bybee, 2005, 2007; Ellis, 2002b; MacWhinney, 1998; Tomasello, 2003). The studies that regard the dissimilarity
between languages as “distance” with an approach that it is possible to suggest in general terms “the more
similar languages are to each other, the more distant they are”, and the studies that mathematically measure
distance focus more on units of language such as sounds, syllables and words. Facts such as why it is more difficult
or easy for whom to learn which languages, how successful people are in learning which languages are not only
of interest in the field of language learning, but also in non-language and non-educational areas such as
immigrants' choice of foreign country, employment and career choice, integration. (Aslan Demir, 2019).
Isphording and Otten (2011) conducted a fluent speech study on a group of immigrants who came to Germany

from 89 countries, one-quarter of whom were Turks, and found that the less similar the immigrants' mother
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tongue is to German, the less fluent in German these immigrants are. “Comparisons between languages and
typical features enable the person to compare the language he/she has learned with his/her own language and
to discover different ways of functioning between languages, so the learner has the chance to adapt to a new
language learning process more easily. In addition, a teacher who is aware of the differences between languages
and the general typological features of these languages is capable of leading the learners to be aware of this
situation as they will predict the causes of the problems experienced by the learners with different mother
tongues in their class. In teaching Turkish as a second language, typology awareness is important for teachers in

terms of recognizing typologically based repetitive mistakes and giving healthy feedback” (Aslan Demir, 2019).

Regarding the typology of Turkish, it is necessary to look at the developments in the historical process. “Since
the 19th century, historical and comparative linguistic studies and genetic kinship discussions on Indo-European
languages have led the studies to be conducted to determine the Altaic language family, which is called Ural-
Altaic. The advancement of comparative linguistics methods has also caused changes in the criteria used.
Especially since the beginning of the 2000s, the focus in comparative Altaic linguistics has shifted from phonetics
to morphology and to partially syntax as a result of progress of typology studies,” (Yilmaz, 2016). Along with
Johanson's (1992; 2002; 2007) work translated into Turkish as Structural Factors in Turkish Language Relations,
the basic problems of structure copying as a result of comparing Turkish with related or unrelated languages are
discussed with a theoretical approach. Johanson's finding indicates that morphological proofs are more reliable
than lexical proofs in genetic kinship (Johanson, 2007). In the context of learning and teaching Turkish as a second
language, these studies gain importance in terms of the inventory of similar and different aspects between
languages and the degrees of distance between languages. In the studies of Comrie (2010) and Orgun (2011),
valuable findings are presented for a number of fields, starting with the field of language teaching and learning
among Turkish, Japanese and English. However, it is possible to compare the closeness of the target language to
other languages in its own family and the averages of Turkish within the family by comparing the results of
random similarity between Turkish and other languages with the results of hereditary similarity, and the
closeness of all the languages in the family to each other can be revealed philologically. Thus, more linguistic and
clear measurement results can be presented to the processes of teaching and learning world languages” (Uzun,
2012a). Based on these, it is important to evaluate the differences of Turkish learners from Turkey Turkish in
their target language use from a typological point of view. In this study, it is aimed to reveal to what extent the
differenes of learners from Turkey Turkish in their written expressions in the process of learning Turkish as a
second language are related to the typological differences between the source language and Turkish. The study

sought answers to the following sub-problems:

1. What are the differences in the phonological typological features of Turkish in the written expressions
of learners of Turkish as a second language?
2. What are the differences in the morphological and phonological typological features of Turkish in the

written expressions of learners of Turkish as a second language?
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3. What are the differences in the morphological typological features of Turkish in the written
expressions of learners of Turkish as a second language?

4. What are the differences in the morpho-syntactic typological features of Turkish in the written
expressions of learners of Turkish as a second language?

5. What are the differences in the syntactic typological features of Turkish in the written expressions of

learners of Turkish as a second language?

METHOD

Research Model

Document analysis technique, one of the descriptive research methods, was used in the research. While
descriptive research is the description and explanation of what already exists and what is experienced, document
analysis is the collection and examination of written and visual materials (Sonmez & Alacapinar, 2013: 48; 84). In
this context, the written expressions of learners of Turkish as a second language were examined. Purposeful
sampling technique, which is one of the non-probability sampling types, was used in the study. In this type of
sampling, the results cannot be generalized to the population because the probability of the units entering the

sample is not the same or cannot be known (Erkus, 2017: 137; Balci, 2018: 99).

Participants

The research data consist of the written expression studies of adults who learn Turkish as a second language in
language centers affiliated to various higher education institutions in Turkey and have reached at least B2 or C1
level. Related studies consist of written expression texts created by foreign learners learning Turkish as a result
of written expression studies and exam applications performed under the supervision of course instructors.

Information on the country and gender variables of 164 learners participating in the research is as follows:
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Figure 1. Statistical information About The Country Variables of The Learners Participating in The Research
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The countries of the learners participating in the written expression practices in the research are Syria (n=29,
f=17.6%), Philippines (n=19, f=11.5%), Yemen (n=18, f=10.9%), Iran (n=11, f=6.7%), Egypt (n=9, f=5.4%), Iraq (n=8,
f=4.87%), Afghanistan (n=8, f=%) 4.87), Palestine (n=8, f=4.87%), Pakistan (n=7, f=4.26%), UAE (n=7, f=4.26%),
Chad (n =7, f=4.26%), Tanzania (n=7, f=4.26%), Ethiopia (n=6, f=3.65%), Saudi Arabia (n=6, f=3%) .65), Indonesia
(n=6, f=3.65%), Bangladesh (n=5, f=3.04%), Burkina Faso (n=3, f=1.82%).

The information on the country, language and geographical location variables of the learners participating in the

research is shown in the table below:

Table 1. Information on the Country, Language and Geographical Location Variables of The Students
Participating in the Research

Country Official and common language(s) Geographical location

UAE Arabic Arabian Peninsula (West Asia & North Africa)
Yemen Arabic Arabian Peninsula (West Asia & North Africa)
Egypt Arabic North Africa

Iraq Arabic West Asia & Arabian Peninsula
Palestine Arabic Arabian Peninsula (West Asia & North Africa)
Ethiopia Ethiopian East Africa

Saudi Arabia Arabic Arabian Peninsula (West Asia & North Africa)
Chad Arabic, French North & Central Africa

Syria Arabic, Kurdish West Asia

Philippines Filipino, English Southeast Asia

Indonesia Indonesian Malaysian Southeast Asia

Iran Persian West Asia

Bangladesh Bengalee south asia

Afghanistan Pastho, Dari persian Central and South Asia

Pakistan Pastho, Urdu Central and South Asia

Burkina Faso French, local languages West Africa

Tanzania English, Swahili East Africa

According to Table 1, according to the official and common languages spoken in the countries of the learners
participating in the research; it consists of Arabic, Ethiopian, French, English, Persian, Kurdish, Pashto, Dari, Urdu,
Filipino, Indonesian, Malaysian, Bengalee, Swahili and various local languages. When the learners' languages are
evaluated according to the classical language families theory, it consist of Semitic branch of Afro-Asiatic
Languages; Austronesian languages; Indo-European languages Romanian branch, Germanic branch and Indo-
Iranian branch; Niger-Congo. According to the geographical locations of their countries, the Eastern, Central,
Western and Northern regions of Africa and the Arabian Peninsula between North Africa and Western Asia; also

from the West, Central, South and Southeast parts of Asia.

Information on the gender variables of the learners participating in the research is shown in the graphic below:
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= MALE (106) = FEMALE (58)

Figure 2. Statistical Information on the Gender Variables of the Learners Participating in the Research

65% (n=106) of the learners who participated in the written expression practices in the study were male and 35%

(n=58) were female.

Data Collection Tools

The reaearch data was collected through written expression practices that were carried out in three different
language centers during the 2021-2022 academic year, including the current course hours and the end-of-course
exam periods. The implementation process in question was planned as 12 weeks in total for 2 courses, since each
course completion period lasted 6 weeks in the current education and training planning. As a result of the writing
activities and exam applications performed with the students in parallel with the themes and units, the written

expression papers that constituted the research data were obtained.

Data Collection and Analysis

Descriptive analysis was performed in the analysis of the data obtained in the study. “Descriptive analysis is a
type of qualitative data analysis that includes summarizing and interpreting data obtained by various data
collection techniques according to predetermined themes. The main purpose of this type of analysis is to present
the findings to the reader in a summarized and interpreted form (Yildirnm & Simsek, 2005). Written expressions
of the obtained learners were analyzed. The classification of “Typological Features Of Turkish” developed by L.
Johanson ([1992 / 2002] 2007) and adapted by E. Yilmaz (2016) was used in order to determine to what extent
the mistakes detected in the texts are related to the typological characteristics between the native language
typology of the students and Turkish. Johanson (2007: 37-46) collected the basic typological features of Turkish
in 46 points. Some of these features are also typologically similar to other languages (Gilic, Dravidian). However,

in the general readership, the perception of basic grammar rules of Turkish converges on the point that the
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general features of Turkish are almost the same in all Turkish languages. E. Yilmaz (2016), based on the results
of contemporary research on the typology of Turkish, listed the phonological, morphological, morphological,

morpho-syntactic and syntactic features that best describe Turkish in terms of typicality as total items:

Table 2. Typological Features of Turkish (Johanson, [1992 / 2002] 2007; Yilmaz, 2016)

Category / Description Category / Description Category / Description

1. Typical vowel 13. Sequence of affixes 26. Relative subject

2. Inclination to single vowel 14. Finite and predictable affixes 27. Indirect forms

3. Vowel length 16. Syllables of affixes 28. Affixed verbs

4. Constraints on first syllable vowels 17. Adjectives that are not overly marked 29. Limited use of pronouns

formally

5. Constraints on the onset 18. Nominative without affixes 30. Neutralness

consonants

6. Constraints on the coda consonants  19. Comparison structure 31. Absence of definite article

7. Vowel harmony 20. Compound nouns 32. The use of the inclination
suffix in causative structure

8. Consonant harmony 21 No plural suffixes in numeral adjectives 33. Repetitive compounds

9. Vowel-consonant harmony 22. Left branching in syntax 34. Reinforcement through
reduplication

10. Avoidance of consonant clusters 23. Sentence dependency with verbals 35. Possessive predicates !

11. Agglutinative structure 24. Lack of conjunctions 40.2 Atypical sounds

12. Suffixes 25. The presence of suffix

During the analysis of the data, firstly, the written expressions of the learners were transferred to the computer
environment, and the expressions that differed in terms of phonological, morpho-phonological, morphological,
morpho-syntactic and syntactic features of Turkish were coded according to the list of "Typological Features Of
Turkish" by E. Yilmaz (2016). When all examinations were completed, all expressions showing language
differences were listed according to the typological characteristics of Turkish, which was finalized with the
opinions of linguistics and Turkish education experts, and statistical analyzes of the deciphered samples were

made.

Publishing Ethics

This study was found ethically appropriate by the Education Sciences Research Ethics Committee of istanbul

Medeniyet University with the decision dated 07.03.2022 and numbered 2022/03-06. 2022/03-06.

FINDINGS

When the written expression studies of 164 (n) learners from 17 different countries who learn Turkish as a second
language included in the study are examined, the total number of differences detected (f=2216), the average
number of differences per learner (x=252) and the share of a learner in the average number of differences (=100)

are presented in the table below:

1-2 These items, which were not included in the list made by E. Yilmaz (2016), were added based on the study of L. Johason
([1992 / 2002] 2007) since they were determined during the examination of written expression studies.
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Table 3. Typological Differences General Statistics Detected in Written Expression Studies

Country n f X %

Palestine 8 184 23 9,12
Pakistan 7 148 21,14 8,39
Burkina Faso 3 62 20,66 8,2

Egypt 9 178 19,77 7,84
Yemen 18 318 17,66 7,01
Bangladesh 5 85 17 6,74
Irag 8 125 15,62 6,2

Ethiopia 6 89 14,83 5,88
Indonesia 6 88 14,66 5,82
Afghanistan 8 110 13,75 5,45
Chad 7 92 13,14 5,21
Tanzania 7 91 13 5,15
Saudi Arabia 6 75 12,5 4,96
Philippines 19 186 9,78 3,88
Iran 11 102 9,27 3,67
United Arab Emirates 7 60 8,57 3,4

Syria 29 223 7,68 3,05
Total 164 2216 252 100,0

Analysis of the differences from Turkish in the written expressions of Turkish as a second language learners in

terms of the phonological features of Turkish

When the written expression studies of learners who learn Turkish as a second language are examined, the

phonological typological differences detected are presented in Table 4:

Table 4. Phonological Typological Differences Statistics Detected in Written Expression Studie

Country / Type. 40 1 2 3 4 6 f n X %
Feature

Palestine 41 9 1 2 0 2 55 8 6,87 9,14
Afghanistan 36 4 0 3 3 48 8 6 7,98
Bangladesh 22 7 0 0 0 1 30 5 6 7,98
Pakistan 17 19 0 3 1 1 41 7 5,85 7,79
Yemen 76 17 2 1 3 4 103 18 5,72 7,61
Egypt 13 18 5 6 1 3 46 9 511 6,79
Iraq 22 6 4 2 2 3 39 8 4,87 6,48
Saudi Arabia 25 0 1 1 0 28 6 4,66 6,20
Indonesia 24 1 0 0 1 27 6 4,5 5,98
Chad 18 3 1 1 0 3 26 7 3,71 4,94
Syria 90 11 1 2 1 2 107 29 3,68 4,90
Tanzania 16 6 0 1 0 0 23 7 3,28 4,37
UAE 18 0 0 0 0 22 7 3,14 4,18
Philippines 41 12 3 1 0 2 59 19 3,10 4,13
Ethiopia 13 4 0 1 0 0 18 6 3 3,99
Burkina Faso 7 2 0 0 0 9 3 3 3,99
Iran 17 8 3 0 0 1 29 11 2,63 3,50

Total 496 128

N
~
N
=
=
N
N
[e)]

710 164 75,18 100,00
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According to Table 4, in the written expression studies of those who learn Turkish as a second language, the most
differences are found in the phonological typological features of Turkish (40) about non-typical sounds (n=496).
This is followed by differences (n=128) regarding the tendency to single vowels (1). On the other hand, no mistake
was found regarding the limitation (5) in the initial consonants. According to the average number of differences
per learner (x) and the share of a learner in the average number of differences (%), the differences related to the
phonological typological features of Turkish were mostly seen in the studies of Palestinian (%9,14) and least
Iranian (%3,50) learners. The graphical distribution of the phonological typological features of Turkish found in
the written expression studies of learners of Turkish as a second language, according to the countries of the

learners, is as follows:
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Figure 3. Phonological Typological Differences Detected in Written Expression Studies According to Countries

When Fig. 3 is examined, it is seen that the typological feature of Turkish about non-typical sounds (40) causes
differences more than other features and it is seen that this is determined in the studies of learners from Syria
(n=90), Yemen (n=76), Palestine and the Philippines (n=41), respectively. In the examples encountered regarding
non-typical sounds (40); it can be said that the mistakes seen in the form of change in speech originate from the
pronunciation and are reflected in the written expression work. For example, in the sentence of Iraqi learner L2,
“Onlar zuyif ve akilsiz ama korkiyorsa problem degil” a>u mistakes in the word zuyif [weak], another example in
the sentence of learner from Afghanistan L8 “Ve sevdigim kudindan evli olacagim” a>u mistakes in the word
“kudindan” [woman], and in the sentence of Syrian L135“Ailede aldigeh egitim ile icinede verdir” 1>eh mistakes
in the word “aldigeh” [i received]. The frequency of mistakes in /6/, /U/ and /i/, which are typical vowels (1) from
the phonological typological features of Turkish, is high. It is seen that Egyptian learner L1 should not use the /i/
consonant in the sentence “mitsiiz kallyorum” in terms of correct pronunciation and spelling of Turkish, but on
the contrary s/he uses (mutstiz>mutsuz [unhappy]); and another example is that Tanzanian learner L80 does not
use the /i/ consonant when s/he should in the sentence of “cok calismak her seyi mumkun degil” (mumkun>

mimkin [possible]). Similarly, there are examples of /6/ and /i/ sounds: for instance; Bangladeshi learner L142's
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sentence “bir yil 6nce babam ¢ok hastaydi” (yil >[year] / hastaydi > [was sick]); and in the sentence of Tanzanian
learner L79 “gecmise geri donme sansimi olsaydi” (donme > [go back]). In the examples encountered regarding
the tendency to single vowels (2), Egyptian learner L2’s phrase "to his salary" in the sentence “Ve onun maasiya
bakin” should take /+y/ before the /+A/ task element and Iranian learner L90’s sentence “Her llkeni gezdigimde
ylresel yemekleri denerim” y =n / n=y changes were observed, such as “her (lkeni [to every country] phrase
should take the /+y/ sound before the /+I/ task item but here it takes /+n/. Regarding the vowel length (3), the
sound of /g/ is lowered within the word "6grenmek [learning]" in the sentence of Syrian learner L113 “Benim igin
ev ¢ocuglarim igin en enemli drenmek” regarding the limitation in the first syllable vowels (4), learner L22 from
Afghanistan said “Boyle konusarak telefunu kapattim”, In the sentences of learner L18 from Afghanistan, “Benim
babam dokturdur” examples such as the change of the /o/ sound in the words "telefun [telephone], doctur
[doctor]" were found. Regarding the limitation (6) in post-verbal consonants, there are examples of voiced
consonants /b/, /c/, /d/, /g/ at the end of words: The /c/ sound in the word "ilac [medicine]" in the sentence"
Bazi hastaniler mizik ilac olarak kullanabillirlar " of Yemeni learner L57’s sentence, and it's like the sound /b/ in
the word "mektub [letter]" in the sentence “10 yil sonraki gelecegim icin mektub” of Palestinian learner L46’s

sentence.

Analysis of the differences from Turkish in the written expressions of Turkish as a second language learners in

terms of morpho-phonological features of Turkish

When the written expression studies of learners who learn Turkish as a second language are examined, the

morpho-phonological typological differences detected are presented in Table 5:

Table 5. Morpho-Phonological Typological Differences Statistics Detected in Written Expression Studie

Country / Type. 7 8 9 10 f n X %
Feature

Pakistan 39 1 1 2 43 7 6,14 9,82
Palestine 41 2 1 3 47 8 5,87 9,4
Bangladesh 22 3 2 0 27 5 5,4 8,64
Ethiopia 25 3 2 2 32 6 5,33 8,53
Iran 41 3 4 0 48 11 4,36 6,98
Indonesia 23 1 2 0 26 6 4,33 6,93
Iraq 22 5 4 2 33 8 4,12 6,6
Afghanistan 22 1 4 3 30 8 3,75 6
Egypt 25 4 2 2 33 9 3,66 5,86
Yemen 49 1 5 2 57 18 3,16 5,06
Tanzania 17 1 1 0 19 7 2,71 4,34
Philippines 42 6 3 0 51 19 2,68 4,29
Saudi Arabia 12 1 2 0 15 6 2,5 4
Burkina Faso 4 2 1 0 7 3 2,33 3,73
Chad 14 1 1 0 16 7 2,28 3,65
UAE 9 2 4 0 15 7 2,14 3,42
Syria 42 3 4 0 49 29 1,68 2,70
Total 449 40 43 16 548 164 62,50 100,0
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According to Table 5, in the written expression studies of those who learn Turkish as a second language, the most
common differences among the morpho-phonological typological features of Turkish is the vowel harmony (7)
(n=449). This is followed by differences (n=43) about vowel-consonant harmony (9) and differences about (n=40)
consonant harmony. (8) On the other hand, no differences were found regarding limited and predictable affixes
(14). According to the average number of differences per learner (x) and the share of a learner in the average
number of differences (%), differences in the morpho-phonological typological features of Turkish were mostly
seen in the studies of Pakistani (9.82%) and least were in Syrian (2.70%) learners. The graphical distribution of
the morpho-phonological typological features of Turkish found in the written expression studies of the learners

of Turkish as a second language, according to the countries of the learners, is as follows:
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Figure 4. Morpho-Phonological Typological Differences Detected in Written Expression Studies According to

Countries

When Fig. 4 is examined, it is seen that the typological feature of Turkish related to vowel harmony (7)
predominantly causes differences compared to other features; and this is determined in the studies of learners
coming from Yemen (n=49), Philippines (n=42), Syria (n=42), Iran (n=41), Palestine (n=41), respectively.
Concerning the vowel harmony (7), the examples that contradict the backness harmony in the body of the words
and during the addition are quite frequent: Some examples can be seen in Palestinian learner L45’s sentence
“Ama alisveris sevenlar baska sebeblar var sevenlar” the word “alisveris (1>i) [shopping]” and in the sentence of
the Iranian learner L89 “Clinki benc gegcmistki hayatimizden daha teklonogilik oluyor” the word “hayatimizden
(e>a) [from our lives]”. In addition, there are also examples where foreign words are subjected to illegal vowel
harmony during affixation or within the body of the word due to pronunciation: some examples can be seen in
the sentence of the Egyptian learner L1; “Tirkiye hakkinda okurkan cok hayallar ettim” the word “hayallar
[dreams]” the change of a>e in the task element /+lAr/. Iraqi learner L13's sentence “Bazi insanlar turizm
eglenmek ve vakit gecirmek sebebile gikarlar” change in the word "vakit [time]" in the sentence of Ethiopian

learner L84 “Artik onun kalbi in sah allah ¢ok iyi olur” like the change 1>i in the word "kalbi [his heart]". However,
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there are also examples contrary to the labial harmony such as in the Iraqi learner L11’s sentence “Birincisi, ne
kadar yolonuz zorlanirsa hig vazgegmeyin” use of the /o/ sound in the second syllable during the addition in the
word “yolonuz [your way]”. The /-yor/ task element in the sentence of L18 from Afghanistan, “Birglin hastahande
yuriyordim” in which the usage features of the suffixes that are not included in the vowel harmony in Turkish
are ignored; In Ethiopian learner L85's sentence “insanin arzular cocukkandan basliyor”, examples can be seen
in the word e>a “gocukkandan” [from childhood]" to /-ken/ task element are also high. In addition, examples
have been identified in which some suffixes are ignored according to the syllable structure of the word: In the
sentence of Yemeni learner L56, “Pazara varince gozlerim ne gorer almak” the word "goér-[see-]" is not used in
the narrow vowel form of the word -lr (gorer>gorir [sees]). On the contrary, in the sentence of Chadian learner
L72 “Bugiine kadar giyirim ve bu son gezmek ben", it is seen that the word “giy- [wear]-" is not used in the broad

vowel form of the word" (giyirim>giyerim [wear-]).

Among the examples encountered regarding consonant harmony (8), examples contrary to consonant harmony
were identified among the sounds /d/ = /t/, /c/ = /¢/, k/ = /8/: like, in the sentence of Saudi Arabian learner L132;
“secdikten sonra ve Universiteye girdikten sonra galismak zamani gelecek” d>t in the word “secdikten [after
choosing]” and another example in Ethiopian learner L84’s sentence “Yani burada dunyaya onun hayati iy
oldukca, karaktersi iyi olacak” the c>¢ change in the sentence. Regarding vowel-consonant harmony (9), Egyptian
learner L2's statement “Baze aileler onun gencler’e bu meslek e gir!” when the word "meslek e [to a profession]"
ending with a consonant in the sentence is added to the vowel suffix, the k>g change does not occur; and in the
sentence of Iranian learner L90, “22 yasindayken kendime bu mektupi yaziyorum” when the word "mektupi
[letter]" takes a vowel suffix, it has been determined that the p>b change does not occur. Concerning avoidance
of consonant phrases (10), there are examples of using consonant sound as taken from the original language
within the word phonologically, as in the word "sabr [patience]" in the sentence of Ethiopian learner L84 “Senin
kalbi ¢cok kirir olmaya ragmen, sik sik sabr verir” However, in cases where double consonants are used side by
side during affixation, there are also examples where learners save on consonants in affixes: in the sentence of

Yemeni learner L54, “Bir ay 6neci ailemle beraber aligverise gitik”, example of gi(g)-ti-k> git-ti-k etc.

Analysis of the differences from Turkish in the written expressions of Turkish as a second language learners in

terms of morphological features of Turkish

When the written expression studies of learners who learn Turkish as a second language are examined, the

morphological typological differences detected are presented in Table 6:

Table 6. Morphological Typological Differences Statistics Detected in Written Expression Studies

Country / Type. Feature 12 13 16 f n X %

Egypt 18 18 9 45 9 5 11,94
Burkina Faso 5 8 1 14 3 4,66 11,14
Palestine 15 13 8 36 8 4,5 10,74
Yemen 12 28 15 55 18 3,05 7,29
Iraq 8 4 12 24 8 3 7,16
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Pakistan 11 5 5 21 7 3 7,16
Bangladesh 7 3 13 5 2,6 6,20
Indonesia 1 5 8 14 6 2,33 5,57
Tanzania 8 8 0 16 7 2,28 5,45
Afghanistan 12 4 2 18 8 2,25 5,37
Philippines 6 18 12 36 19 1,89 4,52
Syria 3 28 15 46 29 1,58 3,78
Chad 5 5 0 10 7 1,42 3,41
Iran 4 7 3 14 11 1,27 3,03
Ethiopia 5 2 0 7 6 1,16 2,78
UAE 7 0 0 7 7 1 2,38
Saudi Arabia 1 2 2 5 6 0,83 1,99
Total 124 162 95 381 164 41,87 100,0

According to Table 6, in the written expression studies of the learners of Turkish as a second language, the most
common differences (n=162) among the morphological typological features of Turkish is the sequential ordering
of the affixes (13). This is followed by differences in suffixes (12) (n=124) and syllables in affixes (16) (n=95). On
the other hand, no differences were found regarding the agglutinative structure (11). According to the average
number of differences per learner (x) and the share of a learner in the average number of differences (%),
differences in the morphological typological features of Turkish were mostly seen in the studies of Egyptian
learners (11.94%) and were in least Saudi Arabian (1.99%) learners. The graphical distribution of the
morphological typological features of Turkish found in the written expression studies of the learners of Turkish

as a second language, according to the countries of the learners, is as follows:
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Figure 5. Morphological Typological Differences Detected in Written Expression Studies According to Countries

When Fig. 5 is examined, it is seen that the typological feature of Turkish related to the sequential ordering of
the suffixes (13) causes differences more frequently than other features (n=162); these are mostly detected in
the studies of learners coming from Yemen (n=28), Syria (n=28), Egypt (n=18) and the Philippines (n=18),
respectively. The following examples can be given, contrary to the feature of ordering the morphemes one after

the other in Turkish, with their additional boundaries clear; In the sentence of the Egyptian learner L5
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“cocuklarima hayatta dogru yol gostereyecegim” goster-e-y-ece(g)-im = goster-ece(g)-im; [| will show] and in the
sentence of Palestinian learner L43 “Sonun’da Tirkyke’de okacagim” ok-aca(g)-im = oku-y-aca(g)-im; [l will
study]. As a common feature of Turkish and left-branching languages, it was observed that the mistakes made
about the suffixes (12) feature, which are related to the feature of adding dependent morphemes only to the
end, are generally not the place of insertion, but the preference of wrong suffixes. This feature, which is
associated with left-branching sentence syntax as a morphosyntactic feature by Johanson (2014: 38-42), can be
evaluated as a morphosyntactic feature as well as a morphological feature. Regarding the syllabicity of the
suffixes (16), examples can be seen in the sentence of Pakistani learner L33 “Dogum gliniim igin birlikte sarki
soylyorduk” soyl-yor-duk = séy-li-yor-duk; [we were singing] and another example in the sentence of Indonesian
learner L111 “Her sey gucukan bashyor” ¢u-cu-kan = ¢o-cuk-ken [as a child]. In general, mistakes were detected

in which morphological features were compatible with morpho-phonological and morpho-syntactic features.

Analysis of the differences from Turkish in the written expressions of Turkish as a second language learners in

terms of smorpho-syntactic features of Turkish.

When the written expression studies of learners who learn Turkish as a second language are examined, the

morpho-syntactic typological differences detected are presented in Table 7:

Table 7. Morpho-Syntactic Typological Differences Statistics Detected in Written Expression Studies

:::t'::: / Type. 17 20 21 23 25 26 28 31 32 f n % %

Burkina Faso o 4 o0 1 3 6 5 9 0 28 3 933 1501
Pakistan 3 3 0 3 o0 10 4 13 4 40 7 571 919
Egypt 1 1 7 o0 8 12 4 17 1 51 9 566 911
Yemen 3 12 4 24 6 16 9 20 1 95 18 527 849
Palestine 4 3 2 7 5 8 3 9 0 4 8 512 824
Ethiopia 1 1 2 10 2 6 0 5 0 271 6 45 7724
Chad o 4 4 4 0 2 3 10 1 28 7 4 643
Tanzania o 6 2 7 4 3 0 4 1 27 7 38 620
Saudi Arabia o 2 1 3 1 10 2 3 0 22 6 366 589
India o 1 o0 4 0 5 1 8 o0 19 6 316 509
Bangladesh 0o 2 0 5 2 0 3 2 o0 1 5 28 450
Iraq o 3 1 1 2 2 5 4 0 18 8 225 36
UAE o o 1 3 1 3 1 5 1 15 7 214 324
Philippines 5 3 5 5 2 6 2 6 0 34 19 178 287
Afghanistan 1 1 0 0 0 3 2 5 0 12 8 1,5 2,41
iran o o o 2 2 2 0o 3 0 9 11 o8t 131
Syria 2 2 1 3 0 2 1 5 0 16 29 055 088
Total 20 48 30 82 38 9 45 128 9 49 164 62,1 1000

According to Table 7, in the written expression studies of the learners of Turkish as a second language, the most
common mistake was the absence of a definite article (31), among the morpho-syntactic typological features of
Turkish (n=128), this is followed by differences about the subject (26) in the case of interest (n=96) and

differences about sentence dependency (23) with verbs (n=82). On the other hand, no differences were found
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regarding the simple case without suffix (18), the pattern of comparison (19), the lack of conjunctions (24), the
forms of indirection (27), the compound formed by repetition (33), and reinforcement with reduplication (34).
According to the average number of differences per learner (x) and the share of a learner in the average number
of differences (%), differences in the morpho-syntactic typological features of Turkish were mostly seen in the
studies of learners from Burkina Faso (15.01%) and were in least from Saudi Arabia (0.88%). The graphical
distribution of the morpho-syntactic typological features of Turkish found in the written expression studies of

learners of Turkish as a second language, according to the countries of the learners, is as follows:

——17 —l—18 19 === 20 ==21 23 e )/} e ) 5
— 06 =27 =l 28 == 3] == 32 ==33 34
30
Yemen; 24
25
20
15
Etihopia; 10
10
ngladesh; 5 Philippines; 5
Burkina. If:skIStfnig Ira- 1UAE; N N Iran; _Syrla; 3
< Egypt; 0 <3 q‘, Afghanistan, O :
0 IR N T S S e w2 IS s, ST
0 2 4 8 10 12 14 16 18

-5

Figure 6. Morpho-Syntactic Typological Differences Detected in Written Expression Studies According to

Countries

When Fig. 6 is examined, the absence of a definite article (31) in Turkish causes differences more frequently than
other features (n=128); these are mostly detected in the studies of learners coming from Yemen (n=20), Egypt
(n=17) and Pakistan (n=13), respectively. There is no definite article in Turkish (Yilmaz, 2016), however, there is
definiteness by denotation (mad. 33) (Johanson, 2014: 46). Accordingly one of the examples found in the written
expressions of Turkish learners’ sentences, for example learner L57 from Yemen, "Bazi hastaniler muizik ilac
olarak kullanabillirlar”, music+g > music+i; [music] another example is from Bangladeshi learner L145's sentence
Yani o ylizden agabim ¢ok seviyorum” agabim+g > agabeyim+i; [my brother], and in the sentence of Iranian
learner L90 "Ve o ulkenin kiltirin 6grenirim”, the task element /+(s)l/ is missing, as in the examples of
kiltlriin+g > kaltlri+n+0 [its culture]. In the written expression studies examined regarding the subject in case
of interest (26), it was observed that the learners mostly did not use the case suffix, contrary to the case of the
subjects formed with noun verbs: As in the example of Egyptian learner L3’s sentence “Oncelikli herkes calismam
lazim” herkes+@ calisma+g@ > herkes+in ¢alisma+si [everyone has to work]. Regarding the typological feature of
Turkish, sentence dependency with verbs (23) is frequently encountered with examples contrary to the situation

of making dependent sentences dependent not with relative words but with verbs (adjective-verb, noun-verb,
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adverb-verb). One of them is the use of verb suffixes interchangeably: gez+me+y+i > gez+mek [to travlel] /-
mA/=/-mAk/ in the sentence of Iraqi learner L16 “Clinkii bence aelyle ile yada yaniz gezmeyi hosuma getmiyor”,
konus-ma(g)+1 > konus-ma-+si+n+1 / [to speak] -mAk/=/-mA/; in Yemeni learner L51's sentence “Baskasl
konugsmag istemiyor”, bulun-du(g)+u sehir > bulun-an sehir [city located] /-Tlk/=/-An/ in the sentence of
Tanzanian learner L77. In addition, problems arising from the interchangeable use of suffixes have been identified
regarding the use of gerundial suffixes in the /affix+preposition/ structure: as in the example of gel-me-m igin >
gel-di(g)+im icin /-mA+ positive suffix) icin/=/-Tik+I+ (positive suffix) icin/ in the sentence of Yemeni learner L66
“Ben Turkiye'e gelmem igin ¢ok mutluyum” In the examples of compound nouns (20), usages contrary to the
characteristic of forming compound nouns in Turkish as indefinite noun clauses and adjective clauses are seen:
Ata+soz+¢ > ata+soz+U [proverb]; In the sentence of Filipino learner L153’s sentence “Bu atasozdan ne anlama
gelir”, buz+dolab+g > buz+dola(p)+ [refregitor] etc. in Chadian learner L74’s sentence “mesela buzdolab,
telivisyon, dolaplar kitaphklar”. Regarding compound verbs (28) as in the sentence of Bangladeshi learner L141
“Evlerin yapisi gore Bangladesteki evler hala Tirkiye gibi olamabildi” ol-a-ma-bil-di > ol-a-ma- @-di [could not], It
was observed that the positive and negative usage of the verbs in the /+A bil-/ structure is frequently marked
incorrectly. Written expressions regarding the finding of the suffix (25) have encountered differences such as
suffixes frequently losing suffixes on the way of attachment or not complying with phonological features: For
example, /+DA gore/ > /+A gore/; [according to] in the sentence of Filipino learner L149 “Islamda gore Islam
sanshk hakinda inanmaz” and /g dolayi/ > /+DAn dolayi/ [according to] in the sentence of Yemeni learner L59.
Regarding the absence of plural suffixes in numeral adjectives (21); In Turkish, there are examples contrary to
the case of not showing the plural in addition to addition when it is indicated by the elements that indicate
quantity: for instance “cok seyler”; [many things] in the sentence of Iraqi learner L1 “insanlar iilkesi yasadiginda
cok seyler gorlirmiis” and “her esyalar” [every item] in the sentence of Chadian learner L75 “her esyalar burada
aldim” In the category of adjectives that are not marked much formally (17), following results have been

” u

detected; as in the example of Pakistani learner L29's sentence “Rahatli esyalarin gétlirmesi gereki” “rahat esya
> rahat+l esya” [comfortable items ] It was determined that the use of the nouns can be used as adjectives

without a special suffix.

Analysis of differences from Turkish in written expressions of Turkish as a second language learners in terms

of syntactic features of Turkish

When the written expression studies of learners who learn Turkish as a second language are examined, the

syntactic typological differences detected are presented in Table 8:
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Table 8. Syntactic Typological Differences Statistics Detected in Written Expression Studies

Country / Type. Feature 22 29 35 f n X %

Chad 4 6 2 12 7 1,71 16,53
Iraq 4 6 1 11 8 1,37 13,25
Burkina Faso 0 4 0 4 3 1,33 12,85
Tanzania 0 5 1 6 7 0,85 8,26
Ethiopia 2 2 1 5 6 0,83 8,036
Saudi Arabia 1 2 2 5 6 0,83 8,036
Palestine 3 1 1 5 8 0,62 6,02
Yemen 4 1 3 8 18 0,44 4,28
Pakistan 0 2 1 3 7 0,42 4,13
Egypt 2 1 0 3 9 0,33 3,21
Indonesia 1 1 0 2 0,33 3,21
Philippines 1 5 0 6 19 0,31 3,04
Afghanistan 0 2 0 2 0,25 2,41
Bangladesh 0 1 0 1 0,20 1,92
Iran 0 2 0 2 11 0,18 1,75
Syria 0 4 1 5 29 0,17 1,66
UAE 0 1 0 1 7 0,14 1,37
Total 22 46 13 136 164 10,37 100,0

According to Table 8, in the written expression studies of those who learn Turkish as a second language, the most
common mistake is the limited use of pronouns (29) among the syntactic typological features of Turkish (n=46),
this is followed by differences in left-branching (22) in syntax (n=22) and in possessive predicates (35) (n=13). On
the other hand, no differences were found regarding the absence of gender (30). According to the average
number of differences per learner (X) and the share of a learner in the average number of differences (%),
differences related to the syntactic typological features of Turkish were mostly seen in the studies of learners

from Chad (16.53%) and were in least from the UAE (1.37%).

The graphical distribution of the syntactic typological features of Turkish found in the written expression studies

of the learners of Turkish as a second language, according to the countries of the learners, is as follows:
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Figure 7. Syntactic Typological Differences Detected in Written Expression Studies According to Countries
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When Fig. 7 is examined, it is seen that the typological feature of the limited pronoun use of Turkish (29) causes
differences more frequently than the other features (n=46); these are mostly detected in the studies of Chadian
(n=6), Iraqgi (n=6) learners, respectively. Differences related to left branching (22) in Turkish syntax were mostly
seen in the studies of Chadian (n=4), Iraqgi (n=4) and Yemeni (n=4) learners. Regarding the limited use of pronouns
in Turkish (29), the use of pronouns is not used in cases where it can be taken out of context. In the studies
examined, it was determined that the learners did not use the task item to indicate the person at the end of the
sentence using the pronoun. In the sentence of Ethiopian learner L84, “Artik sen iyi olacak” the word “sen [you]”
the task element /-sIn/, which points to the second person, was not used in the predicate conjugation, since it is

named.

To give an example regarding left branching (22) in syntax; in the sentence of the Palestinian learner L47
“magazanizidan kazan aldigimi begenmemisti”, it is seen that the items in the phrase “magazanizidan kazan
aldigimi > magazanizdan aldigim kazani” [sweater | bought from your store] are arranged contrary to the left
branching structure. Contrary to the structure of "(have + interest +) possessed + possessive suffix + have" related
to the possessive predicates (35) in Turkish have been identified: such as in the sentence of Ethiopian learner

” u,

L87 “ben yeni elbise varsam” “yeni elbise+g var+sa+m > yeni elibise+m var+sa” [if i have a new dress].

CONCLUSION and DISCUSSION

In this study, the differences in the written expressions of Turkish as a second language learners from Turkey
Turkish were examined in terms of typological features of Turkish. Written expression studies of at least B2 or
C1 level learners who learn Turkish as a second language from 17 different countries were examined in terms of
phonological, morpho-phonological, morphological, morpho-syntactic and syntactic typological features of

Turkish. The results of the study are as follows:

Typological examples of language differentiation seen in the written expressions of learners of Turkish as a
second language are mostly observed in relation to their phonological features (f=710), this followed by morpho-
phonological (f=548), morpho-syntactic (f=496), morphological (f) =381) and syntactic (f=81) features. In terms
of phonological typological features of Turkish, it is noteworthy that among those who learn Turkish as a second
language, learners from Arabic, such as Palestinian, Yemeni, Egyptian, Iragi and Saudi Arabian, have the highest
rate of language differentiation. Bengali-speaking Bangladeshi and Pashto and Dari-speaking Afghanistan
learners are also at the forefront of phonological differentiation. In general, it can be said that learners have
difficulty in distinguishing the sounds in terms of the high frequency of differentiations related to the sounds that
are not typical in Turkish, and they reflect this on their written expression studies. In a similar situation, Brahimi
(2019) in his study on Albanians learning Turkish found that students whose mother tongue is Albanian have
difficulty in learning the /i/ sound, especially between /6/,/i/ in Turkish, and he also stated that they had
difficulty in perceiving the differences between Turkish /c/ and /¢/ sounds. Therefore, when evaluated in the
context of typical Turkish sounds, all learners who speak other languages may experience learning difficulties at

this point. Giiven & Ozmen (2021), in their study with African learners, found that African learners had problems
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with /c/, /¢/, /i/ and /s/ sounds and they point out that the mistakes made are highly correlated with the learners'
mother tongue. The students observed that they try to sound Turkish consonants that are not in their mother
tongue by making them sound like consonants in their mother tongue or that they continue to pronounce
consonants in their mother tongue but pronounced differently, as they are accustomed to. Therefore, it can be

said that phonologically, similar problems are experienced both in pronunciation and in written expression.

Pashto and Urdu-speaking Pakistani, Arabic-speaking Palestinians, Bengali-speaking Bangladeshi, Ethiopian-
speaking Ethiopians, and Persian-speaking Iranian students took the first place in language differentiation in
terms of morphophonological typological characteristics of Turkish. The high frequency of morphological and
phonological differences of a target group whose mother tongues are so different from each other is mainly at
the point of vowel harmony. It was revealed in various studies that most learners, whose mother tongue is
different, have problems in learning vowel harmony correctly regarding both phonological and morphological
features in Turkish. Boylu (2014), in his study with Iranian learners learning Turkish, reports that there are

difficulties especially in consonant assimilation and terminal devoicing examples.

In terms of morphological typological features of Turkish, Egyptian learners who speak Arabic and learners from
Burkina Faso who speak French and local languages stand out among those who learn Turkish as a second
language. Arabic-speaking Palestinian, Yemeni, and Iragi students had similarly high frequency of linguistic
differences. At this point, the fact that the target group whose mother tongue is Arabic makes differences from
the morphological typological features of Turkish, especially the sequencing of suffixes and suffixes, indicates
that the examples of language differentiation made by learners are developmental differences. As a matter of
fact, Bolukbas (2011) in his study with learners of Arabic origin points out that grammatical differences are mostly

developmental differences, and therefore the negative transference has little effect on grammatical differences.

In terms of morpho-syntactic typological features of Turkish, learners of Turkish as a second language are at the
forefront among learners of French and Burkina Faso, this is followed by Pashto, Urdu-speaking Pakistani, Arabic-
speaking Egyptian, Yemeni, Palestinian and Ethiopian-speaking Ethiopian learners. It is noteworthy that learners
whose mother tongue is Afro-Asiatic made deviations from the Turkish morpho-syntactic typological features in
terms of the absence of certain nouns with a high frequency. It is noteworthy that learners whose mother tongue
is Afro-Asiatic made differences in Turkish morpho-syntactic typological features, in the absence of a high
frequency of specific nouns. One of the most difficult subjects when learning Turkish is the use of suffixes. In
particular, learners have difficulty in the function of the task element /+I/ that states specifying and the function
of the task element /+A/ used in the orientation task. Naturally, the mother tongue of the students has a great
effect on this difficulty (Candas Karababa, 2009). Since Turkish is a related language, examining the syntax
features of Turkish is not only about syntax, but also about morphology (Demir, 2021). Similar examples of
language differentiation in the form of the use of verb affixes interchangeably related to the typological feature

of verbs and sentence subordination, Gok¢ebag (2018) stated that in the study conducted with Greek learners,
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it was observed that students confuse the suffix /-(y)An/, which indicates the subject, and /-DIK/, which indicates

the object.

In terms of the syntactic typological features of Turkish, the language differences shown by the learners in
general are in the minority compared to the other categories. Students from Arabic, French-speaking Chadian,
Arabic-speaking Iragi, French and local languages-speaking Burkina Faso, English and Swabhili-speaking Tanzanian
students came to the fore at this point. The most prominent syntactic typological features of Turkish are the
limited use of pronouns and the left branching in the syntax. In Girler (2019)’s study with Syrian learners learning
Turkish, phonological differences took the first place in language differentiation of learners, the fact that while it
was related to spelling and punctuation differences and lexical-semantic features, it was determined that there

were at least syntactic differences, which also overlaps with the results of this study.

Learners participating in the research from various parts of Asia; took the first place with a total of 1067 examples
of language differentiation. When evaluated according to the rate of language differentiation per learner, it is
again in the first place with a rate of 43.20%. In the written expression studies of Asian learners, in terms of
typological features of Turkish, the most phonological (f=380), morpho-phonological (f=307), morphological
(f=186), morphological-syntactic (f=162) and syntactic (f=32) language differentiation patterns were determined
respectively. According to the share of learner differences, Pakistani learners take the first place with 8.39%.
Learners participating in the research from various regions at the crossroads of Northeast Africa and Southwest
Asia, also known as the Arabian Peninsula; ranked second with a total of 637 examples of language
differentiation. When evaluated according to the rate of language differentiation per learner, it ranks third with

24.49%, falling behind African students.

In the written expression studies of learners from the Arabian Peninsula, the most phonological (f=208), morpho-
syntactic (f=173), morpho-phonological (f=134), morphological (f=103) and syntactic (f=19) language
differentiation pattern was detected. According to the share of learner differences, Palestinian learners take the
first place with a maximum of 9.12%. Learners participating in the research from various parts of Africa; ranked
third with a total of 512 examples of language differentiation. When evaluated according to the rate of language
differentiation per learner, it ranks second with a rate of 32.28%.In terms of typological features of Turkish in
written expression studies of African learners, The most morpho-syntactic (f=161), phonological (f=122),
morpho-phonological (f=107), morphological (f=92) and syntactic (f=30) language differentiation examples were
determined, respectively. According to the share of learner differences, Egyptian learners take the first place

with 7.84%.

Speaks of the Semitic branch of the Afro-Asiatic language family; took the first place with a total of 1344 examples
of language differentiation. When evaluated according to the rate of language differentiation per learner, it is
again in the first place with a rate of 52.57%. Semitic speakers in terms of typological features of Turkish, the

most phonological (f=444), morpho-syntactic (f=313), morpho-phonological (f=297), morphological (f=235) and
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syntactic (f=55) language deviations were determined, respectively. According to the share of learner
differences, Palestinian learners take the first place with a maximum of 9.12%. Speakers of the Indo-Iranian
branch of the Indo-European language family; ranked second with a total of 445 examples of language
differentiation. When evaluated according to the rate of language differentiation per learner, it is again in the
second place with a rate of 24.25%. Indo-Iranian speakers in terms of typological characteristics of Turkish, the
most phonological (f=148) and morpho-phonological (f=148), morpho-syntactic (f=75), morphological (f=66) and
syntactic (f=8) language differentiation examples were determined, respectively. According to the share of
learner differences, Pakistani learners take the first place with 8.39%. Austronesian speakers ranked third with a
total of 274 examples of language differentiation. Filipinos are also Indo-European Germanic speakers. When
evaluated according to the rate of language differentiation per learner, it is in the fourth place, falling behind the
speakers of the Niger-Congo language with a rate of 9.7%. In terms of typological features of Turkish the most
phonological (f=86) and morpho-phonological (f=77), morpho-syntactic (f=53), morphological (f=50) and
syntactic (f=8) language differentiation examples were determined, respectively. Accordingly, in terms of
typological categories, Indo-European languages showed similar tendencies with Semitic speakers. According to
the share of learner differences, Indonesian learners (5.82%) and Filipino learners (3.88%) have a differentiate
rate. Niger-Congo speakers ranked fourth with a total of 153 examples of language differentiation. This group is
also speakers of Indo-European Germanic and Indo-European Romanian. When evaluated according to the rate
of language differentiation per learner, it is in the fourth place with a rate of 13.35%. In terms of typological
features of Turkish, the most morphological-syntactic (f=55), phonological (f=32), morphological (f=30), morpho-
phonological (f=26) and syntactic (f=10) examples of language differentiation were determined, respectively.
According to the share of learner differences, learners from Burkina Faso (8.2%) and Tanzanian learners (5.15%)

have a differentiation rate.

RECOMMENDATIONS

This research was carried out with participants from 17 different countries over a wide geographical line
stretching from Asia to Africa in order to present general evaluation criteria. Therefore, similar researches can
be carried out separately with more limited regions or target groups with similar mother tongue characteristics

and in-depth results can be obtained.

In terms of the typological features of the Turkish language discussed in the research, the language differences
arising from the dissimilarities between the two languages in terms of the languages and mother tongues of the
countries where the language learners are spoken have been focused on. Similarly, in different studies, it is
possible to analyze the distances and degrees of distance between languages and the context of proximity and

degree of closeness.

It can be determined that the degree of similarity / difference of Turkish with other languages is concentrated
on with studies to be carried out with specific target groups, separately for each of the phonological,

morphophonological, morphological, morpho-syntactic and syntactic typological features discussed in the
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research. Based on these, facilitating examples can be developed for possible problems to be experienced in

Turkish teaching processes.

Language differences, learning difficulties, negative transfer differences, etc. encountered in the context of
interlingual relations in Turkish teaching processes. In order to provide solutions to the problems, first of all,
phonological, morpho-phonological, morphological, morpho-syntactic and syntactic typological features of
Turkish should be clarified. In this way, it may be beneficial to design both pronunciation and written expression

studies for teaching all the features related to each of them.
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iKINCi DiL OLARAK TURKGE OGRENENLERIN YAZILI ANLATIMLARININ
TURKCENIN TiPOLOJIK OZELLIKLERi ACISINDAN ANALizi

0z

Bu arastirmada ikinci dil olarak Tirkge 6grenicilerinin yazili anlatimlarindaki Tirkiye Tlrkgesinden
sapmalarin Turkgenin tipolojik 6zellikleri agisindan incelenmesi amaglanmistir. Arastirmanin veri
kaynaklarini, Turkiye'de gesitli yiksekogretim kurumlarina bagli dil merkezlerinde Tirkgeyi ikinci
dil olarak 6grenen en az B2 veya Cl seviyesindeki Ogrenicilerin yazili anlatim g¢alismalari
olusturmaktadir. Katihmcilar Misir, Irak, Afganistan, Burkina Faso, Pakistan, Birlesik Arap
Emirlikleri, Filistin, Yemen, Cad, Tanzanya, Etiyopya, iran, Suudi Arabistan, Endonezya, Suriye,
Banglades ve Filipinler olmak tzere 17 farkh tlkeden toplamda 164 yetiskinden olusmaktadir.
2021-2022 egitim 6gretim doneminde Ug farkh dil merkezinde mevcut ders saatleri ve kur sonu
sinavi slreleri icerisinde yazili anlatim uygulamalar gergeklestirilerek elde edilen yazili anlatim
calismalari Gzerinde, betimsel analiz yontemiyle Tirkiye Tirkcesinden sapmalar incelenmistir.
Ogrenicilerin yazili anlatimlarindaki bu sapmalarin belirlenmesinde Johanson ([1992 / 2002] 2007)
tarafindan gelistirilen Yilmaz (2016) tarafindan Turkiye Tirkgesi agisindan glincellenen “Tirkgenin
Tipolojisi” 6lgltleri temel alinmistir. Arastirma sonuglarina gére; Hint-iran, Afro-Asyatik,
Avustonezya, Nijer-Kongo dilleri ile Hint-Avrupa Romen ve Cermen dili konusurlarinin yazili
anlatimlarindaki Tiarkiye Tirkcesinden sapmalarin en ¢ok sesbilimsel 6zelliklerde oldugu, bunu
siraslyla bicim-sesbilimsel, bicimbilimsel ve bicim-s6zdizimsel sapmalarin izledigi, s6zdizimsel
tipolojik sapmalarin ise nispeten daha az oldugu goérilmistir. Ayrica, Ogreniciler yazil
anlatimlarinda Tirkgenin tipik olmayan sesler, tipik Unliler, Gnlid uyumlar, eklerin art arda
siralanmasi, sonekler, belirli tanimligin yoklugu, eylemsilerle climle bagimlilastirma, sinirli adil
kullanimi ve s6z diziminde sola dallanma kategorilerinde agirlikli olarak sapma 6rnegi gdstermistir.

Anahtar kelimeler: ikinci dil 6gretimi, dil tipolojisi, Tiirkce 6gretimi, yazma becerisi, dil sapmasi.
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GiRiS

Dil edinimi, 6gretimi, gelisimi ve degisimine dair yapilan ¢ogu ¢alisma, dilbilimin bir disiplin haline gelmesiyle
sistematiklesmistir. Ozellikle diller arasi iliskiler s6z konusu oldugunda dilbilimsel tipoloji 6ne cikar. Dilbilimsel
tipoloji; “geleneksel olarak ilgisiz/iliskisiz dillerin verilerine dayanarak benzerliklerin yaninda farkliliklari ortaya
koymaya calisir ve bdylece diller arasi gesitliligi arastirir” (Daniel, 2010: 44-45). Ses, bicim, dizim ve anlam gibi
acilardan karsilastirmalar yaparak dillerin farkliliklarini ortaya koyarken 6zellikle tim dillerin ortak iletisimsel
amaclarina yogunlasir (Gékge, 2019). Ayrica diller arasi ortakliklardan hareketle dil gruplari ve ailelerinin genel
karakteristigini ortaya koyar ve dillerin birbirlerine nasil benzedigini, birbirlerinden hangi yollarla nasil
farklilastigini agiklamaya gahlisir (Uzun, 2013). Dilsel siniflandirmalar (Charles Ferguson ve William Stewart), diller
arasi iliskiler ve topluluk iliskileri (Heinz Kloss), Etnolinguistik Canlilik Teorisi (Howard Giles) gibi ¢alismalar
(Edwards, 2012), dilbilimsel tipolojinin kiiltiirlere ve cografyalara uzanan sinirlarini ve bunlarla birlikte pek ¢ok
dilsel veriyi belirlemeyi amaglar. Dilbilimsel tipoloji, dilsel sistemlerin art veya es zamanl yorumunu kapsar ve
dillerin ortak 6zelliklerini belirlemeye calisan dil evrensellikleri arastirmalariyla da siki iliski icindedir. Greenberg
(1966), bu konuya dair 30 dil 6rneklemi olusturmus; bunlari 6ge siralanisi, séz dizimi ve bicimbilgisi agisindan
inceleyerek 45 evrensel genel kurala ulasmistir. Dolayisiyla, tekil bir dil Gzerinde yapilan s6z dizimi ¢calismalarina
ek olarak, cikarimsal evrenseller ile dillerin ve dil ailelerinin 6tesine gegen tipolojik karsilastirmalar yapmistir
(Venneman, 1974). Comrie (1989); 6ge sirasi (word order), 6zne (subject), durum isaretlemesi (case marking), ilgi
ciimleleri (relative clauses), ettirgen yapilar (causative constructions) baglaminda bilgiler sunar. Chomsky’nin
dnderligini yaptigi Uretici Dilbilgisi Teorisi savunuculari mutlak evrenselleri incelerken, tipologlar diller arasi

sistematik farkliliklara dayah siniflandirmalar sunar (Hawkins, 1983).

Dilbilimsel tipoloji alaninda WALS kisa adiyla bilinen ‘Dil Yapilarinin Diinya Atlas’nda, dilsel
benzerlikler/benzememezlikler, belli dil bilgisel él¢ltlere dayandirilarak yizdelik ifadelerle gosterilebilir; ayrica
diller, tipolojik agidan dogrusal bir 6lgekteki yerlerine gore siniflandirilir (Velupillai, 2012: 96). “Cagdas tipolojik
yaklasim, dillerin tipolojik parametrelere gore aldiklari degerleri belirleme egilimindedir. Yani belli bir dilsel
ozellik, herhangi bir dilde var/yok seklinde bir deger alabilecegi gibi az, ¢cok, daha ¢ok vb. degerler de alabilir.
WALS veri tabanina gore 2560 diinya dili 142 6zellik karsisinda en az 2, en ¢ok 9 farkl degerden birine ait olarak
alinmig, her 6zellik en az 35, en ¢ok 1370, dolayisiyla ortalama 398 farkh dildeki degerler agisindan kodlanmistir.
Unsiiz ve inlii sayilarindan, vurgu, ton tiirlerine, eylem ¢ekimlerinde ayrisma olup olmadigindan kisi ve isaret
zamirlerinin islevlerine, timcede so6zciik siralarindan dilde renklerin nasil ayristiriip adlandirildigina kadar
yuzlerce 6zellik WALSta sorgulanmistir” (Uzun, 2012b: 1). WALS o6zelliklerinin alanlara gore dagihmi soyledir:
Adcil ulamlar (nominal categories) 28; yalin tiimceler (simple clauses) 24; sesbilim (phonology) 19; s6zcik dizilisi
(word order) 17; eylemcil ulamlar (verbal categories) 16; bicimbilim (morphology) 10; sozlikge (lexicon) 10; adcil
sozdizim (nominal syntax) 7; bilesik timceler (complex sentences) 7; digerleri (others) 4 (Uzun, 2012b: 3).
Dilbilgisinin farkh alanlarindaki yapisal 6zellikler arasindaki korelasyonlari géstermesi ve yapisal Ozelliklerin
cografi orlntilerle iliskisini sunmasi acgisindan WALS, dilbilim arastirmalari igin 6nemli veri sunsa da kimi

arastirmacilarca saglam bir veri tabani olup olmadigi noktasinda elestirilmistir.
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Dilbilimsel tipoloji; dilde sesbilimsel, bicim-sesbilimsel, morfolojik, bicim-sézdizimsel ve s6zdizimsel baglamda dil
verilerinin incelenmesini, karsilastiriimasini ve iliskilendirilmesini saglayarak cesitli veriler sunar. Sesbilimsel
tipoloji; her dilin kendine 6zgil olan ses yapilari ile diger dillerle olan benzer ses yapilarini ortaya koyar (Erdem
Nas ve Yalginkaya, 2021). Ayrica Unlilerin sayi ve nitelikleri agisindan diller arasindaki iliskilerin benzer ya da farkli
yonleriyle incelenmesini saglar. Dilbilimin ses kismini inceleyen fonetik ve fonoloji dallari igerisinde tnluler, temel
inceleme konusudur. Clnkd Unlllerin tanimlanmasi hecelerin de niteligini belirlemektedir. Diinya Uzerinde
konusulan ve tespit edilen tiim dillerde nliler bulunur. istisnalari olsa da birgok dilde inliiler ayni zamanda
heceleri belirtmektedir. Hece yapisinda hig tinli bulunmayan fakat sesletimi sirasinda kayan {inlti 6zelligi gosteren
hece yapilari da bulunmaktadir (Erdem Nas, 2020). S6zciik ahengini olusturan Gnlilerin olusumu ile ilgili Gnlilerin
diller arasindaki se¢iminin nedeni olarak bazi kuramlarda eklemleme kolaylhgi gosterilirken bazi kuramlarda ise
dinleyicinin algisal segiciligi gerekge gosterilmektedir (Tecim, 2017). Sesbilimsel tipoloji, dilde ne tir sesbirimsel
dokimlerin ve ses siniflarinin bulundugunu (Schmid, 2012: 48) ve ritmi inceler (Moravcsik, 2012: 289).
Greenberg’lin ses sistemlerini, genizsil Gnlileri, Ginstz kimelerini, sesbilimsel slregleri, ton ve ezgi gibi degerleri
kapsayan incelemeleri (Schmid, 2012: 47) sesbilimsel tipolojide 6nem kazanirken, diller arasi iliskilerde ve ikinci
dil ediniminde konusucularin fonetik pargalari nasil olusturdugu ve bu siirecin dinleyici tarafindan nasil algilandigi
yoninde (Flege, 1995; Best ve Tyler, 2007) ¢alismalar da yapilmaktadir. Bigim-sesbilimsel tipoloji; morfemlerdeki
(kelimelerin kok ve eklerindeki) fonemlerin 6zelliklerini, eklenme sirasinda olusan ses olaylarini inceleyen
disiplinler arasi bir alandir (Kulamshaeva, 2018). Bir kelimenin ek almasi sonucu olusan degisimleri dilin hem
fonetik hem de morfolojik alanini ilgilendirebilir. Dolayisiyla, cekimle ilgili bu ses degismeleri eszamanhdir ve
bicimsel ses bilgisi (morfo-fonoloji) adi altinda incelenir (Demir ve Yilmaz, 2011: 76). Bicimbilimsel tipoloji; 3 ana
dil tipinin varligini kabul eder: “Yalinlayan, eklemeli ve kaynasmali (kimi zamanda doérdiinci olarak ‘biresimli’)”.
Ancak morfolojik tipoloji, diinya dilleri igin 3/4 ideal tip belirlemis olsa da buyik ¢ogunlugunun bu tiplerden
herhangi birine tam olarak uymayacagini da kabul eder. Bunun yerine dillerin sentez ya da kaynasma
indekslerinin her birinin u¢ bolgelerinde bir yere disecegini ileri siirer. Dolayisiyla parca parca bir tipolojiden
bahsetmek yerine siiregelen bir tipoloji ortaya koyar. Eklemeli bir dilde, kelime birden fazla morfem igerebilir,
fakat kelime icindeki morfemler arasindaki sinirlar bellidir. Bir morfemin degismez en azindan bir bigimi vardir,
bu yiizden morfemlerin fonetik bicimlerde tanimlanmasi ¢ok agiktir (Comrie, 2005: 61-73). Bigcim-sézdizimsel
tipoloji; dilbilgisel 6zellikleri tamamen ayni olan gesitli dillerdeki dil birimlerini belirlemeye ¢alismaktan ¢ok (tek
bir dilde bile iki dilsel bigcim veya ifadenin dilbilgisel olarak tam olarak ayni olmadigi), birimlerin tam olarak ayni
oldugundan emin olmayl amaglar. Geleneksel Greenbergian Bicim-Sozdizimsel Tipolojisinin bazi sorunlarini,
ozellikle bicimbilimsel tipolojinin, diller arasi bir arastirmada bicimsel ve bicim-s6zdizimsel kategorilerin 6gelerini
tanimlamak ve islemek igin anlamsal kriterler kullanmasi nedeniyle ortaya ¢ikan sorunlari tartisir. Bigim-
sozdizimsel tipoloji yapmak icin Gglinci tiir bir kategoriye, yani kisilerarasi (‘iletisimsel', 'sdylem') islevsel
kategorilere ihtiyacimiz oldugunu tartisir (Rijkhoff, 2016). Greenberg (1966: 74), dilbilgisinin tiimelleri Gzerine
yaptigi calismasinda, diller arasi kategorilerin Gyelerini (6zne, isim, sifat, tamlama, géreceli cimle gibi) belirlemek
icin temel olarak anlamsal olgltler uygulamistir ve Greenenberg sonrasi kelime sirasi galismalarinda ayni

prosediri Hawkins (1983: 12) ve Dryer (1992: 120) takip etmistir. “Séz dizimsel (sézdizimsel) tipoloji; 1966’da
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Greenberg’in ¢alismalarindan sonra bir dildeki belli s6z dizimi yapilarini, edatlarin isimlere gére yeri gibi konulari
hem tek dilde inceler hem de diger dil gruplariyla bu kullanimlari karsilastirir. Bu karsilastirmalari yapmak igin de
inceledigi dillerde belli bir temel s6z dizimi oldugunu varsayar. Fakat tek bir dilde birden fazla dizilimin mimkiin
olmasi, diller arasi karsilagtirmalar yapabilmek igin sistematik bir temel s6z diziminin nasil olusturulacagi
sorununu giindeme getirir. Greenberg, bulgularinda edatlarin kullanimi, 6zne, yiiklem ve nesnenin birbirine gére
konumu; sifatin niteledigi isme gore konumu vb. 6zellikten olusan 13 6lglte yer veren dizilim tipolojisini sunar.
Cikarimsal genellemelerini de ikinci 6l¢iitii olan O, N ve Y’nin birbirine gére olan konumuna gére olusturur. Ayrica
tipologlar sadece 6ge dizilimiyle degil, ekler ve kokler gibi s6zclikten daha kigiik olan morfemlerin dizilimini de
incelemistir. Clinkli ashnda bir dilde ek olan bir yapi diger bir dilde s6zcik veya sdzcik 6begi olarak karsimiza
¢ikabilmektedir. Ayrica temel 6ge dizilimini belirlemede ana climle esas alinmaktadir; ¢linkli Almanca gibi bazi

dillerde, yan ciimle dizilimi ana ciimle diziliminden farklilik géstermektedir” (ikiz, 2019).

ikinci Dil Ogrenimi Baglaminda Dilbilimsel Tipoloji ve Tiirkce

ikinci dil 6greniminde kaynak dil, arac dil ve hedef dil arasindaki benzerlikler ve farkhliklarin dil 6gretimini ne
derecede etkiledigi sorunsali, dil 6gretimi gcalismalarinin temel ¢ikis noktalarindan birini olusturmaktadir. Nitekim
diller arasi benzerlik ve farkliliklarin boyutlarindan hareketle dil 6gretimine etkili bir yon verilmeye caligiimaktadir.
Psikodilbilimsel arastirmalar, okuma, heceleme, sozliksellik, dilbilgisellik, ciimle lretimi ve soézdizimi gibi
acilardan dil islemenin, kullanim sikhgina duyarli oldugunu gosterir (Ellis, 2002a). Dil kullanicilarinin dil yapilarinin
girdi frekanslarina duyarli olmalari, onlarin siklik etkilerinin kullanima dayali dil edinimi modelleri igin ikna edici
kanitlardir (Bybee, 2005, 2007; Ellis, 2002b; MacWhinney, 1998; Tomasello, 2003). Diller arasindaki benzemezligi,
genel bir anlatimla “diller birbirlerine ne kadar benziyorsa o kadar yakin, ne kadar benzemiyorsa o kadar uzaktir”
diyebilecegimiz bir yaklagimla “uzaklik” olarak géren ve uzakhg matematiksel olarak 6lgen galismalar, dilin daha
cok ses, hece, sozclik gibi birimlerine odaklanmaktadir. Hangi dilleri 6grenmenin kimlere neden daha zor veya
kolay geldigi, kimlerin hangi dilleri 6grenirken ne kadar basarili oldugu gibi olgular, yalnizca ve dogrudan dil
o6grenme alaninda degil, go¢menlerin yabanci tlke secimi, is bulma ve meslek secimi, entegrasyonu gibi dil ve
egitim disi alanlarda da ilgi ¢eker olmustur (Aslan Demir, 2019). Isphording ve Otten (2011), Almanya’ya 89
Ulkeden gelen ve dortte birini Tarklerin olusturdugu bir gocmen grubu Uzerinde yaptiklari akici konusma
arastirmasi sonucu, goéc¢menlerin anadilleri Almancaya ne kadar uzaksa bu go¢menlerin Almancadaki
akiciliklarinin da o derece az oldugunu saptamiglardir. “Diller arasi yapilan karsilagtirmalar ve ortaya konulan tipik
ozellikler, kisinin 6grendigi dili kendi diliyle karsilastirmasini ve diller arasindaki farkli isleyis bicimlerini
kesfetmesini saglayacak, dolayisiyla kisi, yeni bir dil 6grenim slirecine daha kolay uyum saglayacaktir. Ayrica diller
arasi farkhliklari ve bu dillerin genel tipolojik 6zelliklerini bilen bir 6gretici, sinifindaki farkli ana dillerine sahip
Ogrenicilerin yasadiklari sorunlarin sebeplerini tahmin edecegi icin Ogrenicilerinin de bu durumun farkina
varmasini saglayacaktir. ikinci dil olarak Tiirkce 8gretiminde tipolojik temelli tekrar eden yanhslari fark etme ve

saglikh geri bildirim verebilme agisindan 6gretenler igin tipoloji farkindaligi 6nemlidir” (Aslan Demir, 2019).

1573



I.l E TSAR (International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific Researches) Vol: 7, Issue: 19, 2022

Tirkgenin tipolojisi ile ilgili olarak, tarihi siiregte yasanan gelismelere bakilmasi gerekir. “XVIII. ylzyildan itibaren,
Hint-Avrupa dilleri Gzerinden yiritllen tarihsel ve karsilastirmali dilbilim ¢alismalari ve genetik akrabalik
tartismalari, Ural-Altay olarak adlandirilmis olan Altay dilleri ailesinin de belirlenmesine yonelik galismalarin
baglaticisi olmustur. Karsilastirmal dilbilim yontemlerinin ilerlemesiyle, kullanilan 6lgitler de degismistir.
Ozellikle 2000’li yillarin baslangicindan itibaren tipoloji calismalarinin ilerlemesiyle, karsilastirmali Altay
dilbiliminde odak, ses bilgisinden 0zellikle bigimbilgisine ve biraz da sézdizimine kaymistir” (Yilmaz, 2016).
Johanson’un (1992; 2002; 2007) Tiirkce Dil iliskilerinde Yapisal Etkenler olarak Tiirkgeye cevrilen eseriyle birlikte,
Tirkgenin akraba veya akraba olmayan dillerle karsilastiriimasi sonucu yapi kopyalama ile ilgili temel sorunlari
teorik yaklasimla tartisilir. Ayrica, genetik akrabalikla, dil iliskisi yoluyla olusan akrabaligin sonuglarinin da benzer
olabilecegine dikkat gekilir. Johanson’un tespiti, genetik akrabalikta bigcimbilgisel kanitlarin, sozliksel kanitlardan
daha giivenilir olduguna isaret eder (Johanson, 2007). Tirkgenin ikinci dil olarak 6grenimi ve Ogretimi
baglaminda, diller arasindaki benzer ve farkh yoénlerin envanteri ve diller arasindaki uzakliklarin dereceleri
acisindan bu calismalar 6nem kazanir. “Comrie (2010) ve Orgun (2011)'un ¢alismalarinda Tiirk¢e, Japonca ve
ingilizce arasinda dil 6gretimi ve 6grenimi alanindan baslamak (zere bircok alan igin degerli bulgular
sunulmaktadir. Bununla birlikte, Tiirkce ile diger diller arasinda elde edilen rastlantisal benzerlik sonuglarinin
kalitimsal benzerlik sonuclariyla karsilastiriimasi, boylece hedef dilin kendi ailesi icindeki diger dillere olan
ortalama yakinligi ile Turkgenin aile igindeki ortalamalari karsilastirilarak ailedeki buttin dillerin birbirlerine olan
yakinliklari filolojik agidan da ortaya konabilir. Bdylece diinya dillerinin 6gretilmesi ve 6grenilmesi siireglerine
daha dilbilimsel ve net 6lgim sonuglari sunulabilir” (Uzun, 2012a). Bunlardan hareketle Tiirkge 6grenicilerinin,
hedef dil kullanimlarinda Tirkiye Tirkcesinden sapmalarinin tipolojik agidan da degerlendirilmesi 6nem
tagimaktadir. Bu arastirmada Tiirkcenin ikinci dil olarak 6grenilmesi siirecinde Ogrenicilerin yazili anlatimlarindaki
Tirkiye Tirkgesinden sapmalarinin kaynak dil ile Turkge arasindaki tipolojik farkliliklarla ne olgude iliskili

oldugunu ortaya koymak amacglanmistir. Calismada su alt problemlere yanit aranmistir:

1. ikinci dil olarak Tiirkce 6grenenlerin yazili anlatimlarinda Tiirkgenin sesbilimsel tipolojik 6zelliklerinden
farkhlagmalar nelerdir?

2. Ikinci dil olarak Tiirkce &grenenlerin yazili anlatimlarinda Tiirkcenin bicim-ses bilimsel tipolojik
ozelliklerinden farklilagsmalar nelerdir?

3. ikinci dil olarak Tiirkce ©grenenlerin yazil anlatimlarinda Tirkcenin bicimbilimsel tipolojik
ozelliklerinden farklilagsmalar nelerdir?

4. ikinci dil olarak Tirkge 6grenenlerin yazili anlatimlarinda Tiirkgenin bigim-sdzdizimsel tipolojik
ozelliklerinden farklilasmalar nelerdir?

5. ikinci dil olarak Tiirkce 6grenenlerin yazili anlatimlarinda Tiirkgenin sézdizimsel tipolojik 6zelliklerinden

farkhlagmalar nelerdir?

1574



I.I E TSAR (International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific Researches) Vol: 7, Issue: 19, 2022

YONTEM
Arastirmanin Modeli

Arastirmada betimsel arastirma yontemlerinden dokiiman analizi teknigi kullanilmistir. Betimsel arastirma,
halihazirda var olanlarin, yasananlarin, ne oldugunun betimlenip agiklanarak ortaya konulmasiyken dokiiman
analizi yazili, gérsel malzemenin toplanip incelenmesidir (Sonmez ve Alacapinar, 2013: 48, 84). Bu kapsamda
ikinci dil olarak Tiirkge 6grenicilerinin yazilh anlatimlari inceleme konusu yapilmistir. Calismada olasilik disi
ornekleme turlerinden amagli 6rnekleme teknigi uygulanmistir. Bu tur 6rneklemede birimlerin 6rnekleme girme
olasiliklari ayni olmadigindan ya da bilinemediginden sonuglar evrene genellenemez (Erkus, 2017: 137; Balcl,

2018: 99).

Evren ve Orneklem

Arastirmanin veri kaynaklarini, Tirkiye’'de cesitli yliksekdgretim kurumlarina bagh dil merkezlerinde Tirkgeyi
ikinci dil olarak 6grenen en az B2 veya C1 seviyesindeki yetiskinlerin yazili anlatim ¢alismalari olusturmaktadir.
ilgili calismalar, Tirkce 6grenen yabanci dgrenicilerin, ders égretim elemanlari gézetiminde gerceklestirdikleri
yazili anlatim g¢alismalari ve sinav uygulamalari neticesinde olusturduklari yazili anlatim metinlerinden

olugmaktadir. Arastirmaya katilan toplam 164 6grenicinin tlke degiskenlerine dair bilgiler asagidaki gibidir:
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Grafik 1. Arastirmaya Katilan Ogrenicilerin Ulke Degiskenlerine Dair Istatistiksel Bilgiler

Arastirmada yazili anlatim uygulamalarina katilan 6grenicilerin tlkeleri; Suriye (n=29, f=%17,6), Filipinler (n=19,
f=%11,5), Yemen (n=18, f=%10,9), iran (n=11, f=%6,7), Misir (n=9, f=%5,4), Irak (n=8, f=%4,87), Afganistan (n=8,
f=%4,87), Filistin (n=8, f=%4,87), Pakistan (n=7, f=%4,26), BAE (n=7, f=%4,26), Cad (n=7, f=%4,26), Tanzanya (n=7,
f=%4,26), Etiyopya (n=6, f=%3,65), Suudi Arabistan (n=6, f=%3,65), Endonezya (n=6, f=%3,65), Banglades (n=5,
f=%3,04), Burkina Faso (n=3, f=%1,82)'dur.
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Arastirmaya katilan 6grenicilerin ulke, dil, dil ailesi ve Ulkelerinin cografi konumlari degiskenlerine dair bilgiler

asagidaki tabloda gosterilmistir:

Tablo 1. Arastirmaya Katilan Ogrenicilerin Ulke, Dil ve Cografi Konum Degiskenlerine Dair Bilgiler

Ulke Resmi ve yaygin dil / diller Cografi konum

BAE Arapca Arap Yarimadasi (Bati Asya ve Kuzey Afrika)
Yemen Arapca Arap Yarimadasi (Bati Asya ve Kuzey Afrika)
Misir Arapca Kuzey Afrika

Irak Arapga Bati Asya ve Arap Yarimadasi

Filistin Arapca Arap Yarimadasi (Bati Asya ve Kuzey Afrika)
Etiyopya Amharca Dogu Afrika

Suudi Arabistan Arapga Arap Yarimadasi (Bati Asya ve Kuzey Afrika)
Cad Arapga, Fransizca Kuzey ve Orta Afrika

Suriye Arapga, Kurtge Bati Asya

Filipinler Filipince, ingilizce Gineydogu Asya

Endonezya Endonece, Malayca Gineydogu Asya

iran Farsca Bati Asya

Banglades Bengalce Gliney Asya

Afganistan Pestuca, Darice Orta ve Guiney Asya

Pakistan Pestuca, Urduca Orta ve Gliney Asya

Burkina Faso Fransizca, yerel diller Bati Afrika

Tanzanya ingilizce, Svahili Dogu Afrika

Tablo 1’e gore arastirmaya katilan 6grenicilerin Ulkelerinde konusulan resmi ve yaygin dillere gore; Arapca,

Ambharca, Fransizca, ingilizce, Farsca, Kiirtce, Pestuca, Darice, Urduca, Filipince, Endonece, Malayca, Bengalce,

Svahili ve cesitli yerel dillerden olusmaktadir. Ogrenicilerin dilleri klasik dil aileleri teorisine gére

degerlendirildiginde genel itibariyla Afro-Asyatik Dillerin Sami kolu; Avstronezya dilleri; Hint-Avrupa Dilleri

Romen kolu, Cermen kolu ve Hint-iran kolu; Nijer-Kongo dillerinden olusmaktadir. Ulkelerinin cografi

konumlarina gore ise Afrika’nin Dogu, Orta, Bati ve Kuzey bélgeleri ile Kuzey Afrika ile Bati Asya arasinda kalan

Arap Yarimadasi; ayrica Asya’nin Bati, Orta, Gliney ve Glineydogu bdlgelerindendir.

Arastirmaya katilan 6grenicilerin cinsiyet degiskenlerine dair bilgiler asagidaki grafikte gosterilmistir:
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Grafik 2. Arastirmaya Katilan Ogrenicilerin Cinsiyet Degiskenlerine Dair Istatistiksel Bilgiler
Arastirmada yazili anlatim uygulamalarina katilan 6grenicilerin %65’i (n=106) erkek, %35’i (n=58) kadindir.
Veri Toplama Araglari

Arastirmada veri toplamak icin, oncelikle 2021-2022 egitim 6gretim doneminde (g farkh dil merkezinde mevcut
ders saatleri ve kur sonu sinavi siireleri igerisinde yazili anlatim uygulamalari gergeklestirilmistir. Bahse konu
uygulama siireci, mevcut egitim 6gretim planlamasinda her bir kur tamamlama siresinin 6 haftalik sirece
yayllmasindan o6tird, 2 kur icin toplamda 12 hafta olarak planlanmistir. Tema ve Unitelere paralel olarak
Ogrenicilerle yapilan yazma etkinlikleri ve sinav uygulamalari neticesinde arastirmanin veri kaynaklarini olusturan

yazili anlatim kagitlarindan veri kaynaklari olusturulmustur.

Verilerin Toplanmasi ve Analizi

Arastirmada elde edilen verilerin analizinde betimsel analiz yapilmistir. “Betimsel analiz, gesitli veri toplama
teknikleri ile elde edilmis verilerin daha 6nceden belirlenmis temalara gore 6zetlenmesi ve yorumlanmasini
iceren bir nitel veri analiz tiridir. Bu analiz tiriinde temel amag elde edilmis olan bulgularin okuyucuya
Ozetlenmis ve yorumlanmis bir bicimde sunulmasidir.” (Yildirim ve Simsek, 2005). Bu ¢alismada 6grenicilerin yazih
anlatimlari Turkgenin tipolojik 6zellikleri agisindan analiz edilmistir. Metinlerde tespit edilen farkhlklarin
Ogrenicilerin ana dil tipolojisi ile Tlrkge arasindaki tipolojik 6zelliklerle ne dlgtide ilgili oldugunu tespit etmek
amaciyla L. Johanson ([1992 / 2002] 2007) tarafindan gelistirilen ve E. Yilmaz (2016) tarafindan uyarlanan
“Tirkcenin Tipolojik Ozellikleri” tasnifi esas alinmistir. Johanson (2007: 37-46) Tirkgenin temel tipolojik
ozelliklerini 46 noktada toplar. Bu 6zelliklerin bir kismi diger dillerle de (Gilyakga, Dravitge) tipolojik olarak ortaklik
gosterir. Fakat genel okuyucu kitlesinde, Turkgenin temel dil bilgisi kurallari algisi Tirkgenin genel 6zelliklerinin
batin Tark dillerinde neredeyse ayni oldugu noktasinda birlesir. E. Yilmaz (2016), Turkgenin tipolojisi Gzerine
yapilan ¢agdas arastirmalarin sonuglarina gére, Turkgeyi tipiklik agisindan en iyi tanimlayan, sesbilgisel, bigim-

sesbilgisel, bicimsel, bicim-sozdizimsel ve s6zdizimsel dzellikleri toplam maddeler halinde siralamistir:
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Tablo 2. Tiirkgenin Tipolojik Ozellikleri (Johanson, [1992 / 2002] 2007; Yiimaz, 2016)

Kategori / Agiklamasi Kategori / Agiklamasi Kategori / Agiklamasi

1. Tipik Gnltler 13. Eklerin art arda siralanmasi 26. ilgi durumunda dzne

2. Tek Unlilere egilim 14. Sinirli ve 6nceden kestirilebilir ekler 27. Dolayhlik bigimleri

3. Unli uzunlugu 16. Eklerin heceliligi 28. Eklesik fiiller

4. ilk hece tinlilerinde sinirlihk 17. Bigimsel olarak fazla isaretlenmemis sifatlar ~ 29. Sinirli adil kullanimi

5. S6zbasi tinslzlerde sinirhhik 18. Eksiz yalin durum 30. Cinsiyetin yoklugu

6. Sozsonu Unstzlerde sinirlilik 19. Karsilastirma kalibi 31. Belirli tanimhigin yoklugu

7. Unli uyumlari 20. Birlesik isimler 32. Ettirgen gati diziminde
yonelme ekinin kullanimi

8. Unsiiz uyumu 21. Sayi sifatlarinda gokluk eki olmayisi 33. Tekrardan olusan birlesikler

9. Unlii-Ginstiz uyumu 22. Sozdiziminde sola dallanma 34. ikilemeyle pekistirme

10. Unsiiz 6beklerinden kaginma 23. Eylemsilerle cimle bagimlilastirma 35. lyelik anlatan yiiklemlemeler3

11. Bitisken yapi 24. Baglag azligi 40.4 Tipik olmayan sesler

12. Sonekler 25. Sontaki bulunmasi

Verilerin analizi asamasinda oncelikle 6grenicilerin yazili anlatimlari bilgisayar ortamina aktarilmis, Tlrkgenin
sesbilimsel, bicim-sesbilimsel, bicimbilimsel, bicim-sézdizimsel ve s6zdizimsel 6zellikleri bakimindan farklilik
gosteren ifadeler, E. Yiimaz (2016)'in “Tirkgenin Tipolojik Ozellikleri” listesine gére kodlanmistir. Tiim
incelemeler tamamlandiginda dilbilim ve Tirkge egitimi uzmanlarinin gorisleri ile son sekli verilen Tirkgenin
tipolojik ozelliklerine gore dil sapmasi 6zelligi gosteren tum ifadeler siralanmis, desifre edilen 6rneklerin

istatistiksel analizleri yapilmistir.
Arastirma Etigi

Bu calisma istanbul Medeniyet Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Arastirmalari Etik Kurulu'nun 07.03.2022 tarih ve

2022/03-06 sayil karari ile etik agidan uygun bulunmustur.
BULGULAR

ikinci dil olarak Tiirkce dgrenen 17 farkli tilkeden 164 (n) dgrenicinin yazili anlatim calismalari incelendiginde
tespit edilen toplam tipolojik farklilik sayisi (f=2216), bir 6grenici basina diisen ortalama farkhhk sayisi (x=252) ve

bir 6grenicinin ortalama farkllik sayisi igerisindeki pay1 (%=100) asagidaki tabloda dikkatlere sunulmustur:

Tablo 3. Yazili Anlatim Calismalarinda Tespit Edilen Tipolojik Farkliliklarin Genel istatistikleri

Ulke

n f X %
Filistin 8 184 23 9,12
Pakistan 7 148 21,14 8,39
Burkina Faso 3 62 20,66 8,2
Misir 9 178 19,77 7,84
Yemen 18 318 17,66 7,01
Banglades 5 85 17 6,74
Irak 8 125 15,62 6,2

3-2E. Yilmaz (2016) tarafindan yapilan listede yer almayan bu maddeler, yazili anlatim ¢alismalarinin incelenmesi sirasinda
tespit edildigi icin, L. Johason ([1992 / 2002] 2007)’un ¢alismasi esas alinarak eklenmistir.
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Etiyopya 6 89 14,83 5,88
Endonezya 6 88 14,66 5,82
Afganistan 8 110 13,75 5,45
Cad 7 92 13,14 521
Tanzanya 7 91 13 5,15
Suudi Ar. 6 75 12,5 4,96
Filipinler 19 186 9,78 3,88
iran 11 102 9,27 3,67
BAE 7 60 8,57 34

Suriye 29 223 7,68 3,05
Toplam 164 2216 252 100,0

ikinci dil olarak Tiirkge &grenicilerinin yazili anlatimlarindaki Tiirkiye Tiirkgesinden sapmalarin Tiirkgenin

seshilimsel 6zellikleri agisindan analizi

ikinci dil olarak Tiirkce 6grenen égrenicilerin yazili anlatim ¢alismalari incelendiginde tespit edilen sesbilimsel

tipolojik farkhhklar Tablo 4’te sunulmustur:

Tablo 4. Yazili Anlatim Calismalarinda Tespit Edilen Sesbilimsel Tipolojik Farklilik istatistikleri

Ulke / Tip. Oz. 40 1 2 3 4 6 f n X %
Filistin 41 9 1 2 0 2 55 8 6,87 9,14
Afganistan 36 2 4 0 3 3 48 8 6 7,98
Banglades 22 7 0 0 0 1 30 5 6 7,98
Pakistan 17 19 0 3 1 1 41 7 5,85 7,79
Yemen 76 17 2 1 3 4 103 18 5,72 7,61
Misir 13 18 5 6 1 3 46 9 511 6,79
Irak 22 6 4 2 2 3 39 8 4,87 6,48
Suudi Ar. 25 1 0 1 1 0 28 6 4,66 6,20
Endonezya 24 1 1 0 0 1 27 6 4,5 5,98
Cad 18 3 1 1 0 3 26 7 3,71 4,94
Suriye 90 11 1 2 1 2 107 29 3,68 4,90
Tanzanya 16 0 1 0 0 23 7 3,28 4,37
BAE 18 4 0 0 0 0 22 7 3,14 4,18
Filipinler 41 12 3 1 0 2 59 19 3,10 4,13
Etiyopya 13 4 0 1 0 0 18 6 3 3,99
Burkina Faso 7 0 2 0 0 0 9 3 3,99
iran 17 3 0 0 1 29 11 2,63 3,50
Toplam 496 128 27 21 12 26 710 164 75,18 100,00

Tablo 4’e gore Turkgeyi ikinci dil olarak 6grenenlerin yazili anlatim ¢alismalarinda Tirkgenin sesbilimsel tipolojik

ozelliklerinden en cok tipik olmayan sesler (40) ile ilgili farkliliga rastlanirken (n=496), bunu tek dnliilere egilim (1)

ile ilgili farklihklar (n=128) izlemektedir. Buna karsin s6z basi (insizlerde sinirlilikla (5) ilgili farklihklara

rastlanmamistir. Bir 6grenici basina disen ortalama farklilik sayisi (X) ve bir 6grenicinin ortalama farklilik sayisi

icerisindeki payina (%) gore ise Tirkcenin sesbilimsel tipolojik 6zellikleriyle ilgili farkliliklar, en ¢ok
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Filistinli (%9,14), en az iranli (%3,50) &grenicilerin calismalarinda goriilmiistiir. Tirkgeyi ikinci dil olarak
ogrenenlerin yazili anlatim ¢alismalarinda rastlanan Turkgenin sesbilimsel tipolojik 6zelliklerinin, 6grenicilerin

Ulkelerine gore grafiksel dagilimi asagidaki gibidir:

——40 —E—1 2 =3 N4 5 b6
100
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Suriye; 90
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Filipinler; 41
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Grafik 3. Yazili Anlatim Calismalarinda Tespit Edilen Sesbilimsel Tipolojik Farklliklarin Ulkelere Gére Dagilimi

Grafik 3 incelendiginde, Tlirkgenin tipik olmayan seslerle (40) ilgili tipolojik 6zelliginin diger 6zelliklere gore baskin
sekilde yanlisa sebep oldugu; bunun da sirasiyla Suriye (n=90), Yemen (n=76), Filistin ve Filipinlerden (n=41) gelen
Ogrenicilerin ¢alismalarinda tespit edildigi gérilmektedir. Tipik olmayan seslerle (40) ilgili olarak karsilasilan
orneklerde; Irakli L2’nin “Onlar zuyif ve akilsizama korkiyorsa problem degil” cimlesinde “zuyif” sézctglinde a>u;
Afganistanh L8’in “Ve sevdigim kudindan evli olacagim” climlesinde “kudindan” sézcliglinde a>u; Suriyeli L135in
“Ailede aldigeh egitim ile icinede verdir” ciimlesinde “aldigeh” sozciiglinde 1>eh degisimi seklinde gorilen
farkhlklarin, sesletimden kaynakl oldugu ve yazili anlatim calismasina da yansidigi soylenebilir. Tirkcenin
seshilimsel tipolojik 6zelliklerinden tipik dinliler (1) olan /6/, /i/ ve /i/ ile ilgili farkliliklarin gegis sikligi ylksektir.
Misirli L1'in “mutstz kaliyorum” ctimlesinde /U/ GnslGzini Tirkgenin dogru sesletimi ve yazimi agisindan
kullanmamasi gerekirken aksine kullandig1 (mutsiz>mutsuz); Tanzanyah L80’in “cok ¢alismak her seyi mumkun

|Il

degil” cimlesinde 6grenicinin /i/ GnstzinG kullanmasi gerekirken kullanmadigi (mumkun>mumkin) goéralir.
Benzeri sekilde /6/ ve /i/ seslerine dair s6yle 6rnekler de mevcuttur: Bangladesli L142'nin “bir yil dnce babam ¢ok
hastaydi” cimlesinde (yil >yil / hastaydi > hastaydi); Tanzanyali L79’un “gecmise geri donme sansimi olsaydi”
climlesinde (donme>dénme) vb. Tek (inliilere egilimle (2) ilgili olarak karsilasilan érneklerde Misirli L2'nin “Ve
onun maaslya bakin” climlesinde “onun maasiya” tamlamasinin /+A/ gorev 6gesinden 6nce /+n/ sesini almasi
gerekirken /+y/ almasi ve iranli L90’in “Her iilkeni gezdigimde yiiresel yemekleri denerim” cimlesinde “her iilkeni
tamlamasinin /+1/ gérev dgesinden dnce /+y/ sesini almasi gerekirken /+n/ almasi gibi y =n / n=y degisimleri
gorilmistir. Unlii uzunluguyla (3) ilgili olarak Suriyeli L113’Gn “Benim igin ev cocuglarim igin en enemli renmek”

ciimlesinde “6grenmek” s6zcugu bunyesinde /g/ sesinin disurilmesi; ilk hece lnliilerinde sinirlilikla (4) ilgili

olarak Afganistanli L22'nin “Boyle konusarak telefunu kapattim”, Afganistanli L18’in “Benim babam dokturdur”
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cumlelelerinde “telefun, doktur” soézcikleri binyesinde bulunan /o/ sesinin degistirimi gibi Orneklere
rastlanmistir. S6zsonu tnsiizlerde sinirhilikla (6) ilgili olarak 6tumlu /b/, /c/, /d/, /g/ Unsuzlerinin sdzclk sonlarinda
yer aldigi érnekler gérilmistir: Yemenli L57’nin “Bazi hastaniler mizik ilac olarak kullanabillirlar” cimlesinde
“ilac" sozcugunde /c/ sesi; Filistinli L46’nin “10 yil sonraki gelecegim igcin mektub” cimlesinde “mektub”

s6zcuginde /b/ sesi gibi.

ikinci dil olarak Tiirkge dgrenicilerinin yazili anlatimlarindaki Tiirkiye Tiirkgesinden sapmalarin Tiirkgenin bigim-

seshilimsel 6zellikleri agisindan analizi

ikinci dil olarak Tiirkce 6grenen 6grenicilerin yazili anlatim calismalari incelendiginde tespit edilen bigim-

sesbilimsel tipolojik farkhliklar Tablo 5’te sunulmustur:

Tablo 5. Yazili Anlatim Calismalarinda Tespit Edilen Bigim-Sesbilimsel Tipolojik Farklilik istatistikleri

Ulke / Tip. Oz. 7 8 9 10 f n X %
Pakistan 39 1 1 2 43 7 6,14 9,82
Filistin 41 2 1 3 47 8 5,87 9,4
Banglades 22 3 2 0 27 5 5,4 8,64
Etiyopya 25 3 2 2 32 6 5,33 8,53
iran 41 3 4 0 48 11 4,36 6,98
Endonezya 23 1 2 0 26 6 4,33 6,93
Irak 22 5 4 2 33 8 4,12 6,6
Afganistan 22 1 4 3 30 8 3,75 6
Misir 25 4 2 2 33 9 3,66 5,86
Yemen 49 1 5 2 57 18 3,16 5,06
Tanzanya 17 1 1 0 19 7 2,71 4,34
Filipinler 42 6 3 0 51 19 2,68 4,29
Suudi Ar. 12 1 2 0 15 6 2,5 4
Burkina Faso 4 2 1 0 7 3 2,33 3,73
Cad 14 1 1 0 16 7 2,28 3,65
BAE 9 2 4 0 15 7 2,14 3,42
Suriye 42 3 4 0 49 29 1,68 2,70
Toplam 449 40 43 16 548 164 62,50 100,0

Tablo 5’e gore Tirkgeyi ikinci dil olarak 6grenenlerin yazili anlatim ¢alismalarinda Tirkgenin bigcim-sesbilimsel
tipolojik 6zelliklerinden en ¢ok dnlii uyumlari (7) ile ilgili yanlisa rastlanirken (n=449), bunu dnlii-tinstiz uyumu (9)
ile ilgili farkhliklar (n=43) ve insiiz uyumu (8) ile ilgili farklihklar (n=40) izlemektedir. Buna karsin sinirli ve énceden
kestirilebilir eklerle (14) ilgili yanlisa rastlanmamistir. Bir 6grenici basina disen ortalama yanhs sayisi (x) ve bir
Ogrenicinin ortalama yanlis sayisi icerisindeki payina (%) gore ise Tiurkgenin bicim-sesbilimsel tipolojik
ozellikleriyle ilgili farkhhklar, en ¢ok Pakistanl (%9,82), en az Suriyeli (%2,70) 6grenicilerin ¢alismalarinda
gorilmustar. Tirkgeyi ikinci dil olarak 6grenenlerin yazili anlatim ¢alismalarinda rastlanan Tirkgenin bigim-

sesbilimsel tipolojik 6zelliklerinin, 6grenicilerin llkelerine gore grafiksel dagilimi asagidaki gibidir:
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Grafik 4. Yazili Anlatim Calismalarinda Tespit Edilen Bicim-Sesbilimsel Tipolojik Farkhliklarin Ulkelere Gére

Dagilimi

Grafik 4 incelendiginde, Turkcenin inli uyumlariyla (7) ilgili tipolojik 6zelliginin diger 6zelliklere gore baskin
sekilde yanlsa sebep oldugu; bunun da sirasiyla Yemen (n=49), Filipinler (n=42), Suriye (n=42), iran (n=41),
Filistinden (n=41) gelen dgrenicilerin calismalarinda tespit edildigi gériilmektedir. Unlii uyumlariyla (7) ilgili olarak
sozclklerin gévdesinde ve eklesme sirasinda kalinlk-incelik uyumuna aykiri 6rnekler oldukga yiiksek sikliktadir:
Filistinli L45’in “Ama alisveris sevenlar baska sebeblar var sevenlar” ciimlesinde “alisveris (1>i) 7, iranli L89’un
“Cuinkli benc gegmistki hayatimizden daha teklonogilik oluyor” climlesinde “hayatimizden (e>a)” 6rnekleri gibi.
Ayrica sesletim dolayisiyla 6zellikle yabanci kékenli sozciiklerin eklesme sirasinda veya sézciik gévdesi igerisinde
kural disi GnlG uyumuna tabi tutuldugu 6rnekler de vardir: Misirl L1’in “Tiirkiye hakkinda okurkan ¢ok hayallar
ettim” cimlesinde “hayallar” s6zcugiinde /+lAr/ gérev dgesinde a>e degisimi; Irakli L13’Gn “Bazi insanlar turizm
eglenmek ve vakit gecirmek sebebile gikarlar” ciimlesinde “vakit” s6zciglinde 1>i degisimi; Etiyopyali L84’ln
“Artik onun kalbi in sah allah ¢ok iyi olur” climlesinde “kalb1” sézclglinde 1>i degisimi gibi. Bununla birlikte,
dizlik-yuvarlaklik uyumuna aykiri 6rnekler de bulunmustur: Irakh L11’in “Birincisi, ne kadar yolonuz zorlanirsa
hi¢ vazgecmeyin” ciimlesinde “yolonuz” sézciginde eklesme sirasinda ikinci hecede /o/ sesinin daraltilmasi
gerekirken kullanimi gibi. Tirkcede Gnli uyumlarina dahil olmayan eklerin kullanim 6zelliklerinin géz ardi edilerek
uyuma tabi tutuldugu Afganistanli L18’in “Birglin hastahande yirty6rdim” cimlesinde /-yor/ gbrev 6gesi;
Etiyopyall L85’in “insanin arzular ¢ocukkandan bashyor” ciimlesinde “cocukkandan” sézciigiinde /-ken/ gérev
ogesinde e>a degisimi gibi 6rnekler de yiiksek sikliktadir. Ayrica bazi eklerin s6zciigiin hece yapisina gore daralma
ya da genisleme durumunun goz ardi edildigi 6rnekler tespit edilmistir: Yemenli L56’nin “Pazara varince gozlerim
ne gorer almak” ciimlesinde “gbr-" sézcuguniin alacagl genis zaman bildiren gérev 6gesinin dar Gnlilu haliyle /-
ar/ kullanilmadigi (gérer>gorir); bunun tam tersi sekilde Cadli L72'nin “Bugline kadar giyirim ve bu son gezmek
ben” cumlesinde “giy-” sozcugunin alacagl genis zaman bildiren gbrev 6gesinin genis unlili haliyle /-er/
kullanilmadigi (giyirim>giyerim) gériilmistiir. Unsiiz uyumlariyla (8) ilgili olarak karsilasilan drneklerde /d/ = /t/,

/c/ = [¢/, k/ = [g/ sesleri arasinda lnslz uyumuna aykiri 6rnekler tespit edilmistir: Suudi Arabistanli L132'nin
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“secdikten sonra ve Universiteye girdikten sonra galismak zamani gelecek” climlesinde “sec¢dikten” s6zcugilinde
d>t; Etiyopyali L84’Un “Yani burada dunyaya onun hayati iy1 oldukca, karaktersi iyi olacak” climlesinde c>¢
degisimi gibi. Unlii-iinsiiz uyumlariyla (9) ilgili olarak ise Misirli L2’nin “Baze aileler onun gengler’e bu meslek e
gir!” cimlesinde Ginsiizle biten “meslek e” sézcligl Gnli ek aldiginda k>g degisiminin gerceklesmedigi; iranli L90"in
“22 yasindayken kendime bu mektupi yaziyorum” climlesinde “mektupi” s6zcigl unli ek aldiginda p>b
degisiminin gerceklesmedigi aykir durumlar tespit edilmistir. Unsiiz ébeklerinden kaginmayla (10) ilgili olarak
Etiyopyali L84'Uin “Senin kalbi ¢cok kirir olmaya ragmen, sik sik sabr verir” cimlesinde “sabr” s6zctugiinde oldugu
gibi sesbilimsel olarak sézcik biinyesinde orijinal dilinden alindigi haliyle tnsiiz ses kullanilan drnekler tespit
edilmistir. Ancak bununla birlikte eklesme sirasinda yan yana gelen cift Gnstzlerin kullanimi durumlarinda
ogrenicilerin eklerin blinyesindeki linstizlerden tasarrufa gittikleri 6rnekler de gortilmustir: Yemenli L54’(in “Bir

ay Oneci ailemle beraber alisverise gitik” cimlesinde gi(@)-ti-k> git-ti-k 6rneginde oldugu gibi.

ikinci dil olarak Tiirkge &grenicilerinin yazili anlatimlarindaki Tiirkiye Tiirkgesinden sapmalarin Tiirk¢enin

bicimbilimsel 6zellikleri agisindan analizi

ikinci dil olarak Tiirkge 6grenen 6grenicilerin yazili anlatim calismalari incelendiginde tespit edilen bigimbilimsel

tipolojik farkhhklar Tablo 6’da sunulmusgtur:

Tablo 6. Yazili Anlatim Calismalarinda Tespit Edilen Bigimbilimsel Tipolojik Farkhlik istatistikleri

Ulke / Tip. Oz. 12 13 16 f n X %
Misir 18 18 9 45 9 5 11,94
Burkina Faso 5 8 1 14 3 4,66 11,14
Filistin 15 13 8 36 8 4,5 10,74
Yemen 12 28 15 55 18 3,05 7,29
Irak 8 4 12 24 8 3 7,16
Pakistan 11 5 5 21 7 3 7,16
Banglades 3 7 3 13 5 2,6 6,20
Endonezya 1 5 8 14 6 2,33 5,57
Tanzanya 8 8 0 16 7 2,28 5,45
Afganistan 12 4 2 18 8 2,25 5,37
Filipinler 6 18 12 36 19 1,89 4,52
Suriye 3 28 15 46 29 1,58 3,78
Cad 5 5 0 10 7 1,42 3,41
iran 4 7 3 14 11 1,27 3,03
Etiyopya 5 2 0 7 6 1,16 2,78
BAE 7 0 0 7 7 1 2,38
Suudi Ar. 1 2 2 5 6 0,83 1,99
Toplam 124 162 95 381 164 41,87 100,0

Tablo 6’ya gore Tirkgeyi ikinci dil olarak 6grenenlerin yazili anlatim calismalarinda Tiirkgenin bigimbilimsel

tipolojik ozelliklerinden en c¢ok eklerin art arda siralanmasi (13) ile ilgili yanlisa rastlanirken (n=162), bunu
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sonekler (12) ile ilgili farkliliklar (n=124) ve eklerin heceliligi (16) ile ilgili farklliklar (n=95) izlemektedir. Buna karsin
bitisken yapiyla (11) ilgili yanlisa rastlanmamistir. Bir 6grenici basina diisen ortalama yanlis sayisi (x) ve bir
6grenicinin ortalama yanlis sayisi igerisindeki payina (%) gore ise Tirkgenin bigimbilimsel tipolojik 6zellikleriyle
ilgili farklhliklar, en ¢ok Misirli (%11,94), en az Suudi Arabistanli (%1,99) 6grenicilerin ¢alismalarinda
gorilmiistiir. Turkgeyi ikinci dil olarak 6grenenlerin yazili anlatim c¢alismalarinda rastlanan Tirkgenin

bicimbilimsel tipolojik 6zelliklerinin, 6grenicilerin lilkelerine gore grafiksel dagilmi asagidaki gibidir:
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Grafik 5. Yazili Anlatim Calismalarinda Tespit Edilen Bicimbilimsel Tipolojik Farklilklarin Ulkelere Gére Dagilimi

Grafik 5 incelendiginde, Tlrk¢enin eklerin art arda siralanmasiyla (13) ilgili tipolojik 6zelliginin diger 6zelliklere
gore yuksek siklikla yanlisa sebep oldugu (n=162); bunun da sirasiyla en ¢cok Yemen (n=28), Suriye (n=28), Misir
(n=18), Filipinlerden (n=18) gelen &grenicilerin galismalarinda tespit edildigi gorilmektedir. Turkgede
bicimbirimlerin ek sinirlari belli olacak bicimde art arda siralanmasi 6zelligine aykiri olarak; Misirli L5’in
“cocuklarima hayatta dogru yol gostereyecegim” climlesindeki goster-e-y-ece(g)-im = goster-ece(g)-im; Filistinli
L43’Un “Sonun’da Tirkyke’de okacagim” ciimlesinde ok-aca(g)-im = oku-y-aca(g)-im; Yemenli L62’nin “Hicbir sey
yapmaniz ben polise sikayet etmeyi distinlyldyorum” ciimlesinde disiin-G-y-G-yor-um = diisiin-t-yor-um gibi
orneklerle sikga karsilasilmistir. Tlrkgenin, sola dallanan dillerin de ortak 6zelligi olarak, bagiml bicimbirimlerin
sadece sona eklenmesi 6zelligiyle ilgili olarak sonekler (12) 6zelligiyle ilgili goriilen farkhliklarin eklenme yeri degil
genellikle yanhs eklerin tercih edilmesi nedeniyle oldugu gézlenmistir. Johanson (2014: 38-42) tarafindan bigim-
sozdizimsel bir 6zellik olarak sola dallanan climle sentaksiyla da ilisikilendirilen bu 6zelik, bicimbilimsel oldugu
kadar bicim-sozdizimsel 6zellik olarak da degerlendirilebilir. Eklerin heceliligi (16) ile ilgili olarak Pakistanli L33’ln
“Dogum glinim igin birlikte sarki séylyorduk” ciimlesinde séyl-yor-duk = sdy-li-yor-duk; Endonezyali L111’in “Her
sey cucukan baslyor” cimlesinde ¢u-cu-kan = go-cuk-ken gibi 6rneklere rastlanmistir. Genel olarak bu sekilde
bicimbilimsel 6zelliklerin bicim-sesbilimsel ve bi¢cim-sozdizimsel 6zelliklerle de bagdastigi farkliliklar tespit

edilmistir.
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ikinci dil olarak Tiirkge 6grenicilerinin yazili anlatimlarindaki Tiirkiye Tiirkgesinden sapmalarin Tiirkgenin bigim-

sozdizimsel 6zellikleri agisindan analizi

ikinci dil olarak Tiirkce 8grenen 6grenicilerin yazih anlatim calismalari incelendiginde tespit edilen bigim-

sozdizimsel tipolojik farkhhklar Tablo 7’de sunulmustur:

Tablo 7. Yazili Anlatim Calismalarinda Tespit Edilen Bigcim-Sézdizimsel Tipolojik Farklilik istatistikleri

Ulke / Tip. Oz. 17 20 21 23 25 26 28 31 32 f n X %

Burkina Faso 0 4 0 1 3 6 5 9 0 28 3 9,33 15,01
Pakistan 3 3 0 0 10 4 13 4 40 7 5,71 9,19
Misir 1 1 7 0 8 12 4 17 1 51 9 5,66 9,11
Yemen 3 12 4 24 6 16 9 20 1 95 18 5,27 8,49
Filistin 4 3 2 7 5 8 3 9 0 41 8 5,12 8,24
Etiyopya 1 1 2 10 2 6 0 5 0 27 6 4,5 7,24
Cad 0 4 4 4 0 2 3 10 1 28 7 4 6,43
Tanzanya 0 6 2 7 4 3 0 4 1 27 7 3,85 6,20
Suudi Arabistan 0 2 1 3 1 10 2 3 0 22 6 3,66 5,89
Endonezya 0 1 0 4 0 5 1 8 0 19 6 3,16 5,09
Banglades 0 2 0 5 2 0 3 2 0 14 5 2,8 4,50
Irak 0 3 1 1 2 2 5 4 0 18 8 2,25 3,62
BAE 0 0 1 3 1 3 1 5 1 15 7 2,14 3,44
Filistin 5 3 5 5 2 6 2 6 0 34 19 1,78 2,87
Afganistan 1 1 0 0 0 3 2 5 0 12 8 1,5 2,41
iran 0 0 0 2 2 2 0 3 0 9 11 0,81 1,31
Suriye 2 2 1 3 0 2 1 5 0 16 29 0,55 0,88
Toplam 20 48 30 82 38 96 45 128 9 496 164 62,1 100,0

Tablo 7’ye gore Turkgeyi ikinci dil olarak 6grenenlerin yazili anlatim galismalarinda Tirkgenin bigim-sdzdizimsel
tipolojik 6zelliklerinden en ¢ok belirli tanimligin yoklugu (31) ile ilgili yanhsa rastlanirken (n=128), bunu ilgi
durumunda 6zne (26) ile ilgili farkliliklar (n=96) ve eylemsilerle ciimle bagimhlastirma (23) ile ilgili farkliliklar
(n=82) izlemektedir. Buna karsin eksiz yalin durumla (18), karsilastirma kalibiyla (19), bagla¢ azhgiyla (24),
dolayhlik bigcimleriyle (27), tekrardan olusan birlesiklerle (33), ikilemeyle pekistirmeyle (34) ilgili yanlsa
rastlanmamistir. Bir 6grenici basina diisen ortalama yanlis sayisi (X) ve bir 6grenicinin ortalama yanlis sayisi
icerisindeki payina (%) gore ise Tirkgenin bigim-sézdizimsel tipolojik 6zellikleriyle ilgili farkliliklar, en ¢ok
Burkina Fasolu (%15,01), en az Suudi Arabistanh (%0,88) 6grenicilerin calismalarinda goériilmiistiir. Turkgeyi
ikinci dil olarak 6grenenlerin yazili anlatim calismalarinda rastlanan Tirkcenin bigim-sdzdizimsel tipolojik

ozelliklerinin, 6grenicilerin lilkelerine gore grafiksel dagilimi asagidaki gibidir:
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Grafik 6. Yazili Anlatim Calismalarinda Tespit Edilen Bicim-Sézdizimsel Tipolojik Farkhliklarin Ulkelere Gére

Dagilimi

Grafik 6 incelendiginde, Turkgenin belirli tanimhigin yoklugu (31) ilgili tipolojik 6zelliginin diger 6zelliklere gore
yuksek siklikla yanlisa sebep oldugu (n=128); bunun da sirasiyla en ¢ok Yemen (n=20), Misir (n=17), Pakistan’dan
(n=13) gelen 6grenicilerin g¢alismalarinda tespit edildigi gorilmektedir. Turkcede belirlilik gosteren tanimlik
bulunmaz (Yilmaz, 2016) buna karsin belirtme haliyle belirlilik (mad. 33) vardir (Johanson, 2014: 46). Buna goére
Tirkce 6grenenlerin yazil anlatimlarinda rastlanan 6rneklerden Yemenli L57’nin “Bazi hastaniler miizik ilac olarak
kullanabillirlar” cimlesinde muzik+@ > mizik+i; Bangladesli L145’in “Yani o yilizden agabim ¢ok seviyorum”
ciimlesinde agabim+g > agabeyim+i; iranli L90’in “Ve o {lkenin kiiltiiriin 6grenirim” ciimlesinde kiltiiriin+g >
kiltiri+n+i 6rneklerinde oldugu gibi belirli tanimhk saglayan gérev ogesi /+(s)l/ eksik kullanilmistir. flgi
durumunda 6zne (26) ile ilgili olarak incelenen yazili anlatim galismalarinda 6grenicilerin isimfiilerle olusturulan
Oznelerin ilgi halinde olmasi durumuna aykiri olarak cogunlukla durum ekini kullanmadiklari gérilmustir: Misirli
L3’tGin “Oncelikli herkes galismam lazim” ciimlesinde herkes+@ calisma+@ > herkes+in calisma+si 6rneginde oldugu
gibi. Turkcenin eylemsilerle ciimle bagimlilastirma (23) tipolojik 6zelligiyle ilgili olarak bagimh ctimlelerin ilgi
sozcUkleriyle degil, eylemsi ekleriyle kurulmus eylemsilerle (sifat-fiil, isim-fiil, zarf-fiil) bagimhlastiriimasi
durumuna aykiri orneklerle siklikla karsilasilmistir. Bunlardan biri eylemsi eklerinin birbirinin yerine
kullanilmasidir: Irakli L16’'nin “Clnkld bence aelyle ile yada yaniz gezmeyi hosuma getmiyor” cimlesinde
gez+me+y+i > gez+mek /-mA/=/-mAk/; Yemenli L51’in “Baskasi konusmagi istemiyor” cimlesinde konus-ma(g)+1
> konus-ma-+si+n+i /-mAk/=/-mA/; Tanzanyali L77’nin “Deniz turizm sadece deniz bulundugu sehirde var”
ciimlesinde bulun-du(g)+u sehir > bulun-an sehir /-Tlk/=/-An/ 6rnekleri gibi. Ayrica, /ek+edat/ yapisi igerisinde
yer edinmis fiilimsi eklerinin kullanimi konusunda, eklerin birbirinin yerine kullanimindan kaynaklanan sorunlar
tespit edilmistir: Yemenli L66’nin “Ben Tirkiye’e gelmem icin ¢ok mutluyum” ciimlesinde gel-me-m icin > gel-

di(g)+im icin /-mA+(iyelik eki) icin/=/-Tik+I+(iyelik eki) icin/ 6rneginde oldugu gibi.
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Birlesik isimler (20) ile ilgili rastlanan 6rneklerde Tirkgede birlesik isimlerin belirtisiz isim tamlamasi ve sifat
tamlamasi seklinde olusturulmasi 6zelligine aykiri kullanimlar gériimastir: Filipinli L153’Gn “Bu atasozdan ne
anlama gelir” cimlesinde ata+soz+g > ata+s6z+0; Cadli L74’Gn “mesela buzdolab, telivisyon, dolaplar kitaphklar”
cimlesinde buz+dolab+g > buz+dola(p)+ vb. Eklesik fiillerle (28) ilgili olarak Bangladesli L141’in “Evlerin yapisi
gore Bangladesteki evler hala Tiirkiye gibi olamabildi” cimlesinde ol-a-ma-bil-di > ol-a-ma- g-di seklinde olmasi
gerektigi gibi /+A bil-/ yapisindaki fiillerde olumlu ve olumsuz kullanimin siklikla yanls isaretlendigi goriulmustar.
Sontaki bulunmasiyla (25) ilgili olarak yazilh anlatimlarda, sontakilarin eklesme yolunda siklikla ek kaybina
ugramasi ya da fonolojk 6zelliklere uymama gibi yanhs kullanimlarla karsilagilmistir: Filipinli L149’un “Islamda
gore Islam sanslik hakinda inanmaz” cimlesinde Islamda gore yapisinda /+DA gére/ > /+A gbre/; Yemenli L59’un
“Pazarda ¢ok zaman gegirdigimiz dolayi acik oluyorduk” ciimlesinde “gecirdigimiz dolay1” yapisinda /¢ dolayi/ >
/+DAn dolayi/ seklindeki gibi. Sayi sifatlarinda ¢cokluk eki olmayisi (21) ile ilgili; Turkgede ¢oklugun, miktar bildiren
unsurlarca isaret edildiginde ekle ayrica gosteriimeme durumuna aykiri 6rnekler gorilmdistir: Irakh L10’un
“Insanlar ulkesi yasadiginda cok seyler goriirmiis” ciimlesinde “cok seyler”; Cadli L75’in “her esyalar burada
aldim” cimlesinde “her esyalar” 6rnegi vb. Bicimsel olarak fazla isaretlenmemis sifatlar (17) kategorisinde ise
Pakistanlh L29’un “Rahatlh esyalarin gétiirmesi gereki” cimlesinde “rahat esya > rahat+li esya” 6rneginde oldugu

gibi, isimlerin 6zel bir ek almadan sifat olarak kullanilabilme 6zelligine aykiri kullanimlar tespit edilmistir.

ikinci dil olarak Tiirkce 6grenicilerinin yazili anlatimlarindaki Tiirkiye Tiirkcesinden sapmalarin Tiirkgenin

sozdizimsel 6zellikleri agisindan analizi

ikinci dil olarak Tirkge 6grenen 6grenicilerin yazili anlatim calismalari incelendiginde tespit edilen sézdizimsel

tipolojik farkhhklar Tablo 8'de sunulmustur:

Tablo 8. Yazili Anlatim Calismalarinda Tespit Edilen Sézdizimsel Tipolojik Farkhlik istatistikleri

Ulke / Tip. Oz. 22 29 35 f n X %

Cad 4 6 2 12 7 1,71 16,53
Irak 4 6 1 11 8 1,37 13,25
Burkina Faso 0 4 0 4 3 1,33 12,85
Tanzanya 0 5 1 6 7 0,85 8,26
Etiyopya 2 2 1 5 6 0,83 8,036
Suudi Ar. 1 2 2 5 6 0,83 8,036
Filistin 3 1 1 5 8 0,62 6,02
Yemen 4 1 3 8 18 0,44 4,28
Pakistan 0 2 1 3 7 0,42 4,13
Misir 2 1 0 3 9 0,33 3,21
Endonezya 1 1 0 2 6 0,33 3,21
Filipinler 1 5 0 6 19 0,31 3,04
Afganistan 0 2 0 2 8 0,25 2,41
Banglades 0 1 0 1 5 0,20 1,92
iran 0 2 0 2 11 0,18 1,75
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Suriye 0 4 1 5 29 0,17 1,66
BAE 0 1 0 1 7 0,14 1,37
Toplam 22 46 13 136 164 10,37 100,0

Tablo 8’e gore Turkgeyi ikinci dil olarak 6grenenlerin yazili anlatim ¢alismalarinda Tirkgenin s6zdizimsel tipolojik
ozelliklerinden en ¢ok sinirl adil kullanimi (29) ile ilgili yanlisa rastlanirken (n=46), bunu séz diziminde sola
dallanma (22) ile ilgili farklihklar (n=22) ve iyelik anlatan yiiklemlemeler (35) ile ilgili farkhhklar (n=13)
izlemektedir. Buna karsin cinsiyetin yokluguyla (30) ilgili yanhsa rastlanmamistir. Bir 6grenici basina disen
ortalama yanlis sayisi (X) ve bir 6grenicinin ortalama yanhs sayisi icerisindeki payina (%) gore ise Tirkgenin
sozdizimsel tipolojik 6zellikleriyle ilgili farkliliklar, en ¢ok Cadh (%16,53), en az BAE’'den gelen (%1,37)
Ogrenicilerin calismalarinda gorilmiistiir. Turkgeyi ikinci dil olarak 6grenenlerin yazili anlatim galismalarinda
rastlanan Tlrkgenin sézdizimsel tipolojik 6zelliklerinin, 6grenicilerin Glkelerine gore grafiksel dagihmi asagidaki
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Grafik 7. Yazili Anlatim Calismalarinda Tespit Edilen Sézdizimsel Tipolojik Farkliliklarin Ulkelere Gére Dagilimi

Grafik 7 incelendiginde, Turkgenin sinirli adil kullanimi (29) ile ilgili tipolojik ozelliginin diger ozelliklere gore
yuksek siklikla yanlisa sebep oldugu (n=46); bunun da sirasiyla en ¢ok Cadli (n=6, Irakli (n=6) 6grenicilerin
calismalarinda tespit edildigi gorilmektedir. Turkcede s6z diziminde sola dallanma (22) ile ilgili farkliliklar ise en
¢ok Cadli (n=4), Irakh (n=4) ve Yemenli (n=4) 6grenicilerin g¢alismalarinda gértlmustir. Tirkcede sinirli adil
kullanimi (29) ile ilgili olarak baglamdan cikarilabildigi durumlarda adil kullanimina basvurulmazken incelenen
calismalarda 6grenicilerin adil kullanarak ciimle sonunda kisiyi isaret edecek gorev 6gesini kullanmadiklari tespit
edilmistir: Etiyopyali L84’lin “Artik sen iyi olacak” climlesinde “sen” adili oldugu igin yiklem ¢ekiminde ikinci sahsi
isaret eden /-sIn/ gbrev 6gesi kullanilmamistir. S6z diziminde sola dallanma (22) ile ilgili olarak 6rnegin; Filistinli
L47’nin  “magazanizidan kazan aldigimi begenmemisti” climlesinde “magazanizidan kazan aldigimi >
magazanizdan aldigim kazani” yapisinda 6bek yapisi icerisinde 6gelerin sola dallanma yapisina aykiri dizildigi

gorulir. Turkgede iyelik anlatan yiiklemlemeler (35) ile ilgili “(sahip olan + ilgi +) sahip olunan + iyelik eki + var”
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yapisina aykiri érnekler tespit edilmistir: Etiyopyali L87'nin “ben yeni elbise varsam” climlesinde “yeni elbise+g

var+sa+m > yeni elibise+m var+sa” érnegi gibi.

TARTISMA ve SONUC

Bu calismada ikinci dil olarak Tiirkge 6grenicilerinin yazili anlatimlarindaki Turkiye Tirkgesinden sapmalar,
Tirkgenin tipolojik 6zellikleri agisindan incelenmistir. 17 farkh tilkeden Turkgeyi ikinci dil olarak 6grenen en az B2
veya C1 seviyesindeki o©grenicilerin yazili anlatim g¢alismalari, Tirkgenin sesbilimsel, bigim-sesbilimsel,
bicimbilimsel, bicim-s6zdizimsel ve s6zdizimsel tipolojik 6zellikleri agisindan incelenmistir. Arastirmanin sonuglar

soyledir:

Turkgeyi ikinci dil olarak 6grenenlerin yazili anlatimlarinda goérilen tipolojik olarak dil sapmasi 6rnekleri en gok
sesbilimsel oOzellikleri ile ilgili olarak gozlenirken (f=710), bunu sirasiyla bigim-sesbilimsel (f=548), bi¢im-
sozdizimsel (f=496), bicimbilimsel (f=381) ve sozdizimsel (f=81) 6zellikler izlemektedir. Tlrkgenin sesbilimsel
tipolojik o6zellikleri agisindan ikinci dil olarak Tirkce Ogrenenler arasinda Arapga konusurlarindan Filistinli,
Yemenli, Misirli, Irakli, Suudi Arabistanli 6grenicilerin en ¢ok dil sapmasi oranina sahip olmalari dikkat
cekmektedir. Bengalce konusuru Bangladesli ile Pestuca ve Darice konusuru Afganistanli Ogreniciler de
sesbilimsel sapmalarda 6n plandadir. Genel olarak 6grenicilerin Tlrkgede tipik olmayan seslerle ilgili sapmalarin
gecis sikhiginin yiiksek olmasi noktasinda, sesleri ayirt etmekte glgliik cektikleri ve bunu yazili anlatim
¢alismalarina yansittiklari soéylenebilir. Benzeri sekilde Tirkce 6grenen Arnavutlarla ilgili yapmis oldugu
calismasinda Brahimi (2019), ana dili Arnavutca olan 6grencilerin 6zellikle Turkgedeki /6/,/ G/ arasinda, /1/ sesini
ogrenmekte giicliik cektiklerini, ayrica Tirkce /c/ ve /¢/ sesleri arasindaki farkhliklar da algilamakta guigliik
cektiklerini ifade etmistir. Dolayisiyla Tirkceye 6zgi tipik sesler baglaminda degerlendirildiginde diger dil
konusuru tiim &greniciler bu noktada 6greme giicligli yasayabilmektedir. Giiven ve Ozmen (2021) Afrikali
Ogrenicilerle yaptiklari calismada, Afrikali 6grenicilerin /c/, /¢/, /i/ ve /s/ seslerinde sorun yasadiklarini belirterek,
bu durumda yapilan hatalarin 6grenicilerin ana dilleriyle blyiik oranda baglantili olduguna isaret ederler. Ayrica,
Ogrenicilerin ana dillerinde olmayan Tiirkce (insizleri, ana dillerinde olan diger (insiizlere benzeterek sesletmeye
calistiginl ya da ana dillerinde olan ancak farkh sesletilen tGnstizleri yine alistiklari bicimde sesletmeye devam
ettiklerini gézlemlemislerdir. Dolayisiyla sesbilimsel olarak hem sesletimde hem de yazili anlatimda benzeri

sorunlarin yasandigi sdylenebilir.

Tirkgenin bicim-sesbilimsel tipolojik 6zellikleri agisindan ikinci dil olarak Tiirkce 6grenenler arasinda Pestuca ve
Urduca konusuru Pakistanli, Arapca konusuru Filistinli, Bengalce konusuru Bangladesli, Amharca konusuru
Etiyopyall, Farsca konusuru iranh 6grenciler dil sapmalarinda ilk sirayr almislardir. Ana dilleri birbirinden farkli
olan bir hedef kitlenin yazili anlatimlarinda bigim-sesbilimsel sapmalarin yiiksek siklikta olmasi, bunlar arasinda
da agirlikh olarak dnlii uyumlari ile ilgili farkhliklar gérilmesi dikkat cekicidir. Tirk¢cede hem sesbilimsel hem de
bicimbilimsel 6zelliklerle ilgili olarak inli uyumlarmin dogru 6grenilmesi konusunda ana dili farkli olan ¢ogu

Ogrenicinin sorun yasadigl cesitli calismalarda ortaya konulmustur. Boylu (2014) da benzeri sekilde, Tirkge
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dgrenen iranh dgrenicilerle yaptig calismasinda 6zellikle (insiiz benzesmesi ve (insiiz yumusamasi érneklerinde

zorluk yasandigini bildirir.

Tirkgenin bigimbilimsel tipolojik 6zellikleri agisindan yazili anlatim ¢alismalarinda rastlanan dil sapmalari
konusunda, Arapga konusuru Misirli 6greniciler ile Fransizca ve yerel diller konuguru Burkina Fasolu 6greniciler
on plana ¢ikmistir. Arapga konusuru Filistinli, Yemenli, Irakli 6grenciler de benzeri sekilde yiksek siklikta dilsel
sapmalar gergeklestirmistir. Bu noktada ana dili Arapca olan hedef kitlenin Turkgenin bigcimbilimsel tipolojik
ozelliklerinden 6zellikle eklerin art arda siralanmasi ve soneklerle ilgili sorun yasamasi, 6grenicilerin yaptigi dil
sapmasi Orneklerinin gelisimsel yanls olduguna isaret etmektedir. Nitekim Bolikbas (2011), Arap kokenli
Ogrenicilerle yaptigl calismasinda, dil bilgisi yanlislarinin cogunlukla gelisimsel yanlhslar olduguna, dolayisiyla dil

bilgisi yanlislarinda olumsuz aktarimin etkisinin azligina isaret eder.

Tirkgenin bigim-sdzdizimsel tipolojik 6zellikleri agisindan dil sapmasi 6rnegi gésterme konusunda Fransizca ve
yerel diller konusuru Burkina Fasolu 6greniciler 6n plandayken, onlari Pestuca, Urduca konusuru Pakistanli,
Arapca konusuru Misirli, Yemenli, Filistinli ve Amharca konusuru Etiyopyali 6greniciler takip etmistir. Ana dilleri
Afro-Asyatik olan 6grenicilerin Turkgenin bigcim-sézdizimsel tipolojik 6zellikleri arasinda belirli tanimhigin yoklugu
noktasinda yiiksek siklikta sapmalar gergeklestirmis olmasi dikkat gekicidir. “Tiirkge 6grenirken en ¢ok zorlanilan
konulardan biri eklerin kullanimidir. Ozellikle belirtme bildiren gérev dgesi /+I/ ve ydnelme gérevinde kullanilan
/+A/ gbrev dgesinin islevi noktasinda 6greniciler zorlanir. Dogaldir ki bu zorlanmada 6grencilerin ana dilinin etkisi
buylktur” (Candas Karababa, 2009). Turkgenin sézdizimi 6zelliklerini incelemek ayni zamanda bigimbilgisiyle
ilgilidir (Demir, 2021). Eylemsilerle ciimle bagimhlastirma tipolojik 6zelligiyle ilgili olarak rastlanan eylemsi
eklerinin birbirinin yerine kullaniimasi seklindeki dil sapmasinin benzeri 6rnekleri, Gokcebag (2018) tarafindan
Yunan 6grenicilerle yapilan ¢calismada 6grenicilerin dzellikle 6zneyi isaret eden /-(y)An/ ekiyle nesneyi isaret eden

/-DIK/ ekini birbirine karistirmasi lizerine gézlemlenmistir.

Tlrkgenin sozdizimsel tipolojik 6zellikleri agisindan genel olarak 6grenicilerin gosterdikleri dil sapmalari, diger
kategorilere gére daha azinliktadir. Arapca, Fransizca konusuru Cadl, Arapc¢a konusuru Irakli, Fransizca ve yerel
diller konusuru Burkina Fasolu, ingilizce ve Svahili konusuru Tanzanyali 6grenciler bu noktada &n plana ¢ikmistir.
Turkgenin sézdizimsel tipolojik 6zelliklerinden en ¢ok sinirl adil kullanimi ve séz diziminde sola dallanma 6ne
cikmustir. Glrler’in (2019), Turkce 68renen Suriyeli 6grenicilerle gerceklestirdigi calismasinda; 6grenicilerin dil
sapmalarinda ilk sirayi sesbilimsel 6rneklerin almasi, bu durumu yazim ve noktalama yanlislari ile s6zliksel-
anlamsal 6zelilklerle ilgili dil sapmasi érneklerinin takip etmesi ve en sonda s6zdizimsel 6zelliklerin yer almasi, bu

calismanin sonuglariyla da ortlismektedir.

Asya’nin gesitli bolgelerinden arastirmaya katilan 6greniciler; toplam 1067 dil sapmasi 6rnegi ile ilk sirada yer
almistir. Ogrenici basina diisen dil sapmasi oranina gére degerlendirildiginde ise %43,20 oraniyla yine ilk siradadir.
Asyali 6grenicilerin yazili anlatim c¢alismalarinda Tiirk¢enin tipolojik Ozellikleri agisindan sirasiyla en ¢ok

sesbilimsel (f=380), bicim-sesbilimsel (f=307), bicimbilimsel (f=186), bicim-sdzdizimsel (f=162) ve sozdizimsel
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(f=32) dil sapmasi 6rnegi tespit edilmistir. Ogrenici hatalari payina gore en cok %8,39 ile Pakistanl 6greniciler ilk
sirada yer alir. Arap Yarimadasi olarak da bilinen Kuzeydogu Afrika ile Glneybati Asya’nin kavsak noktasindaki
cesitli bélgelerinden arastirmaya katilan 6greniciler; toplam 637 dil sapmasi 6rnegi ile ikinci sirada yer almis;
Ogrenici bagina digen dil sapmasi oranina gore degerlendirildiginde ise %24,49 oraniyla Afrikali 6grencilerin de
gerisinde kalarak Uglincu siraya gelmistir. Arap Yarimadasi’'ndan gelen 6grenicilerin yazili anlatim ¢alismalarinda
Tirkgenin tipolojik ozellikleri agisindan sirasiyla en gok sesbilimsel (f=208), bigim-sézdizimsel (f=173), bigim-
sesbilimsel (f=134), bigcimbilimsel (f=103) ve sdzdizimsel (f=19) dil sapmasi 6rnegi tespit edilmistir. Ogrenici
hatalari payina gore %9,12 ile Filistinli 6greniciler ilk sirada yer alir. Afrika’nin gesitli bélgelerinden arastirmaya
katilan 6greniciler; toplam 512 dil sapmasi 6rnegi ile liglincii sirada yer almistir. Ogrenici basina diisen dil sapmasi
oranina gore degerlendirildiginde ise %32,28 oraniyla ikinci siradadir. Afrikali 6grenicilerin yazili anlatim
calismalarinda Tlrkgenin tipolojik ozellikleri agisindan sirasiyla en ¢ok bigim-sézdizimsel (f=161), sesbilimsel
(f=122), bigim-sesbilimsel (f=107), bigimbilimsel (f=92) ve so6zdizimsel (f=30) dil sapmasi 6rnegi tespit edilmistir.

Ogrenici hatalari payina gére %7,84’liik oranla en ¢ok dil sapmasi 6rnegi ile Misirli 6greniciler ilk sirada yer alir.

Afro-Asyatik dil ailesinin Sami kolu konusurlari; toplam 1344 dil sapmasi érnegi ile ilk sirada yer almistir. Ogrenici
basina disen dil sapmasi oranina gore degerlendirildiginde ise %52,57 oraniyla yine ilk siradadir. Sami dili
konusurlarinin yazili anlatimlarinda Tirkgenin tipolojik 6zellikleri agisindan sirasiyla sesbilimsel (f=444), bigim-
sozdizimsel (f=313), bicim-sesbilimsel (f=297), bicimbilimsel (f=235) ve sézdizimsel (f=55) dil sapmasi ornegi
tespit edilmistir. Ogrenici hatalari payina gére %9,12 ile Filistinli 6greniciler ilk sirada yer alir. Hint-Avrupa dil
ailesinin Hint-iran kolu konusurlari; toplam 445 dil sapmasi drnegi ile ikinci sirada yer almistir. Ogrenici basina
diisen dil sapmasi oranina gére degerlendirildiginde ise %24,25 oranla yine ikinci siradadir. Hint-iran dili
konusurlarinin yazili anlatim ¢alismalarinda Tirkgenin tipolojik 6zellikleri agisindan sirasiyla sesbilimsel (f=148)
ve bicim-sesbilimsel (f=148), bigim-s6zdizimsel (f=75), bicimbilimsel (f=66) ve s6zdizimsel (f=8) dil sapmasi 6rnegi
tespit edilmistir. Ogrenici hatalari payina gére %8,39'luk oranla Pakistanli &greniciler ilk sirada yer alir.
Avustronezya dili konusurlari toplam 274 dil sapmasi 6rnegi ile Gglnci sirada yer almistir. Bunlardan Filipinliler
ayni zamanda Hint-Avrupa Cermen dili konusurlaridir. Ogrenici basina diisen dil sapmasi oranina gore
degerlendirildiginde ise %9,7 oranla Nijer-Kongo dili konusurlarinin gerisinde kalarak dérdiicti siradadir.
Avustronezya dili konusurlarinin yazili anlatim galismalarinda Tiirkgenin tipolojik 6zellikleri agisindan sirasiyla
sesbilimsel (f=86) ve bigim-sesbilimsel (f=77), bigcim-s6zdizimsel (f=53), bigimbilimsel (f=50) ve sozdizimsel (f=8)
dil sapmasi 6rnegi tespit edilmistir. Buna gore tipolojik kategoriler agisindan Hint-Avrupa dillerinin Sami kolu
konusurlariyla benzer egilim gdstermislerdir. Ogrenici hatalari payina gére Endonezyali égreniciler (%5,82),
Filipinli 6greniciler (%3,88) sapma oranina sahiptir. Nijer-Kongo dili konusurlari toplam 153 dil sapmasi 6rnegi ile
dordiinci sirada yer almistir. Bu grup ayni zamanda Hint-Avrupa Cermen ve Hint-Avrupa Romen dili
konusurlaridir. Bu grup, 6grenici basina diisen dil sapmasi oranina gére degerlendirildiginde ise %13,35 oranla
dordiinci siradadir. Yazili anlatim ¢alismalarinda Tirkgenin tipolojik 6zellikleri agisindan sirasiyla en ¢ok bigim-

sozdizimsel (f=55), sesbilimsel (f=32), bicimbilimsel (f=30), bigim-sesbilimsel (f=26) ve so6zdizimsel (f=10) dil
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sapmasi drnegi tespit edilmistir. Ogrenici hatalari payina gére Burkina Fasolu &greniciler (%8,2), Tanzanyali

Ogreniciler (%5,15) sapma oranina sahiptir.

ONERILER

Bu arastirma, genel degerlendirme olgitleri sunmasi amaciyla 17 farkli Glkeden, Asya’dan Afrika’ya uzanan genis
bir cografi hat Uzerinden katihmciyla gergeklestirilmistir. Dolayisiyla benzeri arastirmalar daha sinirli bélgeler
yahut benzer ana dil 6zelliklerindeki hedef kitlelerle ayri ayri gergeklestirilip derinlemesine sonuglar elde

edilebilir.

Arastirmada ele alinan Tirkgenin tipolojik 6zellikleri agisindan, dil 6grenicilerinin konusuru olduklar Glkelerin
dilleri ve ana dilleri agisindan her iki dil arasindaki benzemezliklerden kaynakli dil sapmalari (izerine
yogunlasiimistir. Benzeri sekilde, farkli ¢calismalarda diller arasindaki uzakliklar ve uzaklik dereceleri ile yakinhklar

ve yakinlik dereceleri baglamindan hareketle incelemeler yapilabilir.

Arastirmada ele alinan sesbilimsel, bigim-sesbilimsel, bigimbilimsel, bigim-s6zdizimsel ve sdzdizimsel tipolojik
ozelliklerin her biri ile ilgili ayri ayri olmak lzere belirli hedef kitlelerle gergeklestirilecek ¢alismalarla, Turkgenin
diger dillerle olan benzerlik / farklilik derecesinin hangi noktalar Gzerinde yogunlastigi tespit edilebilir. Bunlardan

hareketle Tlrkce 6gretimi slireclerinde yasanacak olasi sorunlara yénelik kolaylastirici drnekler gelistirilebilir.

Tirkce Ogretimi sireglerinde diller arasi iliskiler baglaminda karsilasilan dil sapmalari, 6grenme giglikleri,
olumsuz aktarim yanlislari vb. sorunlara ¢6zim sunmasi amaciyla 6ncelikle Tirkgenin sesbilimsel, bigim-
seshilimsel, bicimbilimsel, bicim-s6zdizimsel ve sdzdizimsel tipolojik 6zellikleri netlestirilmelidir. Bu sayede her
biriyle ilgili tim o6zelliklerin 6gretimine yonelik hem sesletim hem yazili anlatim ¢alismalari tasarlanmasi faydal

olabilir.
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